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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

James Rufus Woods appeal s his conviction for possession with

intent to distribute crack in violation of 21 U.S.C.§ 841(a)(1) (1994).
Woods was sentenced to aterm of life imprisonment followed by ten
years of supervised release. On appesal, Woods contends that the dis-
trict court erred in declining to suppress evidence seized during a
search incident to his arrest. Woods argues that the evidence should
have been suppressed because probable cause did not exist to support
his arrest. Based upon the material s before the court, we affirm.

Probable cause exists to support awarrantless arrest when "the

facts and circumstances within the arresting officer's knowledge are
sufficient for a reasonable person to believe that a crime has been or
is being committed by the person to be arrested.” United Statesv.
Miller, 925 F.2d 695, 698 (4th Cir. 1991). In ng the existence
of probable cause, district courts examine the totality of the circum-
stances known to the officers at the time of the arrest. Seelllinoisv.
Gates, 462 U.S. 213, 232 (1983). Wereview for clear error the
court's factual determinations made at a suppression hearing, while
the court'slegal conclusions are reviewed de novo. See United States
v. Han, 74 F.3d 537, 540 (4th Cir. 1996).

The testimony at the suppression hearing revealed the following

facts as found by the district court. Law enforcement officers received
information that Woods was dealing crack and that he had two prior
drug convictions. An informant, who never gave false information,
disclosed to the officers that Woods was his main supplier of crack
and that it was his practice to meet Woods at various locations along
North Carolina Highway 119 to purchase crack from him. The infor-
mant also told the officers that Woods drove many vehicles, one of
which was amaroon or purple van. The officers were aware that
Woods was alarge African-American male and that he resided at a
particular residence along Highway 119. In cooperation with the law
enforcement officers, the informant called Woods at his residence and
arranged a drug purchase on Highway 119 near Woods home. The
officers organized aroad-block and other surveillance between
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Woods home and the place where the informant and Woods had
arranged to meet.

Within minutes of being notified that the informant had contacted
Woods and that Woods would be en route with three ounces of crack,
law enforcement officers spotted a maroon van leaving Woods' drive-
way, being driven by an African-American male and traveling in the
direction of the road-block. When the vehicle wasin sight of the road-
block and only a couple of miles from Woods' residence, it turned off
the Highway into a private drive. The officers then stopped the vehi-
cle and arrested Woods. Contemporaneous to Woods' arrest, officers
seized three small packages of crack in alarger paper bag placed in
between the two front sets.

We conclude that sufficient probable cause existed to support
Woods arrest and thus the district court did not err in denying
Woods motion to suppress evidence. Accordingly, we affirm Woods
conviction. We dispense with oral argument because the facts and
legal contentions are adequately set forth in the materials before the
court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



