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Mario Al berto Rodriguez appeals his conditional guilty plea
convi ction for possession of cocainewiththeintent to distribute.
He asserts that the district court erred in denying his notion to
suppress evidence seized during a traffic stop. Because the
officer had probable cause to believe a traffic violation was
occurring, the initial stop of Rodriguez’ s vehicle was reasonabl e.

See Wiren v. United States, 517 U. S. 806, 810 (1996). Because the

of ficer had not finished witing out the warning when he questi oned

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opi ni on should not be published and is not precedent except under the linmted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.



Rodri guez and requested consent to search the vehicle, Rodriguez
was not inproperly detained beyond the scope of the initial stop.

See Florida v. Royer, 460 U S. 491, 500 (1983). The questions

asked of Rodriguez were perm ssible. See United States v. Brigham

382 F. 3d 500, 507-08 (5th G r. 2004)(en banc).
Rodriguez has not established that the district court’s
finding that his consent was voluntary was clearly erroneous. See

United States v. Dortch, 199 F.3d 193, 201 (5th Cr. 1999).

Because Rodriguez was subject to a traffic stop, the officer was
not required to provide himw th the warnings pursuant to Mranda
v. Arizona, 384 U S. 436 (1966), before questioning Rodriguez and

asking for consent to search the vehicle. See Berkener v. MCarty,

468 U.S. 420, 438-40 (1984). Rodriguez’s assertion that the
district court inproperly revived the “silver platter” doctrine is

m spl aced. G. Elkins v. United States, 364 U S. 206, 212-13

(1960) . Li kewi se, his assertion that the district court should
have applied Texas | aw to determ ne whet her consent to search was
validly given is inproper. See id. at 224. Because Rodriguez has
not established that the district court erred in denying the notion

to suppress, the judgnment of conviction is AFFI RVED



