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PER CURI AM *

Victor Allen Mel endez, Jr., appeals his conviction,
follow ng a bench trial, of possession of nore than 1,000
kil ograns of marijuana with intent to distribute, a violation of
21 U S C 8§ 841(a)(1) and (b)(1)(A). Mlendez was sentenced to a
mandatory mnimumtermof 10 years in prison and to five years of
supervi sed rel ease.

Mel endez contends that the district court erred in denying
his notion to suppress evidence: the 1,360 kil ograns of

marijuana contained in the trailer Ml endez was pulling near

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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Laredo, Texas, on January 31, 2003. On that norning, an
anonynous tel ephone tip to the police advised officers that a
specific trailer containing drugs was ready to be picked up at a
speci fic Laredo warehouse, and that the drugs would then be
transported northward on Interstate 35. Surveilling officers
observed Mel endez arrive at the warehouse in a tractor, hook the
tractor to the trailer described by the caller, seal the trailer,
drive away, and take a roundabout route toward the interstate.
As Mel endez was entering the interstate, officers radi oed ahead
to a patrol officer on the interstate to stop Mel endez, and the
patrol officer stopped Mel endez for speeding.

Mel endez contends that the anonynous tip did not provide
reasonabl e suspicion to justify the stop and search of the
tractor-trailer, that the stop for speeding was conpletely
pretextual, and that the surveilling officers who arrived on the
scene al nost imedi ately thereafter inpermssibly extended the
duration of the traffic stop to gain Mel endez’s consent to search
the trailer and to conduct a search by a drug-sniffing dog.
Regardl ess of the patrol officer’s subjective notivation for the
stop, the stop was reasonabl e because he had probabl e cause to

believe that Ml endez was speeding. See Wiren v. United States,

517 U. S. 806, 810, 812-13 (1996). That the surveilling officers
who arrived mnutes afterward questi oned Mel endez about
narcotics, after they had di scovered that Mel endez had given

fal se statenents to the patrol officer, did not violate
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Mel endez’ s Fourth Amendnent rights. See United States v.

Bri gham 382 F.3d 500, 508 (5th Cr. 2004) (en banc); United

States v. Shabazz, 993 F.2d 431, 436 (5th Gr. 1993). Moreover,

al t hough the anonynous tip, standing alone, did not justify the
stop, “independent corroboration by the police of significant
aspects of the inforner’s predictions inparted sone degree of
reliability to the other allegations nade by the caller.” See

Al abama v. Wiite, 496 U. S. 325, 329, 332 (1990). G ven these

factors and Mel endez’ s apparently evasive driving naneuvers, the
officers were permtted to detain Melendez for as long as it took
to “diligently pursu[e] a neans of investigation that was |ikely

to confirmor dispel [the officers’] suspicion” about drug

trafficking. United States v. Hare, 150 F. 3d 419, 426 (5th G

1998), overruled on other grounds, United States v. Doggett, 230

F.3d 160, 163-64 (5th Gr. 2000). The neans used in the instant
case was a drug-sniffing dog, which was summobned within m nutes
of the stop of Mel endez and which alnost imedi ately alerted to
the trailer. The dog’'s alert constituted probable cause to
search the trailer. Hare, 150 F.3d at 427. The district court
did not err in denying Mel endez’'s notion to suppress.

The evidence at Mel endez’ s suppression hearing reflected
that Mel endez al so consented to the search. Qher than arguing
that the officers inperm ssibly extended the scope of the stop,

however, Mel endez has abandoned any contention that such consent
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was invalidly obtained. See United States v. Flanagan, 87 F.3d

121, 124 n.2 (5th Gr. 1996).

The judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED



