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PER CURI AM *

Samme L. WIllians appeals his conditional guilty-plea
conviction for possession with intent to distribute five kil ograns
or nore of cocai ne and possession of a firearmin furtherance of a
drug trafficking crinme. He argues that the district court erred in
denying his notion to suppress the cocaine and firearm seized in
conjunction with the traffic stop that led to his arrest.

G ven the inconsistencies in Wllianms’s statenents to the

trooper, his inability to explain a portion of his travels, his

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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nervous behavior, the fact that he was not the owner of the van and
coul d not |ocate any paperwork for the van, and, nost inportantly,
the | arge nunber of air fresheners in the van, we concl ude that the
trooper had a reasonabl e suspicion of drug trafficking before he

ran the conputer check on the vehicle. See United States v.

Bri gham 382 F.3d 500 (5th Cr. 2004) (en banc).
The trooper also learned that WIllians had a drug-rel ated
crimnal history. It is unclear fromthe record when the trooper

|l earned this information. But see United States v. Mini z- Ml chor,

894 F.2d 1430, 1433-34 (5th G r. 1990) (evidence nust be viewed in
the light nost favorable to the prevailing party). Even if, as
WIllians asserts, the trooper asked about his crimnal history
between the check on the vehicle and his crimnal history, the
timng of the question did not render the detention
unconstitutional because the conputer check on the vehicle had not
di spelled the trooper’s suspicion of drug trafficking. Moreover,
WIlians does not argue that the tine it took to ask that question
unreasonably prolonged his detention. “[ D] etention, not
questioning, is the evil at which Terry's second prong is ained.”

Brigham 382 F.3d at 508 (quoting United States v. Shabazz, 993

F.2d 431, 436 (5th Cr. 1993)). Finally, the record indicates that
the crimnal history check took five mnutes, not because the
trooper was trying to delay the detention, but because the check

i nvol ved an out-of-state |icense.
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As there was no Fourth Arendnent violation, WIllians’s consent

to search the van was not unconstitutionally tainted. See Brigham

382 F.3d at 512. The district court’s judgnent is AFFI RVED



