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Following the denial of his motion to suppress drugs recovered from his person,

James C. Grady, appellant, proceeded via a not guilty agreed statement of facts and was

found guilty of possession with intent to distribute cocaine in the Circuit Court for Wicomico

County.  On appeal, Grady presents a single issue for our review, namely, whether the circuit

court erred by denying his suppression motion.  For the reasons stated herein, we shall affirm

the judgment of the Circuit Court for Wicomico County.

FACTS AND PROCEEDINGS

The following evidence was adduced at the hearing on Grady’s motion to suppress. 

On April 14, 2013, Officer Richard Pizzaia of the Salisbury City Police Department received

a tip from a known confidential informant.  The informant had provided fifty to seventy-five

verified tips to police over the past two years.  On this instance, the informant told Officer

Pizzaia that a man he knew as “Dollar” was “jumping in and out of cars selling” drugs in the

area of Delaware and Main Streets near Sandy’s convenience store.  The informant further

told Officer Pizzaia that “Dollar” had cocaine in his buttocks or pants and was “possibly”

armed with a handgun.  The informant described the clothing “Dollar” was wearing as a dark

shirt, gray jeans, and a dark hat.  Officer Pizzaia was familiar with Grady from previous

contacts and knew that Grady was known by the nickname “Dollar.”

After receiving the tip, Officer Pizzaia contacted other members of his unit and they

drove to the location immediately.  Officer Pizzaia and Corporal Richard Hagel waited in the

Brew River parking lot while Sergeant Christopher Welch conducted surveillance.  Officer

Pizzaia observed that Grady was dressed in the clothing described by the informant.



Sergeant Welch was also familiar with the confidential informant and confirmed that

the informant had previously provided fifty to seventy-five pieces of reliable information. 

Furthermore, Sergeant Welch had previously received information from this informant and

other informants that Grady carried a firearm.  Sergeant Welch explained that the behavior

described by the informant -- specifically, that Grady was getting in and out of cars in front

of Sandy’s convenience store -- was consistent with typical drug-selling activity in the area. 

He described the area around Sandy’s convenience store as a high-crime area.

After Sergeant Welch had been surveilling the area for five to eight minutes, a marked

police vehicle approached the area.  Grady and several other individuals immediately ran into

Sandy’s convenience store.  Sergeant Welch explained that this caught his attention because

people commonly “immediately go into Sandy’s One Stop in what we believe is an effort to

stay away from the police, get away from the police if they’re doing illicit things.”  Several

minutes passed before Grady exited Sandy’s.  At that point, Corporal Richard Hagel of the

Maryland State Police approached Grady and “conducted a pat-down . . . for officer safety

because the information was received that [Grady] possibly [was] armed with a handgun.” 

When Corporal Hagel patted Grady’s waistband and belt area, he felt “an object on

the inside of his pants in the buttocks area.”  Corporal Hagel “immediately recognized it to

be like a rock or a couple of rocks together on the inside of his pants, in the buttocks.  Just

above, above where the anus would be but, like, protruding from the cheek.”  Corporal Hagel

corroborated Officer Welch’s testimony in multiple ways.  Corporal Hagel testified that
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Grady had “been known to carry a handgun on his person and in his vehicle.”  Furthermore,

Corporal Hagel confirmed that the corner where Sandy’s convenience store is located was

a high-crime and high-drug area.  Corporal Hagel explained that Sandy’s convenience store

was “specifically carry-out” and did not have a dine-in area.

Grady argued to the motions court that the stop and subsequent frisk of Grady were

not justified because the officers lacked individualized suspicion that Grady was armed and

dangerous.  The court denied Grady’s motion to suppress, ruling as follows:

[I]n this case there was a confidential informant who had a past

history of many contacts, very reliable, reported that the

Defendant was in particular dress at a particular location

jumping in and out of vehicles selling controlled dangerous

substances and maybe armed, but the CI was not certain of the

Defendant being armed.  The persons to whom the CI reported

were familiar with the Defendant, were familiar with the area

where he was supposed to be, which was a high-crime,

high-drug area, was familiar with the fact that the Defendant had

been known to be carrying weapons in the past.  They go to the

area of the store where he was supposed to be.  The Defendant

was there.  The Defendant was dressed as described.  After a

short period of time of them arriving, a marked police officer

came into the area, and the Defendant immediately went inside

the store and then came out.

The officers apprehended the Defendant.  Now they’ve got,

you’ve got people in the area, you’ve got a report of a weapon

in the area, on the Defendant’s person or possibly being on the

Defendant’s person, the officers have to look out for the safety

of those in the community that are in the area, as well as their

safety.  They stopped the Defendant.  They pat him down.  I

think they did have reasonable articulable suspicion based on the

report of the confidential informant, their observations of the

Defendant, the corroborative way in which he was dressed, the

location that he was at, and their past knowledge of this
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particular individual, and the fact that they were in a high-crime,

high-drug area, I think they would have been negligent not to

perform a pat-down under these circumstances for their safety

and for safety of the public around them.  I believe the search

was proper, the pat-down was proper, and I’m going to deny the

motion to suppress.

Following the denial of the motion to suppress, Grady proceeded via a not guilty agreed

statement of facts.  The court found Grady guilty of possession with intent to distribute

cocaine and sentenced him to a period of eight years’ incarceration.  This appeal followed. 

STANDARD OF REVIEW

When reviewing the denial of a motion to suppress evidence “we confine ourselves

to what occurred at the suppression hearing.”  Gonzalez v. State, 429 Md. 632, 647 (2012)

(quoting Lee v. State, 418 Md. 136, 148 (2011)).  Moreover, “[w]e view the evidence and

inferences that may be reasonably drawn therefrom in a light most favorable to the prevailing

party on the motion, here, the State.”  Id.  “The credibility of the witnesses, the weight to be

given to the evidence, and the reasonable inferences that may be drawn from the evidence

come within the province of the suppression court.”  Gonzalez, supra, 429 Md. at 647-48

(citing Longshore v. State, 399 Md. 486, 499 (2007)); see also Wilkes v. State, 364 Md. 554,

569 (2001) (“We extend great deference to the fact finding of the suppression court and

accept the facts as found by that court unless clearly erroneous.”) (internal quotations

omitted).  We review de novo the question of whether, based on the facts presented, a

constitutional right has been violated.   Williams v. State, 372 Md. 386, 401 (2002) (citing
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Wilkes v. State, 364 Md. 554, 569 (2001)).  See also Upshur v. State, 208 Md. App. 383, 392

(2012), cert. denied, 430 Md. 646, (2013).

DISCUSSION

The Fourth Amendment to the United States Constitution, made applicable to the

States by the Fourteenth Amendment, protects individuals from unreasonable searches and

seizures.   U.S. Const. Amend. IV.  A police officer need not have probable cause that would1

support an arrest in order to perform a brief investigatory stop, known as a “Terry stop.”  See 

Terry v. Ohio, 392 U.S. 1 (1968).  Rather, “[p]olice officers may ‘stop and frisk’ an

individual if they have a reasonable suspicion that the suspect is engaged in criminal activity

and is presently armed and dangerous.”  Russell v. State, 138 Md. App. 638, 651 (2001)

(quoting Stanford v. State, 353 Md. 527 (1999) (citing Terry, supra, 392 U.S. 1 (1968))). 

“While ‘reasonable suspicion’ is a less demanding standard than probable cause and requires

a showing considerably less than preponderance of the evidence, the Fourth Amendment

 The Fourth Amendment to the United States Constitution provides:1

The right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses,

papers, and effects, against unreasonable searches and seizures,

shall not be violated, and no Warrants shall issue, but upon

probable cause, supported by Oath or affirmation, and

particularly describing the place to be searched, and the persons

or things to be seized.

U.S. Const., Amend. IV.
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requires at least a minimal level of objective justification for making the stop[.]” Id. (quoting

Illinois v. Wardlow, 528 U.S. 119, 123-24 (2000)).

The Supreme Court has identified circumstances that permit police officers to

pat-down the subject of a Terry stop: 

[T]here must be a narrowly drawn authority to permit a

reasonable search for weapons for the protection of the police

officer, where he has reason to believe that he is dealing with an

armed and dangerous individual, regardless of whether he has

probable cause to arrest the individual for a crime. The officer

need not be absolutely certain that the individual is armed; the

issue is whether a reasonably prudent man in the circumstances

would be warranted in the belief that his safety or that of others

was in danger. And in determining whether the officer acted

reasonably in such circumstances, due weight must be given, not

to his inchoate and unparticularized suspicion or ‘hunch,’ but to

the specific reasonable inferences which he is entitled to draw

from the facts in light of his experience.”

Terry, supra, 392 U.S. at 27 (citations omitted).  

The Court of Appeals has emphasized that in a case involving a confidential

informant, whether reasonable suspicion exists depends upon the reliability of the informant,

which is based upon the totality of circumstances.  State v. Rucker, 374 Md. 199, 213 (2003). 

The Court explained:

What is also clear is that reasonable suspicion may arise from

information provided by an informant.  See, e.g., Florida v. J.L.,

529 U.S. 266, 274, 120 S.Ct. 1375, 1380, 146 L.Ed.2d 254, 262

(2000); Alabama v. White, 496 U.S. 325, 332, 110 S.Ct. 2412,

2417, 110 L.Ed.2d 301, 310 (1990); Adams v. Williams, 407

U.S. 143, 147, 92 S.Ct. 1921, 1924, 32 L.Ed.2d 612, 617 (1972);

Cartnail v. State, 359 Md. 272, 289, 753 A.2d 519, 528 (2000);

State v. Lemmon, 318 Md. 365, 379, 568 A.2d 48, 56 (1990);
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Quince v. State, 319 Md. 430, 437, 572 A.2d 1086, 1089 (1990);

Lee v. State, 311 Md. 642, 657, 537 A.2d 235, 242 (1988);

Watkins v. State, 288 Md. 597, 608, 420 A.2d 270, 276 (1980). 

Information furnished by an informant must be sufficiently

reliable in order to provide reasonable suspicion justifying an

investigatory stop.  White, 496 U.S. at 330, 110 S.Ct. at 2416,

110 L.Ed.2d at 309.  In determining reliability, we look at the

“totality of the circumstances.”  White, 496 U.S. at 328, 110

S.Ct. at 2415, 110 L.Ed.2d at 308 (quoting Illinois v. Gates, 462

U.S. 213, 103 S.Ct. 2317, 76 L.Ed.2d 527 (1983)(adopting

Gates ‘ “totality of circumstances” test for reasonable suspicion

analysis even though Gates dealt with whether tip provided

probable cause to support search warrant)); Lemmon, 318 Md.

at 379, 568 A.2d at 55; Lee, 311 Md. at 654–55, 537 A.2d at

240.  In looking at the totality of the circumstances, we consider

an informant’s “veracity, reliability,” and his or her “basis of

knowledge.”  White, 496 U.S. at 328, 110 S.Ct. at 2415, 110

L.Ed.2d at 308 (citing Gates, 462 U.S. at 230, 103 S.Ct. at 2328,

76 L.Ed.2d at 543).  Rather than being treated independently,

these factors must be viewed as interacting components in the

totality of the circumstances analysis: “a deficiency in one may

be compensated for, in determining the overall reliability of a

tip, by a strong showing as to the other, or by some other indicia

of reliability.”  Gates, 462 U.S. at 233, 103 S.Ct. at 2329, 76

L.Ed.2d at 545.

Rucker, supra, 374 Md. 199, 213-14 (2003).  When determining the reliability of a tip, “the

amount and type of details provided” are an important consideration.  Id. at 214. 

Furthermore, “the indicia of reliability surrounding an informant’s tip are greater where the

informant is known because the informer may be subject to immediate repercussions for

providing false information.”  Smith v. State, 161 Md. App. 461, 477 (2005) (citing Adams v.

Williams, 407 U.S. 143, 147 (1972).
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We addressed the issue of whether a confidential informant’s tip justified a Terry stop

in Smith, supra, 161 Md. App. 461.  Smith involved a tip from a confidential informant who

had provided reliable information to police in the past.  The informant told police that a black

male named “Jimmy” was distributing crack cocaine in a particular area.  Id. at 469.  The

informant described Jimmy’s appearance and clothing, provided Jimmy’s approximate

location, and described Jimmy’s vehicle.  Id.  When police officers arrived, they observed

Jimmy at the location described by the informant.  Although police officers did not

personally observe a drug transaction, they did see Jimmy exit a vehicle several times,

approach a group of males across the street, and return to the vehicle.  Id. at 477.  We held

that, based upon “the past reliability of the informant, the accuracy of the information given,

and the officers’ independent observations,” the officers had a reasonable articulable

suspicion that the suspect known as Jimmy was committing a crime.  Id. Accordingly, we

held that the officers did not violate the suspect’s Fourth Amendment rights by conducting

an investigatory stop.  Id.

In the present case, the confidential informant told police where Grady was located

and described Grady’s clothing.  The informant further told police that Grady was possibly

armed with a handgun, was “jumping in and out of cars” selling drugs, and had cocaine

concealed in his pants.  The police officers knew that the informant was a reliable source,

based upon his having provided between fifty and seventy-five verified tips in the past. 

Police officers knew that the area where Grady was located was a high-crime, high-drug area
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and that Grady’s behavior as described by the informant was consistent with the behavior of

people selling drugs in that area.   Furthermore, police officers were aware that Grady had2

carried a handgun in the past.

When police arrived at the area near Sandy’s convenience store, they verified much

of the information the informant had provided.  Grady’s clothing and location matched the

informant’s description.  Although police officers did not see Grady get in and out of

vehicles, they did observe Grady go into the convenience store immediately after a marked

patrol car approached.  Sergeant Welch testified that he found it notable that Grady went into

the store because people often went into the store to “get away from the police” if they were

“doing illicit things.”  Corporal Hagel commented that Sandy’s was a carry-out only

establishment and that he did not remember seeing Grady carrying anything when he came

out of the convenience store.

Taking into consideration the totality of the circumstances, we agree with the trial

court that the confidential informant’s tip was sufficiently reliable to justify the stop and

subsequent pat-down of Grady.  The information was received from a known, reliable source

and corroborated in multiple ways.  Based upon the informant’s tip and the police officers’

observations, the officers had reason to believe that Grady was engaged in criminal activity

and that public and officer safety might be compromised.  Accordingly, we hold that the

 This opinion does not suggest that Grady’s conduct in going into a convenience store2

after seeing a marked patrol car would alone create reasonable articulable suspicion.  Rather,

we consider that conduct as part of our assessment of the totality of the circumstances.
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officers had a reasonable articulable suspicion that Grady was committing a crime and the

officers did not violate Grady’s Fourth Amendment rights by conducting a Terry stop.3

JUDGMENTS OF THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR

WICOMICO COUNTY AFFIRMED.  COSTS TO

BE PAID BY APPELLANT.

 Grady devotes three pages of his brief to discussion of our opinion in Green v. State,3

77 Md. App. 477 (1989).  Grady’s reliance upon Green is misplaced.  In Green, we

addressed whether probable cause to make a warrantless arrest existed.  We did not address

whether officers had reasonable suspicion to justify a Terry stop.  The Court of Appeals has

“has repeatedly confirmed that the level of suspicion necessary to constitute reasonable,

articulable suspicion is considerably less than proof of wrongdoing by a preponderance of

the evidence and obviously less demanding than that for probable cause.”  Ferris v. State,

355 Md. 356, 385 (1999) (internal quotation and citation omitted).
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