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Gary Van Daniels appeals his guilty-plea conviction and
sentence for possession of 50 granms or nore of cocaine base with
intent to distribute, in violation of 21 U S. C. 8§ 841(a)(1). The
district court sentenced Daniels to 168 nonths in prison and five
years of supervised rel ease.

Dani el s’s conditional plea agreenent permts himto appeal
the district court’s denial of his notion to suppress the cocai ne
base that was seized fromhis car on Novenber 4, 2002, in
W nnsboro, Louisiana. On that night, police officers acting

pursuant to the tip of a confidential informant (“Cl”) foll owed

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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Dani el s’s car as he drove anong several towns in northern

Loui siana. Approximately two hours after officers stopped
Daniels’s car in Wnnsboro for a traffic violation, a Franklin
Parish District Judge signed a search warrant authorizing a
search of the car. The search resulted in the seizure of
approxi mately 222 grans of crack cocai ne and 20 grans of

mar i j uana.

Dani el s now argues that the court erred in denying his
nmotion to suppress, primarily because the affidavit on which the
search warrant was based was insufficient wthin its “four
corners” to establish probable cause to search. He argues that
the affidavit was “bare bones.” Daniels contends that the search
thus did not fall with in the “good faith” exception announced in

United States v. Leon, 468 U S. 897 (1984). Even if the Leon

good-faith exception does not apply, we nmay affirmthe denial of
Dani el s’s suppression notion if we conclude that a warrantl ess

search woul d have been supported by probable cause. See United

States v. Goemi sola, 225 F.3d 753, 759 (D.C. Gr. 2000);

see al so 3A WRIGHT, KING, & KLEIN, FEDERAL PRACTI CE AND PROCEDURE § 666.
The testinony at Daniels’ s state-court suppression hearing and at
a supplenental hearing in federal district court showed that
probabl e cause for the search did exist under the “autonobile
exception” to the Fourth Anendnent’s warrant requirenent.

See United States v. Saucedo-Minoz, 307 F.3d 344, 351 (5th Cr

2002). Construing the evidence “in the |ight nost favorable” to

the Governnent, see United States v. Laury, 985 F.2d 1293, 1314

(5th Gr. 1993), we hold that the district court did not err in
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concluding that the totality of the circunstances established
probabl e cause to believe that Daniels was transporting drugs in

his car. See Saucedo- Munoz, 307 F.3d at 351. W affirmthe

district court’s denial of Daniels’s notion to suppress.

Dani el s contends that the district court erred in denying
his pre-sentencing notion for additional testing of the cocaine
seized fromhis car. In that notion, Daniels argued that,
al though testing had confirnmed that the substance was cocai ne
base, his attorney had not informed himthat, as a | egal matter,
“all cocai ne base is not crack cocaine.” Daniels’s notion was
essentially a notion to conduct discovery. Daniels has
established neither a relevant |egal distinction between “base”
and “crack” nor that the substance in his case was “crack” but

not “base.” The district court did not abuse its discretion in

denying the notion. United States v. Wbster, 162 F. 3d 308, 339

(5th Gr. 1999).

For the first time on appeal, Daniels argues that the
Governnment presented no evidence at sentencing that the substance
found in his car was “crack” cocaine. This claimis reviewable

for plain error only. United States v. Calverley, 37 F.3d 160,

162-64 (5th Cir. 1994) (en banc); see United States v. d ano, 507

U S 725, 732 (1993). Daniels’s Presentence Report (“PSR’)
stated that testing of the substance showed that it was cocai ne
base (or “crack” cocaine) weighing 231.30 grans. This unrebutted
PSR i nformati on bore sufficient “indicia of reliability” to

support the district court’s determnation that crack cocai ne was
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involved. See United States v. Cothran, 302 F.2d 279, 286 (5th

Cir. 2002). No error, plain or otherwi se, is apparent.

W AFFI RM t he conviction and sent ence.



