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FREEDERICK E. ADAMS, WARDEN, Petitioner

ROBERT WILLIAMS

Y.

£/15/71 Cert. filed.

HF(;;D CHRT. JU;;E?;?;?{PAL MERITS | MOTION E;]:;T sf;‘_‘

1 T N |pour [pms [avp |mEY (avP| 6o | ING
54070 T A (R V; S, PO oA DT TN R IR (IR (RN RN S S
s T T e S o ol e ol BT e R T R T T e e T R
Blagkmur, J.:couiiaidaais J s i ot R, I
Marshall T o rai Ui aiwis V)'I AR e D R R e e
White, J.. o oeeereeeedonn, - [TV SO S [ SR SO SN . SR N S IR
BOwart, J.ooorveneosenderenalon et N S O (N O N N N (R S
Brentimtl, oo vinsdosiis r/| .....................
POOEE. T v v '/ S R, SR R e
g, Ul J. s iy "/ ¢ I Sirer SRR MRS s




3/15/72-~LaH ]

MOT ION

No. 70-283 OT 1971 DISCESS
Adams v, Williams

This is a motion filed by the Dlstrict Attorney of NY

T

County to be allowed to argue as a%%ggi for 20 minutes. I
have attached the cert memo in this case to remind you of the
issues in this search and selzure case. Rule 44 of this Court

gays that such requests, unless filed by the SG or a Statse,

Yare not favored." 1 see nothing in the request which con=-

vinces me that this request te argue orally should be granted.
The peints he wishes tc make can be made effectively in an
amicus brief,

DENY LAH
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No. 70283 OT 1971 Ses. _ Lo
Adams, Warden Connecticut Prison v, Williamsa Ftrcvpreall cort

Cert to CA 2 (en banc--Per Curiam; Hays dissenting) —eo~s . Li ?/
HOLD FOR FULL COURT :’-l-m—.f :
HABEAS CORPUS; 4th AMENDMENT ( 5',4,;(,1-1_;;?:.,_&_&_‘) (2217

Resp. was convieted in a Conn. state TC of (1) possession of a

firearm, (2) possession of heroin, and (3) possession of a weapon
in his motor vehicle. After losing on appeal in the state courts,
Resp filed a habeas corpus petition in the USDC D Conn. His sole
claim was that evidence used against him in the state court (hand gun,

———,

heroin, and a machete) was seized in violation of the 4th Amendment.

The USDC denied the petition and the CA 2 aff'd (Danaher & Hays)
Friendly dissenting). However, the case was then reviewed by
the CA 2 en banc and reversed with Judge Hays dissenting. The State
subsequently applied for ecert. from this Court.

The undisputed facts upon which the en bane opinion relies are

as follows. While waiking his rounds in Bridgeport, Conn. at 2:00 a.m.,

A i

a police officer was told by an informer that a man (Resp), who was
d‘r e - — 5 P

seated in a parkéﬁWEEruas the street, had a gun tucked intoe his

waistband and narcoties on his person. The officer knew the informer

iy

since he had on one prior occasion supplied information in an unrelated
matter. On the basis of the informer's statement the officer decided
to investigate further. He approached the car and asked Resp to

get out, Resp rolled down the window and the officer immediately
reached in and grabbed the gun from Resp's walstband., After ordering
Resp from the car, the officer searched him and found the heroin; he
also discovered the machete under the seat in the car.

Thﬂ:ﬂth.ﬁmendment issue raised by this factual ecircumstance

focuses uHﬁEﬁaation whether the police officer had the right to

approach Resp and ggynibly detain him. Under econventional search~and-

seizure law the State has sought to justify the officer's conduct on



P
\

i

either of two theories., First, it was contended below that the

officer had probable gause to believe that Resp was committing EE:;r#pPJ\
erime (possessing narcotics and a weapon). The officer's only Lﬁkfﬂfvghf

information was the statement of the in{ggmer. In the absence D{L

either independent corroboration of the informant's story or a j«/
M
greater history of the informant's proven reliability in reporting

other similar eriminal activity, this information provided the

officer with an insufficient basis for an arrest. A number of thi

— "y

Court's precedents dealing with probable cause where the uff%ger

J--hlh_.—_____-—__--hb—-'——__-——q-q_—l——*-—h____,—l-‘w_

relies on an informer clearly 'dispose of this case. Spinelli v.

i e e

United States, 393 U.S. 410 (1969)s Aguilar v. Texas, 378 U.S. 108
(1964); Draper v. United States, 358 U.S. 307 (1959). The CaA 2

en banc opinion cites these cases as controlling and, indeed, the
State appears to have abandoned this ¢laim in their cert petition.
The %EEEEEEEEEEihl@xgﬂstificatinn for the officer's conduct,

i

and the only one that 1s seriously at issue at this point, is the

rationale of Jerry v. Ohio, 392 U.S. 1 (1969)., In Terry the Court
held that police officers could approach and detain briefly persons

——— ———

whom the officer has reasonable suspicion to believe are engaged in _"‘gﬁ

eriminal activity. Pursuant to such a "stop," the officer may

L i

—w

conduct a limited "frisk" for weapons if he has a reasonable basis

for believing that the person might be armed. The faects of this case

W
would appear to fall directly within the Terry rule. The officer,
“_,...______\-_ MM-W

on the basis of what the informer told him, certainly had reasonable
suspicion that Resp was engaged in criminal activity. Clearly, the
responsible cnursé for him to pursue was to approach Resp and explore
the circumstances further. And, having solid reason to believe that
Resp was armed, it was quite approprig;e for him to reach into the
waistband and remove the weapon. The 3-judge panel opinion relied

entirely on Terry. The en bane Per Curiam, however, rejects the
Terry reasoning in a single sentence;




"We conclude that on the basis of the facts then known
to him, (the officer) had neither probable cause to arrest
(Resp) nor any other sufficient cause for reaching into (Resp's)

- waistband . . + « See Terry v, Ohio."
The CA tells us nothing in further explanation as to why this case

is not squarely governed by Terry but J. Friendly's dissent to the

anel opinion provides two possible explanations. First, Friendly
—_— s = A

argues at length that Terry does not apply to "erimes of possession,"

e o e

\
& Jjﬁ\
r"r;‘_“,;;\1""MM/In his view, an officer is justified in detaining and questioning

persons whom he believes are about to commit, or have just committed,

fﬁrfﬁ« some violent ecrime (such as robbery, assault, etc). On the other
hand, he contends that an officer is not justified in detaining
ﬂﬂﬂf;}ﬁ persons whom he believes are merely committing possessory crimes
éﬂi (such as possession of weapons or drugs). To allow an officer to
rfiéjjj;f;tnp and frisk someone whom he believes to be committing solely the
E 2 cerime of possessing a weapon, Friendly contends, constitutes a
search and seizure on less than probable cause--an act clearly
proscribed by the 4th Amendment. Furthermore, to allow an officer
to wmimmby stop a heroin addiet and conduct a protective patdown
for weapons Friendly finds objectional because such a search is
frequently likely to uncover evidence of drug possession, j,e,
he fears that patdowns for weapons would be pretextual searches
for narcotics in cases where probable cause to believe that the
person is possessing narecotics is lacking. The Court's opinion
in Terry does not on its face support such a distinetion but it is
true that the facts in that case involve suspicion of a robbery and
not a mere possessory offense.
The second possible explanation for the en banc opinion's terse
disposition of Terrvy rises out of a ggrious factual problem. Judge

-

Friendly points cut that at the first suppression hearing in the

state court the officer testified and made no mention of the informer.



d
Rather, the officer testified that he was in a radlo car and raapnﬁgd
to a police signal to go to the Williams car. Not until the

second hearing did the officer tell the story about the informer.

The identity of the informer was never disclosed despite the defendant's

repeated requests. As Friendly points out, appellate courts are

bound by the supported findings of fact of the state trial ecourt

and that court did believe the officer's second story. 1 believe,
"-n-.'l—_""\-—‘__.—;q___.—..‘_._.-q._

however, that Friendly and the majority of the full court were
seriously troubled by this total change of stories by the officer
and the absence of corroboration which the informer, had he been
made available, could have provided.

I am inclined to recommend that this case be granted in order
for the Court to consider the applicability of ‘Terry to this type
of facrual pattern. 1 am strongly persuaded that the officer, if

e e
is srtory is to be believed, did nothing unreasenbale and that
e e e e e e, o,

Terry should be held te cover the crime ef illegal possession of
f——— e

————

a hand gun, Police officers who have reasonable grounds to
LN,

suspect that a person is armed (especially in an urban community
late at night) should have the power to approach him and question
him to determine whether he has a license and why he is carrying

the weapon. Certainly, also, he should disarm that person prior

to any discussien. Nevertheless, significant’ Supreme Court opinions
ought not be delivered in cases in which the facts are tainted with
FEE_EEEEEEEEEE!hﬁiﬁiﬂﬁEliﬂﬁi°“' I would therefore suggest that,if
you believe the case otherwise cert-worthy, prior to voting on the

petition at conference you should direct the clerk's office to
mw—'—*—"

call for the cemplete transeript in order to ascertain whether the
officer's apparently contradictory stories can be reconciled.
WWWHM

CALL FOR TRANSCRIPT WITH A VIEW TO GRANT LAH
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MOTION
No. 70-283 OT 1971
Adams v. Williams WW
Cert to CA 2

This is a motion filed by the ACLU to file a brief

e .
amicus in the above named case, which will probably
E-

be argued next Term. This is the case raising the 4th
Amendment question about the propriety of a nighttime
search of the occupant of a car~-should Terry apply to
possessory crimes,

The case raises an important 4th Amendment question.

The motlion should be granted.

GRANT LAH
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No. 70-283 ADAMS v. WILLIAMS

Larry's cert memo in this case is entirely adequate as a '"bench memo".
I have now read the entire appendix, including the findings of fact
by the Connecticut state trial court, the evidence at the state suppression
hearing, the opinion of the U. 8. District Court on the habeas corpus petition
(the District Court Judge accepting the state court's findings of fact), the
opinion of CA 2 en bane, with Judge Hays' dissenting opinion.

I have also reread Terry v. Ohio, 392 U, S. 1, which seems to me to

be controlling,
A good summary of the facts 1s found in the distriet opimimmis court's

opinion - Appendix 52, In a sentence, a police officer in a high erime district

at 2:15 a. m., on the basis of a tip from an informer known to be reliable by

the officer frisked a man sitting in a car, finding a gun in his waistband.

Probable cause was not necessary under these circumstances, Terry v. Ohio.
T Lawy's . 5 6 Srf v good. W sbadd
. Mﬂw-ﬁm& Tty —aeibbn Hd e el
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Supre ne Goned of the Wniled States
Washingtor, D, €. 20513

CHAMBERS OF
JUSTICE BYRON H. WHITE

June 1, 1972

Re: No. 70-283 - Adams v, Williams

Dear Bill:
Please join me.

Sincerely,

A

Mr. Justice Rehnquist

Coples to Conference



Supremne Gourt of te United States
Waslington, D. @, 20543

CHAMBERS OF
SJUSTICE POTTER STEWART

e

June 1, 1972

70-283 - Adams v, Williams

Dear Bill,

I am glad to join your opinion for the Court in this
case, with twe suggestions:

(1) I would hope that you might consider deleting
the first two complete sentences on page 6. I think they do
not really add anything to the probable cause finding, and,
indeed, even detract from it.

(2) I suggest that the citation of Chimel v. Cali-
fornia be deleted at the bottom of page 6, and that there be
substituted therefor citations to Carroll v. United States,
267 U.S. 132, and Brinegar v. United States, 338 U.S. 160,
My reasons for this suggestion are twofold. First, it is my
recollection that the search in this case occurred befcre the
Chimel decision, and we have held that that decision is not
retroactive. See Hill v. California, 401 U.8, T97; Williams
v. United States, 401 U.S. 646. Secondly, I doubt whether
Chimel (which involved an unlawful search of a man's house)
would, in any event, be an apposite authority for the lawful=-
ness of the automobile search in this case.

Sincerely yours,
Uy
%

Mr. Justice Rehnquist /

[y

Copies to the Conference



Supreme Gonst of the Pnited Sludes
Wuelinator, B. Q. 20543

i
CHaMBERS OF

JUEBTICE HARRY A& BLACHMUM

June 2, 1972

Re: No, 70-283 - Adams v. Williams

Dear Bill:
Please join me,

Sincerely,

el

Mr, Justice Rehnguiast

cec:; The Conference



Supreme Qonrt of the Yuited Btutes
‘ Waslington, T, 4. 20543

CHAHMBERS OF
JUSTICE WILLIAM O, BOUGLAS June third

1972

Dear Thurgood:

Re: No, T0-283 - Adems v. Williams

Please Join me in your dissent

clreulated June second.

( YV

William 0.-Dougles

Mr. Justice Morsheall

CC: The Conferance

AUTL b e, Y e TR

L R AT = R R

e R . i i N ) ', v Wil e

"L ——




Bupreme Qourt of the Yniteh Stutes
MWashington, B, 4. 20543

- CHAMBERS OF
JUSTICE WILLIAM H. REHNQUIST

June 5, 1972

Re: 70-283 - Adams v. Williama

Dear Potter:
Thank you for the suggestions in your memorandum of
June 1. Each of your points will be reflected in the next

circulation of the proposed opinion.

Sincerely, fvf
A

Mr. Juslice Stewart

Coples to the Conference




Supreme Conrt of fhe Hnited Studes
Waslington, B, €. 20543

CHAMBERS OF

JUSTICE THURGODD MARS HALL June 5, 1572

Re: Npo. 70-283 - Adams v. Williams

Dear Bill:

Please join me in your dissent.

Eincerely,ﬁ

T.H,

Mr, Justice Douglas

cc: Conference



Supreme Qourt of the Hnited Stutes
Washington. B, . 20543

CHAMBERS OF June 6, 1972
“THE CHIEF JUSTICE

No. 7T0=283 -- Adams v. Williams

Dear Bill:

Please join me.

Regards,

2 (¢

Mz. Justice Rehnquist

Copies to the Conference



June 7, 1972

Re: No, 70-283 Adams v. Williams

Dear Bill:
Flease join me.
Sincerely,

Mr. Justice Rehnquist

cc: The Conference



6/7/72--LAH

Res Adams v. Williagms, No. 70-283
Judge s

Attached are the following: (1) Justice Rehnquist's
first draft of a majority opinion in this search-and-sei-
zure casej (2) Justice Marshall's dissent; (3) Justice
Brennan's dissent; (4) Justice Douglas®' dissents (5)
joining notes from the CJ, WHite, Stewart, Blackmun.

Rehnquist's opinion is acceptable and I recommend that
you join ir. I am troubled about the case because he did
not meet headon the problem raised and discussed at
length in the Second Circuite-namely whether Terry v. Ohio
applies to possessory offenses, Taclitly, now, this Court
concludes thgt it does. This is a major extension of
Terry, and alrthough it is a step which I view as proper and
indeed almost inevitable, I am disappointed that the Court
does not meet it with more assurance and force. The
dissenters are justified in their concern that Terry, which
was initially deaigned to be a narrow and refined exception
to the otherwise ironclad warrant rule, has been enlarged
almost by fiat. Nonetheless, I see no benefit in your
writing separately. As you have pointed out, no opinion
fully suits everyone and if we wrote in every case that
we find troublesome the Term would never end.

Other than dodging the tough issue;, I think the majority
opinion is well written and thorough in its treatment of the
matters it touches,

The three dissents add nothing which should cause you
to change your vote., (Justice Douglas' dissent is worth

reading because it is amusing in that it bears no relation



-
to the case before the Court. Indeed, I suspect that you
will find his statements on gun contrel and the breadth
of g#vernment power tTo regulate in this area most acceptable.
If those remarks were made in a case before the Court I
would ask you to join him.)

JOIN JUSTICE REHNQUIST LAH
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To: The Chief Justice

. Justioe Douglas

. Justiece Brannan

Juetioe Btewert

. dustice White

« dustios Marshall

Mr. dJi g Blackmun
s DRAFT
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES rennquist, J.
Ciroulated: f-r/t__ﬁ‘l -~

EEEEE

No. 70283

— Reciroulated:
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Mg, JusTict RerngUisT delivered the opinion of the
Court.

Respondent Robert Williams was convieted in a Con-

necticut state court of illegal possession of a handgun
found during a “stop and frisk,” as well as possession
of heroin that was found during a full search incidental
to his weapons arrest. After respondent's eonvietion ,
was affirmed by the Supreme Court of Conneeticut, 157
Conn, 114, 249 A, 2d 245 (1968), this Court denied
certiorari, 395 U. 5. 927 (19%6%). Williains' petition
for federal habeas corpus relief was denied by the Dis-
triet Court and by & divided panel of the Seeond Cireuit,
436 F. 2d 30 (1970), but on rehearing en bane the Court
of Appeals granted relief. 441 F. 2d 394 {1971). That
court held that evidence introduced at Williams' trial
had been obtained by an unlawful search of his person
and car, and thus the state court judgments of convie-
tion should be set aside, Since we conclude that the
policeman’s setions here conformed to the standards
this Court laid down in Perry v. Ohio, 392 U, 8, 1 (1068),
WEe reverse,

Police 8gt. John Connolly was alone early in the
morning on car patrol duty in a high crime area of
Bridgeport, Connecticut, At approximately 2:15 a.m.
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a person known to Bgt, Connolly approached his eruiser
and informed him that an individual seated in a nearby
vehicle was earrying narcoties and had a gun at his
waist,

After calling for assistance on his ear radio, Sgt. Con-
nolly approached the vehicle to investigate the inform-
ant's report. Connolly tapped on the ear window and
asked the oceupant, Robert Williams, to open the door.
When Williams rolled down the window instead, the ser-
geant reached into the car and removed a fully loaded
revolver from Williams' waistband. The gun had not
been visible to Connolly from outside the car, but it was
in precisely the place indieated by the informant. Wil-
liams was then arrested by Connolly for unlawful posses-
gion of the pistol. A search ineident to that arrest was
conducted after other officers arrived. They found sub-
stantial quantities of heroin on Williams' person and
in the car, and they found a machete and a second
revolver hidden in the automobile,

Respondent contends that the initial seizure of his
pistol, upon which rested the later search and seizure
of other weapons and narcotics, was not justified by
the informant's tip to Sgt. Connolly. He elanims that
absent a more reliable informant, or soine corroboration
of the tip, the policeman’s actions were unreasonable
under the standards set forth in Terry v. Ohin, supra.

In Terry this Court recognized that “a police officer
may in appropriate circumstances and in an appropriate
manner approach a person for the purpose of investigat-
ing possible eriminal behavior even though there 1= no
probable cause to make an arrest,” 382 U, 8., at 22.
The Fourth Amendment does not require a policeman
who lacks the precise Jevel of information neccssary
for probable cause to arrest to siimply shrug his shoulders
and allow a erime to oceur or a eriminal to escape. On



T-2R3—0FPINION
ADAME v, WILLIAME 4

the contrary, Terry recognizes that it may be the essence
of good police work to adopt an intermediate response.
See i, at 23, A brief stop of a suspicious individual,
in order to detormine his identity or to maintain the
status guo momentarily while obtaining more: informa-
tion, may be most reasonable in light of the facts known
to the officer at the time, Id, at 21-22; see Gaines v.
Craven, 448 F, 2d 1236 (CA9 1971); United Stotes v.
Unverzagt, 424 V. 2d 396 (CAS8 1970).

The Court recognized in Terry that the policeman
making a reasonable investigatory stop should not be
denied the opportunity to protect himself from attack
by a hostile suspect, “When an officor ia justified in
believing that the individual whose suspicious behavior
he is investigating at close range is armed and presently
dangerous to the officer or to others,” he may conduet
a limitod protective search for coneecaled weapons, Id.,
at 24, The purpose of this limited szearch is not to
diseover evidence of crime, but to allow the officer to
pursue his investigation without fear of viclence, and
thus the frisk for weapons might be equally necessary
and reasonable whether or not earrying a concealed
weapon violated any applicable state law. 8o long as
the officer is entitled to make a foreible stop* and has
reason to believe that the suspect iz armed and dan-
gerous, he may econduct & weapons search lmited in
scope to this protective purpose. [Id,, at 30,

Applying these prineiples to the present ease we be-
lieve that Sgt. Connolly aeted justifiably in responding
to his informant's tip. The informant was known to
him personally and had provided him with information
in the past. Unlike the situation that obtains in the

-

1The Btate does not contend that Willlams acted voluntarily i
rolling donm the window of his ear,
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case of an anonymous telephone tip, for example, the
informer here came forward personally to give informa-
tion that was immediately verifiable at the scene, In-
deed, under Connectieut law, the informer herself might
have been subject to immediate arrest for making a
false complaint had Sgt. Connolly’s investigation proven
the tip ineorrect® Thus, while the Court’s decisions
indieate that this informant’s unverified tip may have
been insufficient for a narcoties arrest or search war-
rant, see, e. g., Smnefli v. United Stotes, 393 U, 8. 410
(1969) : Aguslar v. Texas, 378 U. 5. 108 (1964), the infor-
mation ecarried enough indieia of reliability to justify
the officer’s foreible stop of Williams,

In reaching this coneclusion, we reject responedent’s
argument that reasonable cause for a stop and frisk
can only be based on the officer's personal observation,
rather than on information supplied by another person,
Informants’ tips, like all other clues and evidenee com-
ing to a policeman on the scene, may vary greatly in
their value and reliability. One simple rule will not
cover every situation. Some tips, eompletely lacking
in indieis of reliability, would either warrant no police
respotise or reqguire further investigation before a fore-
ible stop of a suspect would be suthorized. But in
sone situations—for example, when the victim of a
street crime seeks immediate police aid and gives &
deseription of his assailant, or when & credible informer
warns of a specifie impending eritne—the subtleties of the
hearsay rule should not thwart an appropriate police
response.

While properly investigating the activity of a person
who was reported to be carrying narcotics and a con-

*Heetion 53-168 of the Conneetient Genoral Statutes, in foreo at
the time of these events, provided thet a “person who knowingly
makes to any police officer . . . o false report or o foize complaint
slleging that & orime or erime: have been committed” is guiity of
n misdemeanor.
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cealed weapon and who was sitting alone in & car n &
high erime area at 2:15 in the morning, Sgt. Connolly
had ample reason to fear for his safety.* When Williams
rolled down his window, rather than complying with
the policeman’s request to step out of the ear so that
hig movements could more easily he seen, the revolver
allegedly at Williams' waist became an even greater
threat. Under these eircumstances the policeman’s ac-
tion in reaching to the spot where the gun was thought
to be hidden constituted a limited intrusion designed
to insure his safety, and we eonclude that it was reason-
able. The loaded gun seized as a result of this intru-
gion was therefore admissible at Williams' trial. Terry
v, Ohig, supra, at 30,

Onee Sgt. Connolly had found the gun precisely where
the informant had predicted, probable cause existed to
arrest Williams for unlawful possession of the weapon,
Probable cause to arrest depends “upon whether, at the
moment the arrest was made , . , the facts and eireum-
stances within [the arresting officers’] knowledge and
of which they had reasonably trustworthy information
were sufficient to warrant a prudent man in believing
that the [suspect] had committed or was committing
an offense.” Beck v. Ohio, 370 T. 8. 89, 91 (1964},
In the present case the policerman found Williams in
possession of a gun in precisely the place predicted by
the informant, This tended to corroborate the relia~
hility of the informer's further report of narcotics, and

% Figures reported by the Federnu Bureau of Investigation indi-
cate that 126 policemen woere murdered in 1871, with all but five
of themn having been ldlled by gunshot wounds, Federal Burcau of
Investigation Law Enoforcement Bulletin, February 1873, p. 33
Aceording to one etudy, approximately 309 of police shootmgs oe-:
enrred when a police officer approached a suspect seated in an auto-
moblle. Bristow, Police Officer Shootings—A Tactical Evaluation,
54 J. Crim. L. C. & P, 3. 93 (1963).
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together with the surrounding circumstances certainly
suggested no lawful explanation for possession of the
gun. It is true, as respondent points out, that gun
possession g legal in Conneetieut if the individual has
a permit. But nothing cecurred in the course of Sgt.
Connolly's encounter with Willinms to suggest that Wil-
linmns might have sueh & permit, and it is undisputed, of
course, that he did not in fact have one. Probable
cause does not require the same type of apecifie evidence
of each element of the offense as would be needed to
support a eonvietion, See Droper v, United Stofes,
458 U. B, 307, 311-312 (1959). Rather, the court will
evaluate generally the cireumstanees at the time of
the arrest to decide if the officer had probable esuse for
his action:
“In dealing with probable eause, however, as the
very name implies, we desl with probabilities,
These are not technieal; they are the factusl and
practical considerations of evervday life on which
reasonable snd prudent men, uot legal technicians,
act.” Brinegar v. United States, 338 17, 8. 160, 175
(1040).
See also 3., at 177. Under the circumstances surround-
ing Williams' possession of the gun seized by Sgt. Con-
nolly, the arrest on the weapons charge was supported
by probable cause, and the search of his person and of
the ear incident to that arrest was lawful, Chimel v.
California, 395 U, 8. 752, 763 (1968), The fruits of the
search were therefore properly admitted at Williams'
trial, and the Court of Appeals erred in resching a con-

trary conclusion,
Reversed.
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