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SUMMARY

The Court of Appeals of Maryland held that a police officer lacked reasonable articulable suspicion to

stop and frisk Glen Keith Stokes near the scene of a recently reported robbery based primarily on his

race, dark clothing, location, and allegedly hurried conduct. The court concluded that the sparse

description did not sufficiently narrow the class of potential suspects and that the search violated the

Fourth Amendment. It reversed the denial of Stokes's motion to suppress and held that the seized

evidence should have been excluded.
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After the Circuit Court for Montgomery County denied Stokes's
motion to suppress the fruits of a pat-down search, he was convicted
and sentenced for controlled-dangerous-substance offenses. The Court
of Special Appeals affirmed in an unreported opinion. The Court of

Appeals of Maryland granted certiorari and reversed.

The court reviews factual findings on a suppression motion under the
clearly erroneous standard but reviews de novo whether, under those
facts, reasonable suspicion existed to justify a warrantless search or

seizure and independently applies constitutional principles to the facts.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the officer had reasonable articulable suspicion under the Fourth Amendment to stop and detain
Stokes as the possible perpetrator of the nearby robbery.

2. Whether the evidence discovered during the pat-down and ensuing searches had to be suppressed as

fruits of an unlawful seizure.

HOLDINGS

1. The stop was unconstitutional because, viewed under the totality of the circumstances, the officer had
only an unparticularized hunch that Stokes was the robbery perpetrator. A generic description consisting

principally of race and dark clothing, combined with proximity to the crime and hurried driving, did not
establish reasonable articulable suspicion.

2. The motion to suppress should have been granted because the pat-down and ensuing searches were fruits

of the unlawful stop.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Viewing the totality of the circumstances, the stop in this case was based on nothing more substantial than a
hunch and, thus, the police action exceeded the exception to the probable cause requirement allowed in street

confrontations between a citizen and the police investigating observed suspicious behavior.” (362 Md. at 613)

“This Court has consistently held that mere hunches are insufficient to justify an investigatory stop; for such

an intrusion, an officer must have "reasonable articulable suspicion."” (362 Md. at 616)

“Speeding and parking hurriedly, even recklessly, certainly generates a reasonable articulable suspicion that
the driver is violating the traffic laws; but, here, such conduct is better characterized as inconsistent with the

belief that the driver has committed a robbery thirty minutes earlier just around the corner.” (362 Md. at 622)

“As we see it, then, the basis for the suspicion in this case was, as the motions court initially said, the
petitioner's race, the fact that he was black, and the fact that petitioner was wearing a black top.” (362 Md. at
623)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A robbery lookout described the perpetrator only as a black male wearing a black top; it provided no height,
weight, vehicle, or direction-of-flight information. Within approximately thirty minutes, Officer Hayden stopped
Stokes in a residential parking lot near the robbery after observing him drive in quickly, park diagonally,
immediately turn off his engine, and exit; Stokes was wearing dark clothing and was driving a car. The officer

frisked Stokes, felt a bulge, asked what it was, and seized suspected marijuana after Stokes said it was weed; a



later search incident to arrest uncovered marijuana-laced PCP. The court concluded that the description, timing,

location, and conduct did not provide reasonable articulable suspicion that Stokes was the robbery perpetrator.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A Montgomery County police officer stopped Stokes near the scene of a recently reported robbery and
conducted a pat-down search that led to the discovery of controlled dangerous substances. The circuit court
denied Stokes's suppression motion, and Stokes was convicted and sentenced. The Court of Special Appeals
affirmed, but the Court of Appeals granted certiorari, held that the stop lacked reasonable articulable suspicion,

and remanded with instructions to reverse the circuit court's judgment.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Reverse the judgment of the Court of Special Appeals and remand to that court with instructions to reverse the

judgment of the Circuit Court for Montgomery County.
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