United States Court of Appeals

Fifth Circuit
FILED
IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH CIRCUI T January 26, 2006

Charles R. Fulbruge llI
Clerk

No. 05-40237
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
DELRI CK W LLI AMS,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 9:02-CR-48-2

Before SM TH, GARZA, and PRADO, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Delrick WIllians appeals his conviction followng a jury

trial for possession with intent to distribute 100 kil ogranms or
nmore of marijuana, in violation of 21 U S.C § 841(a)(1).
Wl lians challenges the sufficiency of the evidence and the
district court’s denial of his pre-trial notion to suppress.
We affirm

WIllians was a passenger in a car stopped for a traffic

violation in which police discovered 331 pounds of marijuana.

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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The evi dence showed that the car had been rented in Houston
approxi mately four hours before the stop. Testinony showed that
it would have taken considerable tine to |load the marijuana into
the vehicle and then approximately two hours to reach
Nacogdoches, where the stop occurred. WIIlians was present when
the car was rented and was |listed as an additional driver on the
rental agreenent. He was hesitant and defensive in response to
gquestioning during the traffic stop and gave a story that
conflicted with that of the driver. Marijuana was found hi dden
in the trunk of the car, but a | arge anmount was al so found

i mredi ately behind the passenger and driver’s seat under
clothing. WIllians and the driver began backing away as if to
fl ee when a drug dog alerted to the vehicle. W concl ude that
the evidence on the whole, viewed in the |ight nost favorable to
the verdict, supports at |east a plausible inference of

WIllians’s know edge and possession. See Jackson v. Virginia,

443 U. S. 307, 319 (1979); United States v. Otega Reyna, 148 F. 3d

540, 544 (5th Cr. 1998); United States v. Mergerson, 4 F.3d 337,

348-49 (5th Gir. 1993).

Wth respect to the suppression notion, we find no nerit in
WIllians’s challenge to the initial stop based on an alleged
traffic violation. The investigating officer testified that the
driver of the vehicle failed to signal when changing | anes and

when exiting onto anot her highway. He also indicated this
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violation in his report. See Wiren v. United States, 517 U S

806, 810 (1996).

WIllians argues that the officer inpermssibly prolonged the
stop by questioning himand the driver before requesting a
conputer records check, unduly delaying his request for the
records check, and then continuing the detention after the
records check cane back negative. The questions that the officer
asked the driver and Wllianms were routine and within the scope
of the initial stop and took only a few mnutes to conpl ete.

See United States v. Brigham 382 F.3d 500, 507-08 (5th Cr

2004) (en banc). The questions were not inperm ssible because
they were asked before the records check. 1d. at 511. W
conclude froma review of the transcript of the suppression
hearing that the officer relied on nore than a generali zed
suspi ci on of wongdoing; instead, the officer’s actions were a
graduat ed response to energing facts, were reasonabl e under the
totality of the circunstances, and did not unconstitutionally
extend Wllians’s detention. See id. at 506-09.

AFFI RVED.



