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PER CURI AM *

Def endant Mbhammed | brahim appeals from an order of the
district court affirmng Ibrahims pretrial detention w thout bond
under the Bail ReformAct of 1984, 18 U.S.C. § 3141 et seq. (1988).
Finding the district court's order supported by the proceedings
bel ow, we affirm

| brahim was charged with naking a false statenment in the

application for a passport, falsely representing hinself as a
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no precedential value and nerely decide particular cases on the basis of well-
settled principles of |aw inposes needl ess expense on the public and burdens on
the | egal profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published.



United States citizen, possessing false identification docunents,
maki ng fal se statenents to a United States governnent agency, and
m susing a visa. Foll ow ng a detention hearing, the nmagistrate
j udge ordered | brahi mdetai ned pending trial because: (1) probable
cause existed to believe that |brahimhad conmtted the offenses
charged; (2) Ibrahimhad the denonstrated ability to assune fal se
identities; (3) Ibrahimappeared to have violated his inmgration
status as a student, thereby subjecting himto deportation; and
(4) the evidence established that no condition or conbination of
condi ti ons woul d reasonably assure | brahim s appearance for trial.
| brahimthen filed a notion to revoke the detention order, which
the district court denied. | brahim now appeals the district
court's deci sion.

| brahi m argues that the district court erred in denying his
notion to revoke the detention order. "Absent an error of |law, we
must uphold a district court's pretrial detention order “if it is
supported by the proceedings below,' a deferential standard of
reviewthat we equate to the abuse-of-discretion standard.” United
States v. Hare, 873 F.2d 796, 798 (5th Cr. 1989); see also United
States v. Jackson, 845 F.2d 1262, 1263 (5th Cr. 1988). "The sane
standard applies to a determnation in response to a notion to
revoke a detention order." Hare, 873 F.2d at 798.

Under the Bail Reform Act, a district court shall order the
detention of a defendant prior to trial "if it finds [by a
pr eponderance of the evidence] that no condition or conbination of

conditions will reasonably assure the appearance of the person as
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required.” 18 U S.C. 8 3142(e); Jackson, 845 F.2d at 1264 n. 3.
In making this determnation, the district court nust consider
(1) the nature and circunstances of the offense charged; (2) the
wei ght of the evidence agai nst the person; and (3) the history and
characteristics of the person, including the person's famly ties
enpl oynent history, financial resources, and community ties. See
18 U.S.C. § 3142(g); United States v. Rueben, 974 F.2d 580, 586
(5th Gir. 1992), cert. denied, ___ US. __ , 113 S. C. 1336, 122
L. BEd. 2d 720 (1993). After reviewing the record, we concl ude that
the decisions of the magistrate judge and the district court are
supported by the proceedings below. The district court correctly
found probable cause to conclude that |Ibrahim commtted the
of fenses with which he was charged. Mor eover, |brahim now is
considered to beinthe United States illegally, is deportable, and
has norelatives livinginthe United States. Furthernore, |brahim
has no financial resources with which to secure an appearance bond
and no community or enploynent ties. Consequently, we find that
the district court did not abuse its discretion in determning that
no condition or conbination of conditions would reasonably assure
| brahi M s appearance at trial. See United States v. Val enzuel a-
Verdigo, 815 F.2d 1011, 1012 (5th Gr. 1987) (upholding a
detention-w t hout-bail order where the defendant was a citizen of
anot her country with relatives living there and had no property in
the United States).
Accordingly, the district court's order is AFFI RVED



