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PER CURIAM:

Jefferson Vidal appeals his conviction following his

conditional guilty plea to possession with intent to distribute 500

grams or more of cocaine, in violation of 21 U.S.C. § 841(a)(1)

(2000).  Prior to accepting the guilty plea, the district court

denied Vidal’s motion to suppress evidence seized pursuant to a

traffic stop on Interstate 95 in Florence County, South Carolina.

Vidal preserved the right to appeal the district court’s

suppression determination.  We affirm the denial of his motion to

suppress.

This court reviews the factual findings underlying a

motion to suppress for clear error, and the district court’s legal

determinations de novo.  Ornelas v. United States, 517 U.S. 690,

699 (1996); United States v. Perkins, 363 F.3d 317, 320 (4th Cir.

2004).  When a district court has denied a suppression motion, we

review the evidence in the light most favorable to the government.

United States v. Seidman, 156 F.3d 542, 547 (4th Cir. 1998).

We find that the factors upon which the district court

relied in denying the motion to suppress provided reasonable

suspicion that Vidal was engaged in criminal activity.  See United

States v. Foreman, 369 F.3d 776, 785 (4th Cir. 2004) (noting that

drug traffickers commonly use air fresheners in vehicles to mask

smell of narcotics); United States v. Brugal, 209 F.3d 353, 358

(4th Cir. 2000) (citing travel along I-95 and departure from a
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source city as factors contributing to reasonable suspicion).

Accordingly, we affirm Vidal’s conviction.  We dispense with oral

argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately

presented in the materials before the court and argument would not

aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED


