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PER CURIAM: 

  Victor Perkins appeals the district court’s order 

continuing his civil commitment under 18 U.S.C. § 4246 (2006).  

On appeal, he argues that the district court erred in concluding 

that his release would pose a substantial risk of bodily injury 

to another person or serious damage to property of another as a 

result of mental disease or defect.  We affirm. 

  In order for Perkins to succeed in his renewed attempt 

at release, it was incumbent upon him to show by a preponderance 

of the evidence that he has recovered from his mental disease or 

defect to such extent that his release would no longer create a 

substantial risk.  See 18 U.S.C. § 4246(e) (2006).  The district 

court’s finding on the matter will not be overturned on appeal 

unless it is clearly erroneous.  See United States v. Cox, 964 

F.2d 1431, 1433 (4th Cir. 1992).   

  After conducting a hearing, the district court found 

by “overwhelming evidence” that Perkins “continues to suffer 

from a mental disease or defect as a result of which his release 

would create a danger to others.”  Our thorough review of the 

record leads us to conclude that the district court did not 

clearly err in finding that continued civil commitment was 

warranted.  Accordingly, we affirm the order of the district 

court.  We further deny Perkins’ pro se motions for summary 

judgment and release.  We dispense with oral argument because 
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the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the 

materials before the court and argument would not aid the 

decisional process. 

AFFIRMED 




