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STAHL, Circuit Judge. Defendant-appellant Vincent Mann

appeal s an order denying his notionto suppress crack cocai ne police
sei zed fromhimat thetine of his arrest. Finding no Fourth Anendnent
violation, we affirm
l.

Det ecti ve Joseph Col anduono first heard about Vi ncent Mann
when he arrested several individual s ondrug charges i n February 1998.
After their arrest, sone of these individuals, as well as sone tenants
of t he housi ng proj ect inwhichthey were arrested, told Col anduono
about “Vincent,” who they cl ai med was suppl ying drugs to dealersinthe
Lockwood Pl aza area of Provi dence, Rhode I sl and. They al so provi ded
Col anduono wi t h a physi cal description of Vincent and tol d hi mVi ncent
drove a white Buick Century. Subsequent |y, Col anduono sought
i nformati on about Vincent froma Lockwood Pl aza housi ng project
security guard. The guard said hewas famliar with Vi ncent and agr eed
to call Col anduono i f and when he saw Vi ncent inthe area. Sonetine
| ater the guard sawthe Buick, called Col anduono, who cane to the
project, and pointed out Vincent to him

Col anduono t hen began surveilling Lockwood Pl aza. On two
occasi ons, he observed Vi ncent speaking with ot hers in anot her area
known to t he Provi dence police as a frequent site of drug trafficking.

Col anduono al so observed Vi ncent driving a white Buick Century. At



sone point, heidentifiedVincent for his partner, Detective G egory
Si on.

On February 16, 1998, a confidential informant! phoned
Col anduono and tol d hi mt hat Vi ncent woul d be droppi ng off a |l arge
supply of cocai neinthe Loungo Square area of Provi dence | at er t hat
eveni ng. The i nformant descri bed Vi ncent's white Buick Century and
gave Col anduono its |icense pl ate nunber. Col anduono consideredthis
i nformant to be a good sour ce because on several prior occasi ons he had
provi ded Col anduonowith reliableinformation. Mreover, at | east one
of theinformant's prior tips hadledtothe arrest and conviction of
a drug deal er.

As a result of this call, Colanduono and Sion set up
surveillance in the Loungo Square area. At around 10:30 p. m, they
observed a white Bui ck Century with alicense pl at e nunber mat chi ng t he
one t he i nformant had provi ded. Col anduono and Si on recogni zed Mann,
the driver, as the person previously identified as Vincent. The
vehicle made a U-turn and caneto astopinfront of aresidence. Mnn
t hen honked t he vehicl e's horn, which the officers, based on their

experience, believed was a signal of his arrival to his buyer.

IMann makes nmuch of the fact that the policereport listedthis
i nf ormant as “anonynous” and argues that the district court erred“in
determ ning that the police were infact relying on aconfidenti al
informant.” The district court's inquiry into whether the informant
was anonynous or not was sufficiently thorough. Gventherecord, its
decisiontoregardthe informant as a confidential source known to t he
police was not clearly erroneous.
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Two ot her detectives and one uni fornmed of fi cer were parked
i ntwo cars near Col anduono and Si on. Wen Col anduono gave a si gnal ,
the three police cars converged to bl ock-in Mann's car. Wil e Mann
remai ned in the driver's seat, Col anduono approached himon the
passenger's si de, and Si on approached hi mon the driver's side. As
Si on approached, he observed Mann stuff al arge object into his pants.
Si on i nmedi at el y drew hi s gun and war ned Col anduono of Mann's acti ons.
Siontold Mann to place his hands inthe air. Mann conplied, and Si on
hol stered his weapon.

Si on opened t he car door and renoved Mann fromthe car. He
pl aced one hand on Mann's shoul der to prevent his flight and pl aced t he
ot her on Mann' s pants where he had seen Mann hi de t he object. Sion
felt “ahard, rock-Iike substance all together in one bigball,” which
he bel i eved, based on hi s trai ni ng and experience, to be crack cocai ne.
Si on reached i nto Mann' s pants and pul | ed out t he obj ect, which turned
out to be alarge quantity of crack cocai ne wapped in a pl astic bag.
Upon di scovering the crack, the police placed Mann under arrest and
handcuffed him

A federal grand jury indicted Mann for possessi on of cocai ne
withintent tosell, inviolationof 21 U S.C. §841(a)(1). Mannfiled
a notion to suppress the cocai nethe police seized fromhis pants. The
district court deniedthe notion, rulingthat the police were justified

i n stoppi ng Mann because t hey had a reasonabl e suspi ci on t hat he was
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about to engage incrimnal activity. See Terry v. Ohio, 392 U. S. 1,

30 (1968). Inthedistrict court's view, the nature of the cri m nal
conduct under i nvestigation, as well asthetinme of night, justifieda
police frisk for weapons. And the fri sk, whichreveal ed the hard | unp,
gave Si on probabl e cause to believe that Mann was i n possessi on of
crack cocaine. Inthealternative, thedistrict court reasoned t hat
Si on had probabl e cause to arrest Mann when he fri sked hi mand felt
what he believed to be crack. The seizure of the cocai ne thus was
entirely the proper product of a search incident to arrest.

Mann pl ed gui l ty pursuant to a pl ea agreenent i n whi ch he
reserved the right to chall enge the deni al of the suppression notion on
appeal. He does so here.

1.

We review de novo the district court's probabl e cause

determ nati ons, but “take care both to reviewfindi ngs of historical

fact only for clear error and to gi ve due wei ght to i nferences drawn

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

seealsoUnited States v. McCarthy, 77 F. 3d 522, 525 (1st G r. 1996).

Where the district court didnot nmake specific findings, “we viewthe
recordinthelight nost favorabletotheruling.” MCarthy, 77 F. 3d
at 525.

Mann cont ends t hat when t he pol i ce surrounded hi s car and

approached him he was under de facto arrest, whi ch woul d be i nproper
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absent a show ng of probabl e cause. He al so argues that the police did
not have the requisite probable cause to support such an arrest.
Despite circuit precedent suggesting that a stop suchasthisis not a

de facto arrest, see, e.d., United States v. Quinn, 815 F. 2d 153, 157

n.2 (1st Gr. 1987), we wi || assune arguendo t hat Mann was under arr est
and det ermi ne whet her the police had the requi site probabl e causeto
make such an arrest. In so doing, we affirmthe district court's

deci si on, but on sonmewhat different grounds. See United States v.

Paul i no, 13 F. 3d 20, 24 (1st Gr. 1994) (noting that appell ate courts

may affirm a judgenent based on any grounds manifest in the record).
The police do not need awarrant to arrest a personin public

if thereis “probabl e cause to believe that the suspect has comm tted

or iscommttingacrine.” United States v. Marti nez-Mlina, 64 F. 3d

719, 726 (1st Cir. 1995). Therelevant inquiryis “not whether there
was a warrant or whether therewas tinme to get one, but whet her there

was probabl e cause for thearrest.” United States v. Watson, 423 U. S.

411, 417 (1976).

To est abl i sh probabl e cause, the gover nnment nust denonstrate
that “at thetinme of the arrest, the facts and circunstances known to
the arresting officers were sufficient towarrant a prudent personin
believing that the defendant had commtted or was comm tting an

of fense.” United States v. Cl evel and, 106 F. 3d 1056, 1060 (1st Cir.

1997), aff'd sub nom Miscarello v. United States, 524 U. S. 125 (1998).

-7-



“The probabl e cause st andard does not require the officers' concl usi on
to be ironclad, or even highly probable. Their conclusion that

pr obabl e cause exi sts need only be reasonable.” United States v.

W nchenbach, 197 F. 3d 548, 555-56 (1st G r. 1999). Probable causeis

determ ned by looking to the totality of the circunstances. See

Illinois v. Gates, 462 U. S. 213, 230 (1983). Inthis sense, “probable

causeis afluidconcept” that cannot be reduced to a specific set of
| egal rules. 1d. at 232. The governnent, however, may not rely on

evi dence recovered fromthe suspect during or after the arrest to

est abl i sh probabl e cause for that arrest. See United States v. Bi zier,
111 F. 3d 214, 217 (1st Cir. 1997).

The governnent had probabl e cause to arrest Mann. The
arrest ees who spoke wi t h Col anduono i dentified “Vincent” as a m d-1| evel
drug dealer. The tenants in the Lockwood Pl aza housi ng project
suppl i ed Col anduono wi th t he sane i nformati on about Vincent. Their

partici pation wei ghs heavily in our analysis. See United States v.

Schaefer, 87 F. 3d 562, 566 (1st Gr. 1996) (“[I]nformation provi ded by
ordinary citizens has particular value in the probable cause
equation.”). Colanduono spoke with a security guard who poi nted out
Vi ncent and gave details about his car. The police tw ce had vi ewed
Vi ncent consorting with known drug deal ers. Aconfidential infornmant,
who i n t he past had provi ded Col anduono with reliabl e information,

reported that Vincent woul d arrive in Loungo Square to sell cocai ne.
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The of fi cers wat ched Vi ncent arrive inthe Loungo Square areainthe
car identified by both the informant and the security guard. The
of fi cers wi tnessed Vi ncent honk hi s horn, which they suspected, given
their experienceinsuchmtters, was a signal to a drug buyer t hat
Vi ncent had arrived. Because under the totality of the circunstances
t he pol i ce reasonabl y coul d have bel i eved t hat Vi ncent was about to
conmm t an of fense, they had probabl e causeto arrest him See, e.q.,

United States v. Diallo, 29 F.3d 23, 26 (1st Cir. 1994) (finding

pr obabl e cause was supported by an uncorroborated but accuratetip from
an i nformant known to be reliable).

Mann suggests that the officers inproperlyreliedonthe
i nformant because they failed to corroborate the i nformation the
ti pster provided. But the police already had observed activities and
received informationthat corroboratedthetipster’'s information.
Mor eover, conplete corroboration is not always necessary for an
informant's tip to support probable cause. Seeid. (“[U] nder the
standard enunci ated i nGates, the police do not have to corroborate
every detail of theinformant'stip.”). InGtes, the Suprene Court
abandoned t he stri ngent “two-pronged test” that it previously had
establishedto evaluate aninformant's veracity or reliability andthe

basi s of his know edge. See Gates, 462 U. S. at 238 (rejectingthe

mechani cal fornula specifiedinSpinelli v. United States, 393 U. S.

410, 415-16 (1969), andAguil ar v. Texas, 378 U. S. 108, 114 (1964)).
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Now, “an informant's tales need not invariably be buttressed by
extensive encomato his veracity or detail ed di scussi ons of the source
of his know edge.” Schaefer, 87 F. 3d at 566. Col anduono testified
t hat his confidential informant had been areliable sourceinthe past
withoneprior tipleadingtoaconviction. Inaddition, thetip was
repletewith details that indicated a basis of know edge. See D all o,
29 F. 3d at 26 (finding sufficient detail when atipster “correctly
reported the location of the three nen, the type of car that [they]
woul d be driving and that the three men woul d be travel i ng t oget her
t hat ni ght” even though the tipster incorrectly “stated that there
woul d be three neninared Toyota wheninactuality there were four
men in two cars”).

It iswell settledthat once police are authorizedto nake
alawful arrest, they may conduct a warrant| ess search of the arrestee.

See United States v. Robi nson, 414 U. S. 218, 234 (1973); Bizier, 111

F.3d at 217. “The justification or reasonfor the authority to search
incident toalawful arrest rests [both] on the need to di sarmthe
suspect inorder totake hi minto custody [ and] on the need to preserve
evi dence on his personfor later useat trial.” Robinson, 414 U.S. at
234.

Mann contends the officers had nojustificationfor their
search incident to his arrest because they were i n no appreci abl e fear

for their safety. Mann argues t hat because Si on grabbed hi s pants as
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he pull ed Mann fromthe car, he conducted an illegal warrantl ess
search. We do not agree. As long as the arrest is supported by

probabl e cause, the searchincident tothat arrest is reasonable. See

New York v. Belton, 453 U. S. 454, 461 (1981) (“Acustodial arrest of a
suspect based on probabl e cause i s a reasonabl e i ntrusi on under the
Fourth Amendnent; that intrusion beinglawful, asearchincident tothe

arrest requires no additional justification.”); see also United

States v. Doward, 41 F.3d 789, 793 (1st Gr. 1994) (noting that “ Belton

| eaves no doubt that post hoc anal yses | i ke those presently urged by
[the defendant] are precluded”).
L.

For the foregoing reasons, weaffirmthe deci sion of the

district court.
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