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Christopher Neil Smith appeals his conviction for conspiracy and possession

with intent to distribute methamphetamine.  21 U.S.C. §§ 841, 846.  We affirm.

Smith asserts that his rights under the Fourth Amendment to the United
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States Constitution were violated when a package in the mail was inspected and

searched.  We disagree.  There was no delay of delivery beyond the guaranteed

delivery time,1 and there is no privacy interest in the writing on the outside of a

package2 or in the smells it exudes.3  Moreover, probable cause existed before the

package was opened pursuant to a warrant,4 and the failure of the affidavit in

support of the warrant to mention an informant’s tip, which helped lead to scrutiny

of the outside of the package, was not a misrepresentation.  In fact, it was not

relevant5 because that minim fact would support rather than detract from the

grounds for the warrant.6  The district court did not err.

AFFIRMED.


