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PER CURI AM *

Lee Bat es appeal s her conviction for possessionwithintent to
distribute marijuana, inviolationof 21 U S.C. §8 841(a)(1) (1988),
contending that the district court erred in denying her notion to
suppress. Finding no error, we affirm

In May 1993, police officers David Froman and CGeral d LaChance
observed a notor hone traveling eastbound on Interstate 10 near

Beaunont, Texas. Bates was the driver of the nmotor hone. Oficer

Local Rule 47.5.1 provides: "The publication of opinions that have
no precedential value and nerely decide particular cases on the basis of well-
settled principles of |aw inposes needl ess expense on the public and burdens on
the | egal profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published.



Froman testified that on two occasi ons the notor honme ventured onto
anot her | ane wi t hout signaling and on one occasion drifted onto the
shoul der of the highway. After being signaled to stop by officer
Froman, Bates stopped the notor hone on the shoulder of an
over pass.

Bates net officer Froman at the rear of the notor home, which
i medi ately nmade Froman suspicious because he had previously
encountered individuals who did this to keep police officers away
fromtheir vehicles. Oficer Froman further testified that Bates
was extrenmely nervous, could not stand in one place, was chain-
snoki ng, woul d not nmake eye contact, and was visibly shaken. From
his vantage point, officer Froman snelled the distinct odor of
fabric softener, which he knew was often used to mask the odor of
mar i j uana. He also could see wthin the notor hone an
over abundance of air fresheners.

O ficer Froman subsequently prepared a consent-to-search form
whi ch Bates refused to sign. Froman then called for a sniffing
dog. Wien Bates was told that the dog was com ng, she gave the
officers permssion to search the notor honme. Because the notor
home was stopped on the right shoul der of the overpass with little
space between the vehicle and the traffic | ane, Bates was asked to
nmove t he notor honme about a quarter of a mle to a parking | ot off
of the nearest exit. Wthin approximately six mnutes after Bates
nmoved t he notor honme to the parking | ot, the sniffing dog appear ed.
The dog then proceeded to alert the officers to the presence of

drugs within the notor hone. O ficer Froman subsequently entered
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the notor honme where he found about 220 pounds of marijuana in a
hi dden conpartnment at the rear of the vehicle. Bates's notion to
suppress was denied by the district court.

In reviewwng a district court's denial of a notion to
suppress, we review the court's findings of fact for clear error
and its conclusions of |aw de novo. United States v. Shabazz, 993
F.2d 431, 434 (5th Cr. 1993). Because the district court nade no

findi ngs of fact or concl usions of | aw supporting its judgnent, "we
must i ndependently review the record to determ ne whether any
reasonabl e view of the evidence supports adm ssibility.” United
States v. Yeagin, 927 F.2d 798, 800 (5th GCr. 1991).

Bat es argues that the officers' relocation of the notor hone
to a spot approxinmately one-quarter mle fromthe | ocation of the
initial stop, constituted an unreasonabl e sei zure under the Fourth
Anendnent.! "The Fourth Amendnent is not, of course, a guarantee
agai nst all searches and seizures, but only agai nst unreasonabl e
searches and seizures." United States v. Sharpe, 105 S. C. 1568,
1573 (1985). When evaluating the reasonableness of an
i nvestigative stop, we exam ne " whether the officer's action was
justified at its inception, and whether it was reasonably rel ated

to the circunstances which justified the interference in the first

place."" 1d. (quoting Terry v. Chio, 88 S. (. 1868, 1879 (1968));

! G ven the undisputed fact that the officers had an articul able
suspicion that the notor home contai ned contraband, we reject at the outset
Bates's argunment that the continued detention of the notor hone had to be
supported by probable cause. See Terry v. Chio, 88 S. Ct. 1868, 1880 (1968)
(acknow edgi ng the authority of the police to nmake a forcible stop of a person
when the officer has a reasonable, articul able suspicion that the person has
been, is, or is about to be engaged in crimnal activity).
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see also United States v. Place, 103 S. Q. 2637, 2642 (1983)
("When the nature and extent of the detention are mnimally
intrusive of the individual's Fourth Amendnent's interests, the
opposi ng | aw enforcenent interests can support a seizure based on
| ess than probable cause.”"). W agree with Bates that the forced
relocation of the notor hone constituted a seizure for purposes of
the Fourth Anendnent.? W disagree, however, with her argunent
that the seizure was nore than mninmally intrusive of her rights
under the Fourth Amendnent, such that the relocation of the notor
home had to be supported by probable cause. The notor hone was
originally parked close to a traffic lane on a busy interstate
over pass. To assure the safety of the detection dog and the
handling officer, the officers noved the notor honme to a nearby
parking lot only a quarter of mle away. The tine between the nove
and the dog inspection was about six mnutes. Under these
ci rcunst ances, we cannot conclude that the rel ocation of the notor
home constituted an wunreasonable seizure under the Fourth
Anmendnent . 3

Accordingly, we AFFIRMthe judgnent of the district court.

2 For purposes of this opinion only, we assune w thout
deci ding that Bates did not consent to the relocation of the notor
hone. The district court did not make a finding concerning
consent .

3 We find msplaced Bates's reliance on United States v.

Place, 103 S. Q. 2637 (1983). There, the Court held that the
duration of the detention))ninety mnutes))rendered the seizure
unr easonabl e under the Fourth Anendnent.
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