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

No. 01-50018
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,

ver sus

PEDRO QLI VAS- VI LLA,
Def endant - Appel | ant.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. P-00-CR-68-1-F
‘September 17, 2001

Before JOLLY, BARKSDALE and DeM3SS, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Pedro Aivas-Villa appeals his conditional guilty-plea
conviction for possession with intent to distribute marijuana.
He argues that the district court erred in denying his notion to
suppress the evidence obtained froma roving border patrol stop.

A border patrol agent conducting a roving patrol may neke a
tenporary investigative stop of a vehicle if the agent is aware
of specific articulable facts, together with rational inferences

fromthose facts, that reasonably warrant suspicion that the

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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vehicl e’ s occupant is engaged in crimnal activity. See United

States v. Brignoni-Ponce, 422 U. S. 873, 884 (1975); United States

v. Cortez, 449 U S. 411, 417-18 (1981). Because divas did not
object to the magistrate judge’'s report and recommendati on t hat
the notion to suppress be denied, this court reviews the decision

for “plain error” only. See United States v. Francis, 183 F. 3d

450, 452 (5th Cr. 1999). Consideration of the relevant factors,
viewed in the totality of the circunstances and in the |Iight nost
favorable to the Governnment, indicates that the district court

commtted no error, plain or otherwse, in concluding that there

was reasonabl e suspicion for the stop. See United States v.

| nocencio, 40 F.3d 716, 721-22 (5th Gr. 1994). The district
court did not err in denying AQivas-Villa s notion to suppress.

AFFI RVED.



