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PER CURI AM

Joseph MKenzie WIlianms appeals his conviction and
sentence for possession of heroin with intent to distribute, in
violation of 21 U.S.C. 8 841 (2000). He contends that the district
court erred in denying his notion to suppress evidence because his
stop, arrest, and detention were not supported by probabl e cause.
W review a district court’s legal determ nations de novo.

Onelas v. United States, 517 U S. 690, 699 (1996); United

States v. Rusher, 966 F.2d 868, 873 (4th CGr. 1992). When a

suppressi on notion has been denied, we review the evidence in the

light nost favorable to the governnent. See United States v.

Sei dman, 156 F.3d 542, 547 (4th Cr. 1998).

WIlianms argues that the i nformant used by t he police was
not reliable and therefore did not provi de probabl e cause. W hold
that the information provided by the informant contained
sufficient indicia of reliability because |lying would have been

agai nst his penal interests. See United States v. Mller, 925 F. 2d

695, 699 (4th Gr. 1991). W have reviewed the record and concl ude
that under the totality of the circunstances, sufficient probable
cause existed to support WIllianms’s stop, arrest, and detention.

See |lllinois v. Gates, 462 U S. 213, 230-32 (1983); United

States v. Singh, F. 3d , ___, 2004 W 691524, at *5 (4th Gr

Apr. 2, 2004).



Accordi ngly, we affirm WIlianms’s conviction and
sentence. W dispense with oral argunment because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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