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Def endant - Appel | ant Janes Bryan Baird appeals his conviction
for being a felon in possession of a firearm and possessing a
firearmwith an altered or obliterated serial nunber. He contends
that police |acked probable cause to stop his car; that police
| acked reasonable suspicion to extend the stop beyond the tine
necessary to effectuate the purpose of the stop; that he should
have received a three-|evel adjustnment for acceptance of

responsibility instead of a two-|level adjustnent; and that U. S. S. G

" Pursuant to 5TH QR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



8§ 3E1. 1(b) viol ates the separation of powers doctrine by conferring
judicial power on the executive branch.

When we view the evidence in the |ight nost favorable to the
governnent, we are satisfied that the police had reasonable
suspicion to stop Baird' s car. See United States v. Sanchez- Pena,
336 F.3d 431, 436 & n.2 (5th Cr. 2003). Baird s failure to use
his turn signal justified the stop. See Tex. TrRansp. CoDE ANN. 8§
545. 104(a) (Vernon 1999). Baird’'s i nadequate proof of insurance and
the asking of legitinmate questions about his passenger’s identity
whil e conputer checks were being run provided the police wth
reasonabl e suspicion to support the continued detention of the car
for the period in question. See United States v. Val adez, 267 F. 3d
395, 398 (5th Cr. 2001); United States v. Shabazz, 993 F.2d 431,
437 (5th Gir. 1993).

In the district court, Baird did not raise the sane
contentions regarding the |lack of an adjustnent for acceptance of
responsibility that he rai ses on appeal. W therefore reviewthese
for plain error. United States v. Calverley, 37 F.3d 160, 162-64
(5th Gr. 1994)(en banc). The Sentencing Quidelines provide the
governnment with discretion to nove for the additional one-I|eve
reduction for acceptance of responsibility, see US S G 8§
3E1. 1(Db). Baird's argunents that the governnent |acks such
discretion or that the governnent abused its discretion are

unavailing. Further, Baird has failed to denonstrate plain error



in the determnation that regarding whether U S. S.G § 3El.1(b)
does not violate the separation of powers doctrine. See Mstretta
v. United States, 488 U S. 361, 390 (1989); United States v.
Santoyo, 146 F.3d 519, 523 (7th Cr. 1998).
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