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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Edward Ray Smith appeals from his conviction, following his con-
ditional guilty plea, of being afelon in possession of afirearm, 18
U.S.C.A. § 922(g)(1) (West Supp. 1999). Finding no reversible error,
we affirm.

We have reviewed the record and find that the district court did not
err when it denied Smith's motion to suppress. See United Statesv.
Sprinkle, 106 F.3d 613, 616-18 (4th Cir. 1997); see also United States
v. Hassan El, 5 F.3d 726, 729-30 (4th Cir. 1993). Smith failed to raise
atimely objection to the introduction of Officer Graves statement

and failed to challenge the reasonableness of Officer Bingham's order
for him to exit his vehicle; he also failed to timely object to the offi-
cers search under the car mat where the weapon was found. Neither
the admission of the statement nor the search was plainly erroneous.
See Fed. R. Civ. P. 52(a); see also Pennsylvaniav. Mimms, 434 U.S.
106, 110-11 (1977) (at atraffic stop, police may lawfully order a
driver out of hisvehicle); United Statesv. Matlock, 415 U.S. 164,
172-75 (1974) (hearsay evidence admissible at suppression hearings);
United Statesv. Sakyi, 160 F.3d 164, 167-68 (4th Cir. 1998) (permit-
ting "frisk" of vehicleif the officer has an objectively reasonable sus-
picion of a potentially dangerous circumstance).

Smith waived his right to appeal issues other than the denial of his
suppression motion, so we decline to consider the propriety of the dis-
trict court's refusal to grant a downward departure from Smith's
guidelines sentence.

We affirm Smith's conviction and sentence. We dispense with oral
argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately pre-
sented in the materials before the court and argument would not aid
the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



