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PER CURIAM:

Quinshawn L. Williams was convicted following his
conditional guilty plea to possession of a firearm by a felon,
in violation of 18 U.S.C. 8§ 922(g)(1) (2006). Williams was
sentenced to a total of thirty-six months of imprisonment. On
appeal, Williams contends that the district court erred 1in
denying his motion to suppress evidence and statements based on
a violation of the Fourth Amendment. He asserts that the
officer lacked reasonable articulable suspicion and
impermissibly relied on race alone to justify an investigatory
stop. Finding no error, we affirm.

We review Tactual Tfindings underlying the district
court’s denial of a motion to suppress for clear error and its

legal conclusions de novo. United States v. Blake, 571 F.3d

331, 338 (4th Cir. 2009), cert. denied, 130 S. Ct. 1104 (2010).

We accord particular deference to the district court’s

credibility determinations. United States v. Abu Ali, 528 F.3d

210, 232 (4th Cir. 2008). When the district court has denied a
motion to suppress, we construe the evidence In the light most

favorable to the Government. United States v. Black, 525 F_.3d

359, 364 (4th Cir. 2008).
Consistent with the Fourth Amendment, an officer may

conduct a brief investigatory stop when there i1s reasonable



suspicion based on articulable facts that criminal activity 1is

afoot. I1llinois v. Wardlow, 528 U.S. 119, 123 (2000). Whether

there is reasonable suspicion to justify the stop depends on the
totality of the circumstances, including the iInformation known
to the officers and any reasonable inferences to be drawn at the

time of the stop. United States v. Sokolow, 490 U.S. 1, 8

(1989). Reasonable suspicion may exist even if each individual
factor alone is susceptible of i1nnocent explanation. Black, 525
F.3d at 365. The reasonable suspicion determination is a

“commonsensical proposition,” and deference should be accorded
to police officers”’ determinations based on their practical

experience. United States v. Foreman, 369 F.3d 776, 782 (4th

Cir. 2004).

Our review of the record, construed in the light most
favorable to the Government, leads us to conclude that the
district court’s conclusion that reasonable suspicion justified
the stop of Williams is sound and that the investigative stop
was not impermissibly based solely on race nor Williams’
presence in a high crime area. The district court thus properly
denied Williams” motion to suppress.

Accordingly, we affirm the judgment of the district
court. We dispense with oral argument because the facts and

legal contentions are adequately presented iIn the materials



before the court and argument would not aid the decisional

process.

AFFIRMED



