IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 00-40792
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
PEDRO LANDERCS, JR.,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. L-98-CR-576-1
* November 1, 2001
Before JONES, SM TH and EMLIO M GARZA, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Pedro Landeros, Jr., appeals fromhis conditional guilty
pl ea for possession with the intent to distribute approxi mately 440
pounds of cocai ne. He challenges the adverse portion of the
district court’s suppression ruling concerning the search of the
livestock trailer. W AFFIRM
Landeros fails to chall enge the primary concl usi on of the
district court, nanely, that Landeros | acked standing to chall enge

the search of the trailer which he did not own. Hs failure to

chal l enge this aspect of the ruling results in the issue’s being

Pursuant to 5THQR R 47.5, the court has determned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under the limted
circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5.4.
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abandoned on appeal. See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25

(5th Gr. 1993).

Even i f Landeros had standi ng, he has not shown error by
the district court. Landeros argues that the stop of his vehicle
towng the livestock trailer was done w t hout reasonabl e suspi cion
and thus violative of the Fourth Anmendnent. The district court
alternatively found that the Border Patrol agent had articul ated a

sufficient factual basis to support the stop. Fromour i ndependent

review, we agree. See United States v. Jordan, 232 F.3d 447, 448
(5th Gr. 2000) (standard of review.

Border Patrol Agent Paffen testified that he observed
through the slats of the trailer that the cattle at the front of
the trailer were standi ng higher than the cattle at the back of the
trailer. The height difference struck Paffen as unusual fromhis
past encounters with livestock trailers. Further, he had know edge
of incidents of hidden conpartnents located in trailer floors.
Addi tional ly, Paffen noticed the unusually even distribution of hay
and manure on the trailer floor. Reasonable suspicion existed for

Paffen to stop Landeros in order to inspect the trailer. See

United States v. N chols, 142 F.3d 857, 873 (5th Cr. 1998).
Landeros argues that his consent for the | aw enforcenent
officers to inspect the trailer was invalid. The district court
credited the testinonies of the law enforcenent agents over
Landeros’ testinony and found that Landeros’ consent was valid. W
conclude that this finding by the district court is not clearly

erroneous. See United States v. Tonpkins, 130 F.3d 117, 123 (5th

Gr. 1997).
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As part of his appellate argunent directed at the
suppression ruling, Landeros asserts that the evidence fails to

denonstrate his guilty know edge of the cocaine hidden in the

trailer. Landeros conditionally pleaded guilty, preserving his
right to appeal the suppressionruling. In general, avalid guilty
plea waives all nonjurisdictional defects, which includes a

chal l enge to the sufficiency of the evidence. See United States v.

dinsey, 209 F.3d 386, 392 (5th G r. 2000). Hi s assertion is
wi thout nmerit.

Lander os has not shown error by the district court inits
suppression ruling.

AFFI RVED.



