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Ti not hy Col eman appeals his guilty-plea conviction of
possession with intent to distribute cocaine. Colenman argues that
no |l awful basis existed for City of Mesquite officers to stop him
inthe Gty of Dallas because, under Texas |aw, the jurisdiction of
police officers to detain an individual for mnor traffic viola-

tions ends at the city limts. Therefore, he argues, the search

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



incident to arrest was unreasonabl e.

At the suppression hearing, evidence was adduced that a
City of Mesquite Police Departnent officer observed Col eman drive
off in a Cadillac without wearing his seat belt. The officer
followed the Cadillac as it entered the City of Dallas, where a
City of Mesquite marked police car stopped it. The police officers
pl aced Col eman under arrest for the traffic violation observed
wthin the Gty of Mesquite. A search of the vehicle incident to
arrest reveal ed a kil ogramof cocaine and a firearm An inventory
search revealed an additional 15 grams of crack cocaine in the
console. Coleman consented to a search of his hotel room where
additional incrimnating evidence was found.

Col eman’s vehicle was stopped for a traffic violation,
i.e., not wearing a seatbelt, and that traffic violation created

sufficient probable cause to support the stop. See Wiren v. United

States, 517 U.S. 806, 809 (1996); United States v. Jones, 185 F. 3d

459, 463-64 (5th CGr. 1999). The stop and subsequent arrest of
Col eman were proper under the Fourth Amendnent. See Jones, 185
F.3d at 463-64.

The district court did not err in denying Colenman’s
nmotion to suppress the evidence. Col eman’s argunents to the
contrary do not overcone the applicabl e precedents of this circuit.

The judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED.



