IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 98-50797
Conf er ence Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
ELSA VASQUEZ,
Def endant - Appel | ant.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Western District of Texas

USDC No. P-98-CR-62-1

June 16, 1999

Before EMLIO M GARZA, BENAVI DES, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

El sa Vasquez appeal s her conviction for possession with
intent to distribute marijuana in violation of 21 U S. C
8§ 841(a)(1). She argues that the district court erred in denying
her notion to suppress the evidence seized from her autonobile.
She argues that the “feeling” of the backseat of her autonobile
was a search wi thout probable cause, that the subsequent search
of the autonobile was w thout probable cause, and that she did

not consent to the search of the autonpbile. The record

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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i ndi cates that agents had reasonabl e suspicion to stop Vasquez’s
vehi cl e because the vehicle was driving close to the United

St at es- Mexi can border; it appeared dusty, indicating it had
crossed the border; it was traveling early in the norning at a
time when there was generally no traffic; and it decel erated
drastically after agents began follow ng the car and began usi ng

turn signals on ordinary curves in the road. See United States

v. I nocencio, 40 F.3d 716, 722 (5th Gr. 1994). Based on the

| ocation of the vehicle, the dusty appearance of the vehicle, the
time of day the vehicle was observed, the vehicle's decel eration
after agents began followng it, Vasquez’s extrene nervousness
after being stopped, Vasquez’s inplausible statenent that she was
going to work at a tomato farm and the agents’ general know edge
and experience, the agents had probable cause to search the

vehicle. See United States v. McSween, 53 F.3d 684, 686 (5th

Cir. 1995). The record indicates that Vasquez’s consent to
search the autonobile was voluntary, as Vasquez was not under
arrest at the tine that she gave her consent, the border patrol
agents did not use any coercive procedures, Vasquez cooperated
fully and consented i medi ately upon request to a search of the
trunk and then the vehicle’s interior, and Vasquez did not

gquestion or object to the search at any tine. See United States

v. Cooper, 43 F.3d 140, 144 (5th Gr. 1995). Therefore, the
district court’s judgnent is

AFFI RVED.



