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PER CURIAM

Defendant appeals a judgment of conviction for
one count of delivery of marijuana for consideration, ORS
475.860(2)(a) (2013), amended by Or Laws 2015, ch 1, § 78,
Or Laws 2015, ch 614, § 122, Or Laws 2016, ch 24, § 44,
assigning error to the trial court’s denial of his motion to
suppress evidence obtained as a result of a traffic stop.
A police officer saw defendant driving a car with expired
registration tags, so the officer stopped defendant for the
violation. During the course of the traffic stop, the officer
developed probable cause to believe that the car contained
marijuana. The officer’s ensuing search of the car led to the
discovery of marijuana, pipes, and a scale. Defendant moved
to suppress that evidence arguing, among other things, that
the automobile exception to the warrant requirement was
inapplicable because the officer had stopped defendant for
a traffic violation and not for a crime and, accordingly, the
warrantless search violated his rights under Article I, sec-
tion 9, of the Oregon Constitution. The trial court denied
defendant’s suppression motion, concluding that the auto-
mobile exception applied to the search. Defendant condition-
ally pleaded guilty to one count of delivery of marijuana for
consideration and reserved the right to appeal the denial of
his suppression motion. See ORS 135.335(3).

On appeal, defendant contends that the Supreme
Court’s decision in State v. Kurokawa-Lasciak, 351 Or 179,
192, 263 P3d 336 (2011), limits the automobile exception to
vehicular stops in which an officer first encounters or stops
a moving vehicle in connection with a crime. Thus, accord-
ing to defendant, the automobile exception does not apply
in circumstances in which officers lawfully stop a driver of
a moving vehicle for a traffic violation and, in the course
of the stop, develop probable cause to believe that the vehi-
cle contains evidence of a crime. We recently rejected that
argument in State v. Bliss, 283 Or App 833, 842, ___ P3d
___(2017), and, for the reasons stated there, we reject defen-
dant’s argument.

Affirmed.
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