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PER CURI AM

Fol Il owi ng the denial of his notion to suppress a firearm
as evidence, Bryant Davis pled guilty inthe United States District
Court for the District of Maryland to possession of a firearmby a
felon in violation of 18 U S.C. § 922(g) (2000). As a condition to
his guilty plea, Davis reserved the right to appeal the denial of
his notion to suppress. Davi s now appeal s, contending that the
district court erred in finding reasonable, articul able suspicion
existed to justify an investigative stop pronpted by the tip of a
face-to-face informant who had not previously served as an
i nformant and had just been arrested for drug dealing. W find no
merit to Davis's contention; consequently, we affirm his
convi cti on.

This court reviews the district court’s factual findings
underlying a notion to suppress for clear error, and the district

court’s legal determ nations de novo. QOnelas v. United States,

517 U.S. 690, 699 (1996); United States v. Perkins, 363 F.3d 317,
320 (4th Cir. 2004). Wien a suppression notion has been deni ed,
this court reviews the evidence in the light nost favorable to the

Government. United States v. Seidman, 156 F.3d 542, 547 (4th Gr

1998) .

Under Terry v. GChio, 392 US. 1 (1968), an officer may,

consi st ent with the Fourth Anmendnent, conduct a brief,

i nvestigatory stop when the officer has a reasonable, articul able



suspicion that crimnal activity is afoot. |lllinois v. Wardl ow,

528 U. S. 119, 123 (2000). To conduct a Terry stop, there nust be
at least a mnimal |evel of objective justification for making the
stop. 1d. Reasonable suspicion requires nore than a hunch but
| ess than probable cause and may be based on the collective

know edge of officers involved in an investigation. [d.; see also

United States v. Hensley, 469 U. S. 221, 232 (1985). 1In evaluating

police conduct in a Terry stop, courts must consider the totality

of the circunstances, see United States v. Sokolow, 490 U.S. 1, 8

(1989), including all information available to an officer and any
reasonabl e inferences to be drawn at the tine of the decision to

stop a suspect. United States v. Crittendon, 883 F.2d 326, 328

(4th Cr. 1989). Reasonabl e suspicion may be supported by second-

hand information, such as a tip, see Adans v. WIllians, 407 U. S.

143, 146 (1972), provided the tip possesses sufficient indicia of

reliability. Floridav. J.L., 529 U S. 266, 269-70 (2000).

Considering the totality of the circunstances, the
of ficers’ suspicion of crimnal activity was both reasonable and
articulable. The informant associated hinself with Davis; his tip
sufficiently described Davis's vehicle and located it within a
“high-crinme area”; and the informant’s just-infiltrated act of drug
dealing, as the district court found, provided the i nformant strong
incentive to supply accurate information. Davis attenpts to pl ace

Jones, who was ot herwi se unknown to the officers aside from the
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arrest, in a disfavored class of informants, but the classification
m sses the mark. “Where the informant is known or where the
informant relays information to an officer face-to-face, an officer
can judge the credibility of the tipster firsthand and thus confirm
whether the tip is sufficiently reliable to support reasonable

suspicion.” United States v. Perkins, 363 F.3d 317, 323 (4th Gr.

2004) (citations omtted) (contrasting with an anonynous ti p, which
“must be acconpani ed by sonme corroborative el enents that establish
the tip's reliability”).

Consequently, view ng the evidence in the |ight nost favorabl e
to the Governnment, the district court did not err in finding that
the Terry stop was valid and in denying Davis’s notion to suppress
the firearm

Accordingly, the judgment of the district court is affirnmed.
W dispense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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