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Landon Ranni er Jones has appeal ed his convictions for
conspiracy to possess with intent to distribute | ess than 100
grans of phencyclidine (“PCP’) and for possession with intent to
distribute |l ess than 100 grans of PCP. Jones contends that the
district court erred in denying his notion to suppress evidence
seized during a traffic stop of a rental car in which he was a

passenger. Jones contends that the traffic stop was not

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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justified at its inception and that the scope of his detention
exceeded the perm ssible purpose of the stop.

The arresting officers testified at the suppression hearing
that they stopped the vehicle because they observed two traffic
violations, failure to signal a | ane change and failure to
mai ntain a single lane. Jones argues that the evidence did not
show that the failure of the driver to maintain a single | ane was
unsaf e or dangerous. Wthout such a show ng, he contends, no
state law violation was shown. W need not resolve this
guestion, because the driver’s failure to signal a | ane change

provi ded an adequate basis for stopping the vehicle. See United

States v. Roberson, 6 F.3d 1088, 1091-92 (5th Cr. 1993); see

al so TeEx. TrRans. CobE ANN. 8 545,104 (West 1999). The arresting
officer articulated facts during the suppression hearing from

whi ch he coul d have concl uded reasonably that Jones had commtted
or was commtting a crine. Accordingly, Jones’s continued

detention did not violate the Fourth Amendnent. See United

States v. Jones, 234 F.3d 234, 241 (5th Cr. 2000).

Jones contends also that the evidence of his guilt was
insufficient. Because Jones did not nove for judgnment of
acquittal in the district court, our reviewis |limted to a
determ nati on whether Jones’s “convictions resulted in a manifest
m scarriage of justice, which exists only if the record is devoid
of evidence pointing to guilt or if the evidence on a key el enent

of the offense is so tenuous that a conviction would be
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shocking.” United States v. Smth, 203 F.3d 884, 887-88 (5th

Cir. 2000) (internal quotation marks omtted). There was anple
evi dence presented at trial show ng that Jones conspired with his
codefendants to distribute PCP and that Jones possessed PCP with
intent to distribute. The convictions are

AFFI RVED.



