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M guel Angel Flores appeals the district court’s denial of his
nmotion to suppress the evidence seized fromhis vehicle during a
traffic stop. He argues that the state trooper, Jorge Lopez,
det ai ned hi mfor an unreasonabl e anount of tine in violation of his
Fourth Amendnent rights after the trooper checked his Mexican
driver’s license, his Anerican insurance policy, and his tenporary
Mexi can permt displayed in the rear wndshield of his vehicle.

Fl ores has not shown that the district court erred in denying his

Pursuant to 5TH GR R 47.5, the court has determined that this
opi ni on should not be published and is not precedent except under the linmted
circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5.4.



nmotion to suppress the evidence seized from his vehicle. The
docunents provided by Flores were not sufficient to establish
Fl ores’s ownership of the vehicle. It was not reasonabl e to expect
that Lopez would know the legal significance of the tenporary
Mexi can permt. Lopez’s request for docunentation and questi oni ng
concerning Flores’s travel plans were within the scope of his
investigation and did not extend the duration of the stop

unreasonably. See United States v. Brigham 382 F.3d 500, 508-11

(5th Gr. 2004).

Further, Flores’s answers to Lopez’s questions raised
additional suspicions as Flores stated he had a business of
distributing blenders, but he was driving to San Antonio to
purchase used cars for resale in Mexico. Flores stated a friend
had found used cars for himto purchase, but later stated that he
did not know t he nmakes and nodels of the cars. Flores stated that
he was going to stay with a friend who lived off of Mlitary Road,
t hat he had never been there, but that he would be able to find it
W t hout expl anati on. Flores stated that he had spoken to his
friend a few days earlier, but later stated that his friend did not
have a tel ephone. Flores's answers and his apparent nervousness
caused Lopez to becone suspicious. The duration of the stop was
not unreasonable as only six mnutes elapsed fromthe tinme of the
initial stop to the tine that Lopez obtai ned consent to search the
vehicle. After Lopez exam ned the manifold of the truck and found
nunmerous pry marks, he had probable cause to believe that the
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mani f ol d cont ai ned contraband and, therefore, he had probabl e cause
to ask Flores to followhimto the Fal furrias checkpoint for a nore
t horough search

Because Lopez’'s questions were wthin the scope of his
investigation and did not extend the duration of the detention
unreasonably under the totality of the circunstances, the district
court did not err in denying Flores’s notion to suppress the

evi dence. See Brigham 382 F.3d at 506-07.

AFFI RVED.



