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Bef ore BARKSDALE, DEMOSS, and BENAVIDES, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Ernesto Luis Val eriano-Valles appeals his guilty-plea
convictions for conspiracy to possess with intent to distribute
marijuana and for inportation of marijuana in violation of 21
U S.C. § 846.

Val eriano asserts that the district court erred when it
denied his notion to suppress the indictnent because the district

court lacked jurisdiction due to his abduction by force by

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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Mexi can authorities and delivery to the United States Governnent.
He asserts that his abduction violated due process and the terns
of the Extradition Treaty between the United States and Mexi co,
31 U.S. T. 5059, 5065 (May 4, 1978).

This court adheres to the Ker-Frisbhie doctrine, set forth in

Ker v. Illinois, 119 U S. 436, 440 (1886), and Frisbhie v.

Collins, 342 U S 519, 522 (1952), which provides that due
process is not denied by a court’s assunption of jurisdiction
over a defendant who is forcibly brought before the court. See

United States v. Wlson, 732 F.2d 404, 410-11 (5th Cr. 1984).

Valeriano relies on United States v. Toscani no, 500 F.2d 267, 275

(2d Cr. 1974), and asserts that his case warrants an exception

to the Ker-Frisbie doctrine. This court has not accepted

Toscanino as a departure fromthe Ker-Frisbie doctrine. See

Wlson, 732 F.2d at 411. Mreover, Valeriano has not established
that the district court erred when it concluded that the facts he
al l eges are not supported by the record.

Val eriano’ s argunent that the district court |acked
jurisdiction because his abduction violated the extradition
treaty between the United States and Mexico is also w thout

merit. See United States v. Al varez-Mchain, 504 U. S. 655, 664-

70 (1992) (the United States/Mexico extradition treaty does not

prohi bit international abductions), and United States v. Chapa-

Garza, 62 F.3d 118, 120 (5th Gr. 1995 (“A crim nal defendant

abducted to the United States froma nation with which it has an
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extradition treaty does not acquire a defense to the jurisdiction
of this country’s courts. The |anguage of this country’s treaty
w th Mexico does not support the proposition that abductions are

prohibited outside its terns.”) (citations omtted).

The judgnent of the district court is therefore AFFI RVED



