
*  Pursuant to 5TH CIR. R. 47.5, the court has determined
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limited circumstances set forth in 5TH CIR.
R. 47.5.4.
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PER CURIAM:*

Kevin Hutchings appeals the dismissal of his petition for
writ of habeas corpus pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2254.  Hutchings
contends that he was denied effective assistance of counsel due
to his attorney’s waiver of a Fourth Amendment claim arising out
of a traffic stop. 

Although we agree that counsel’s performance was deficient,
we do not agree that Hutchings has made the requisite showing of
prejudice.  See Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 685-88
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(1984).  The state court reasonably could have concluded that the
officers learned that Mills did not have a valid license during
the scope of the initial detention for a traffic stop.  See,
e.g., United States v. Jones, 234 F.3d 234, 240 (5th Cir. 2000);
United States v. Dortch, 199 F.3d 193, 198 (5th Cir. 1999). 
Further, the state reasonably could have concluded that
Hutchings’s consent to search the car included the search of the
spare tire.  See Florida v. Jimeno, 500 U.S. 248, 249, 251
(1991); United States v. McSween, 53 F.3d 684, 688 (5th Cir.
1995).  Under the deferential standard of 28 U.S.C. § 2254(d), 
we cannot say that the rejection of Hutchings’s ineffective-
assistance claim was contrary to or involved an unreasonable
application of federal law.  The judgment of the district court
is AFFIRMED.


