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Christian Venegas (“Venegas”) appeals on Fourth Amendment grounds the

denial of his Amended Motion to Suppress and resulting Consent Judgment of

Forfeiture of all of the defendant currency, seized by the San Diego County Sheriff’s

office during a traffic stop.  Reviewing the district court’s denial of the Amended

Motion to Suppress de novo, we affirm.  See United States v. Giberson, 527 F.3d 882,

886 (9th Cir. 2008). 

In the context of investigative traffic stops, the Fourth Amendment requires

only that an officer have reasonable suspicion to believe that a traffic violation has

occurred, formed upon “‘specific, articulable facts . . . together with objective and

reasonable inferences.’”  United States v. Lopez-Soto, 205 F.3d 1101, 1105 (9th Cir.

2000) (internal citations omitted).  The arresting officer predicated the traffic stop on

suspicion that while proceeding through an intersection, Venegas had violated

California Vehicle Code § 22107 requiring a motorist to signal before turning.

Objective facts, known to the officer at the time of Venegas’s stop were sufficient to

constitute an objective basis for reasonable suspicion that Venegas had failed to signal

before turning.  As such, the stop did not violate Venegas’s Fourth Amendment rights,

and the district court’s denial of the motion to suppress and resulting Consent

Judgment are AFFIRMED.


