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Synopsis
Background: Following the denial of defendant's motion
to suppress evidence seized during protective sweep of his
car following a traffic stop, 2024 WL 1911223, defendant
pleaded guilty in the United States District Court for the
District of Colorado, Regina M. Rodriguez, J., to possessing
a firearm and ammunition as a felon. Defendant appealed.

Holdings: The Court of Appeals, Phillips, Circuit Judge, held
that:

defendant's gang affiliation supported officer's reasonable
suspicion that defendant was presently dangerous;

defendant's presence in a high-crime area, which was also
rival gang's territory, supported reasonable suspicion that he
was presently dangerous;

presence and conduct of known member of same gang as
defendant at the traffic stop supported reasonable suspicion
that defendant was presently dangerous;

defendant's ankle monitor did not weigh heavily in the
analysis of whether officer had reasonable suspicion that
defendant was presently dangerous;

officer had reasonable suspicion that defendant was presently
dangerous, as required to conduct protective sweep of
defendant's vehicle; and

when officer conducted protective sweep, he reasonably
believed the officers on the scene would return defendant to
the car with a citation, thereby justifying the sweep.

Affirmed.

Procedural Posture(s): Appellate Review; Pre-Trial Hearing
Motion.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the
District of Colorado (D.C. No. 1:23-CR-00329-RMR-1)

Attorneys and Law Firms

John C. Arceci, Assistant Federal Public Defender (Virginia
L. Grady, Federal Public Defender, with him on the briefs),
Denver, Colorado, for Defendant-Appellant.

Kyle W. Brenton, Assistant United States Attorney (Jess
D. Mekeel, Assistant United States Attorney, and Peter
McNeilly, United States Attorney, on the brief), Denver,
Colorado, for Plaintiff-Appellee.

Before PHILLIPS, EBEL, and EID, Circuit Judges.

Opinion

PHILLIPS, Circuit Judge.

*1227  Two officers stopped a motorist for two violations:
driving without a front license plate and failing to use a
turn signal. During the traffic stop, the officers learned that
the driver, who identified himself as Antoan Raban, was a
criminal gang member. The stop occurred in a high-crime area
and a rival gang's territory. And just seconds after the officers
stopped Raban, another man, whom the police knew to be a
fellow gang member, drove past, turned around, parked across
the street from the stop, and called Raban's phone.

The officers called for backup and four more officers soon
arrived. Because Raban lacked identification, the officers
decided to fingerprint him to verify his identity. They
removed Raban from the car and frisked him, finding no
weapons. While one officer walked Raban to the curb
and prepared the fingerprint reader, a second officer did a
protective sweep of the car. That officer found a loaded pistol
under the driver's seat and ammunition in the center console.

A federal grand jury charged Raban with possessing a
firearm and ammunition as a felon. Raban moved to suppress
evidence from the search, arguing that the officers lacked
reasonable suspicion for a protective sweep of the car. The
district court denied his motion, concluding that the officers
reasonably suspected that Raban was dangerous and might
access a weapon from inside the car.
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Raban pleaded guilty, reserving the right to appeal the district
court's suppression decision. Now he does just that. He argues
that the officers lacked reasonable suspicion that he was
dangerous and might access a weapon, so the court erred by
denying his suppression motion.

Exercising jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291, we
affirm. First, several circumstances, taken together, provided
reasonable suspicion that Raban was presently dangerous.
And second, when the officer conducted the protective sweep,
he reasonably believed that Raban would receive a civil
citation and be allowed to return to the car, where he might
have had access to a weapon. The officer therefore had
reasonable suspicion for the protective sweep.

BACKGROUND

I. Factual Background
In May 2023, two gang-unit police officers—Tyler Danielson
and Zachary Moldenhauer—were patrolling a high-crime
area in northeast Denver. Soon after 4 p.m., they noticed a car
without its front license plate at a gas station. That gas station
“saw a lot of crime,” including “motor vehicle theft, narcotics
sale and distribution, [and] weapons-related offenses.” R. vol.
I at 123.

When the driver left the gas station, he didn't use a turn signal.
So the officers followed and pulled over the car.

Officer Danielson approached the driver-side window, and
Officer Moldenhauer approached the passenger side. Because
the car had tinted windows, the officers asked the driver—
Antoan Raban—to roll down the windows. Raban complied,
and the officers saw that he was alone in the car.

*1228  The officers soon spotted an open beer can on the
backseat floor. They also noticed Raban's face tattoos: the
number “3” under each eye, which connected him to the
Tre Tre Crips gang. Officer Danielson found Raban's Crips
affiliation “odd” because Raban was driving through the
territory of a rival-gang, the Bloods. Id. at 79. In fact, later
during the stop, Raban told Officer Danielson: “If this is your
area, I see why y'all would have scoped me out.”

After Raban rolled down all four windows, Officer Danielson
asked him about the missing license plate. Raban said that the
car belonged to his girlfriend and explained that the car's front
had been recently damaged in an accident. Raban then looked

for, but could not find, the car's registration. He also lacked
any identification. So he gave the officers his name, address,
and birthday instead.

Meanwhile, seconds after the officers stopped Raban, a white
SUV drove past, completed a three-point turn, and parked
across the street from the stop. Both officers recognized

the SUV's driver: Deshay Armstrong, 1  “a well-known Crip
gang member” with a violent criminal history. Id. at 79–
80, 127. Officer Moldenhauer acknowledged Armstrong by
saying “sup, brother.” Id. at 101, 143. Then the officers
noticed Armstrong placing a telephone call. They could see
inside Raban's car that the call was to Raban's phone. Raban,
ignoring the call, told the officers that Armstrong was his
girlfriend's brother.

After getting Raban's information, Officer Moldenhauer
returned to the police car to run a records check. Officer
Danielson stayed with Raban, partly because Armstrong was
parked nearby.

Officer Danielson and Raban chatted calmly. Raban explained
that the open beer can was from the night before. He also
admitted that he didn't have a driver's license. And he said that
Armstrong “just so happened to be here.”

Around this time, the officers called for backup, largely
because of Armstrong. Four more officers soon arrived.

Officer Moldenhauer finished the records check, which
revealed that Raban had several violent and weapons-related
convictions. It also showed that Raban lacked a valid driver's
license. And though the check returned a photo resembling
Raban, the photographed individual lacked face tattoos. So
to confirm Raban's identity, Officer Moldenhauer decided to
fingerprint him.

Without telling Officer Danielson the records-check results,
including Raban's criminal history, Officer Moldenhauer
asked Danielson to remove Raban from the car for
fingerprinting. At the same time, Moldenhauer also told
Danielson: “I think he's good.” Id. at 147.

Officer Danielson asked Raban to exit the car, frisked him,
and noticed he was wearing an ankle monitor. Finding no
weapons, Danielson passed Raban to Officer Moldenhauer,
who walked Raban closer to the police car. Surrounded by
several officers, Raban sat on the curb with his legs crossed
while Officer Moldenhauer prepared the fingerprint reader.
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Officer Danielson then did a protective sweep of the car.
He soon found a loaded handgun under the driver's seat. At
that point, officers handcuffed Raban. Officers later found a
baggie of ammunition in the center console.

II. Procedural History
A federal grand jury charged Raban with possessing a firearm
and ammunition *1229  as a felon in violation of 18 U.S.C.
§ 922(g)(1).

A. Motion to Suppress & Evidentiary Hearing
Raban moved to suppress evidence from the search, arguing
that the protective sweep violated the Fourth Amendment.
To justify a protective sweep, officers must have reasonable
suspicion that the suspect (1) “is dangerous” and (2) “may
gain immediate control of weapons.” Michigan v. Long, 463
U.S. 1032, 1049, 103 S.Ct. 3469, 77 L.Ed.2d 1201 (1983).
Raban argued that the officers lacked reasonable suspicion
that he was dangerous. In response, the government argued
that Officer Danielson had reasonable suspicion for the
protective sweep based on the area, Raban's gang affiliation
and criminal history, Armstrong's presence and conduct
during the stop, and Raban's ankle monitor.

The court held an evidentiary hearing. Officers Danielson and
Moldenhauer testified about the stop and the circumstances
they relied on to justify the protective sweep.

To begin, Officer Danielson testified that the stop occurred
in a high-crime area—one with several recent shootings. He
also noted that he had “been shot at ... by a gang member” in
that area before. R. vol. I at 109.

Officer Danielson then explained the significance of Raban's
being in a rival gang's territory. He testified that the
Crips did not usually enter the Bloods’ “turf.” Id. at
79. Indeed, Danielson found Raban's presence in Bloods
territory especially “odd” “because of recent violence in that
neighborhood.” Id. Officer Moldenhauer similarly attested
that the area experienced violent gang activity “specifically”
related to “Bloods and Crips relations.” Id. at 122–23, 131.

Next, the officers testified about Armstrong. Officer
Danielson stated that Armstrong's presence concerned him
for a few reasons: both Armstrong and Raban were members
of the Crips, Armstrong had a violent criminal history,
and Armstrong “ha[d] been armed in the past.” Id. at 80.

Danielson explained that sometimes “others ... attempt to
interfere with a traffic stop or try to overwhelm officers to try
to distract attention or even use violence against officers.” Id.
at 81. And he testified that “[Raban's] being accompanied by
another Crip gang member set off red flags to me that there
was a possibility that ... either he was armed or there were
multiple firearms that could potentially be used against us
within immediate reach.” Id. at 87.

Likewise, Officer Moldenhauer testified that Armstrong's
presence increased his safety concerns. He explained, “I didn't
know what Deshay Armstrong's intentions were being over
there .... We don't know if Deshay wants us to basically
leave the defendant alone and what he's going to do.” Id.
at 129. According to Officer Moldenhauer, this “created a
fairly large officer safety issue.” Id. Moldenhauer's concerns
only increased after learning about Armstrong's personal
relationship with Raban.

Finally, Officer Danielson discussed the protective sweep.
He testified that he searched the car because he anticipated
releasing Raban with only a citation. Though Raban lacked a
license, Danielson explained that they would release him to
the car with a warning not to drive. But he also added that
at some point “it was a consideration that we were going to
either park and lock or tow his vehicle from that scene” too.
Id. at 117–18. Both officers testified that Danielson did not
know Raban's criminal history when Danielson searched the
car.

*1230  B. Suppression Rulings
Though deeming it “a close call,” the district court orally
denied Raban's suppression motion. Id. at 176. The court
concluded that four considerations together satisfied Long’s
first prong: (1) the high-crime neighborhood, (2) Raban's
gang affiliation, (3) Armstrong's presence, and (4) Raban's
ankle monitor. The court ruled that, under the totality of the
circumstances, these factors supported reasonable suspicion
that Raban was dangerous.

As for Long’s second prong, Raban's access to weapons, the
court was silent. But at the end of the hearing, the court
stated that it “did not find the officers’ testimony” about
intending to return Raban to the car to be “credible, plausible
or otherwise.” Id. at 176–77. The court found “it hard to
imagine that these officers, given what they knew, were going
to release this man with a citation.” Id. at 177. With that in
mind, the court emphasized that releasing Raban to the car
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was “not one of the factors that [it] found to support the
reasonable suspicion for the sweep.” Id.

Hearing this, Raban argued that the court must grant his
suppression motion. He reasoned that if officers were not
going to release him to the car (as the court had just found),
the officers lacked reasonable suspicion that he may access a
weapon under Long’s second prong. But the court stuck with
its original ruling.

Two days later, the court sua sponte invited the parties
to move for reconsideration. Raban argued that the court's
credibility finding about the officers’ intent to return Raban
to the car required suppression. Perhaps acknowledging that,
the government asked the court to reconsider its credibility
finding and rule in the government's favor.

On reconsideration, the district court again denied Raban's
suppression motion. United States v. Raban, No. 23-cr-00329,
2024 WL 1911223, at *1 (D. Colo. May 1, 2024). Addressing
Long’s first prong, the court reiterated the facts supporting
its earlier finding of reasonable suspicion that Raban was
dangerous—his gang tattoos, the high-crime and rival-gang
area, Armstrong's presence, and Raban's ankle monitor. Id. at
*1, 3.

Then the court addressed Long’s second prong. This time,
the court ruled that it was “reasonable to believe[ ] ... that
Mr. Raban may have been allowed to leave the scene with a
citation and return to his car.” Id. at *6. Retreating from its
earlier credibility finding, the court remarked that “what [it]
did not find credible” was “[t]he Government's assertion ...
that Officer Danielson knew of Mr. Raban's criminal history,
but that he nevertheless would have returned an individual
with Mr. Raban's criminal history to his vehicle without an

arrest.” 2  Id. at *5. As for Raban's access to weapons, the
court noted that the hearing testimony and bodycam footage
established that Officer Danielson in fact knew nothing about
Raban's criminal history before the protective sweep. Id.
The court also noted that right before the sweep, Officer
Moldenhauer had told Danielson that Raban was “good.” Id.

With all this in mind, the court held that when Officer
Danielson “conducted the protective sweep, it was objectively
reasonable for [him] to conclude that Mr. Raban could have
been permitted to return to his vehicle after receiving a traffic
citation.” *1231  Id. (emphasis omitted). So the court again
held the protective sweep lawful. Id. at *6.

C. Guilty Plea, Sentencing & Appeal
After the district court's denial of his motion to suppress,
Raban entered a conditional guilty plea. He reserved his
right to appeal the suppression decision. The court sentenced
Raban to seventy-one months’ imprisonment.

Raban timely appealed, challenging the court's holding on
both Long prongs.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

When reviewing the denial of a motion to suppress, we
consider the totality of the circumstances. United States v.
Canada, 76 F.4th 1304, 1307 (10th Cir. 2023). “[W]e view the
evidence in the light most favorable to the government, accept
the district court's finding of fact unless clearly erroneous, and
review de novo the ultimate determination of reasonableness
under the Fourth Amendment.” Id. (citation omitted).

Raban does not challenge the court's factual determinations,
only its legal conclusion that the officers had reasonable
suspicion for the protective sweep. We review that question
de novo. See id.

DISCUSSION

The Fourth Amendment protects “[t]he right of the people
to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and effects,
against unreasonable searches and seizures.” U.S. Const.
amend. IV. This protection extends to cars. Canada, 76 F.4th
at 1307 (“A vehicle is an effect protected by the Fourth
Amendment.” (citation modified)).

Typically, a search or seizure is reasonable only if “supported
by a warrant based on probable cause.” United States v.
Chavez, 985 F.3d 1234, 1240 (10th Cir. 2021). But protective
sweeps do not require warrants. See Long, 463 U.S. at 1051,
103 S.Ct. 3469. Protective sweeps “exist for officer safety;
we do not require officers to take unnecessary risks.” Canada,
76 F.4th at 1309. Rather, we allow officers to “take steps
reasonably necessary to protect their personal safety.” Id. at
1307 (citation modified). Even so, we limit these warrantless
protective searches to areas where a suspect may keep or hide
weapons. See Long, 463 U.S. at 1049, 103 S.Ct. 3469.
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To conduct a protective sweep under Long, “an officer must
have reasonable suspicion that a suspect” (1) “poses a danger”
and (2) “may gain immediate access to a weapon.” Canada,
76 F.4th at 1307. “Reasonable suspicion demands less than
probable cause,” but “requires the officer to act on something
more than an inchoate and unparticularized suspicion or
hunch.” Id. (citation modified). The government bears the
burden of proving reasonable suspicion. United States v.
Frazier, 30 F.4th 1165, 1174 (10th Cir. 2022).

Below, we examine whether the government satisfied that
burden for each Long prong.

I. Presently Dangerous
To satisfy Long’s first prong, “the government must show that
a reasonable officer would believe the suspect to be presently
dangerous.” United States v. McGregor, 158 F.4th 1082, 1092
(10th Cir. 2025) (citation modified). In reviewing the district
court's holding on that point, “we first individually analyze
the probative value of each of the relevant factors that the
district court relied upon.” Id. at 1091. Then viewing those
factors “collectively and in the context of the totality of the
circumstances, we determine whether *1232  those factors
support a finding of reasonable suspicion.” Id. at 1091–92.

Raban argues that Officer Danielson had only a “hunch” that
Raban was armed and dangerous. But under the totality of the
circumstances, several factors support that Officer Danielson
reasonably suspected that Raban was presently dangerous.

A. Individual Factors
The district court's dangerousness analysis relied on four
factors: (1) Raban's gang affiliation, (2) the high-crime and
rival-gang neighborhood, (3) Armstrong's presence, and (4)
Raban's ankle monitor. See Raban, 2024 WL 1911223, at *1,
3. We discuss each factor in turn.

1. Gang Membership

To begin, the court found that Raban's gang membership
supported reasonable suspicion of his dangerousness. Id. We
agree.

We recently held that “[g]ang affiliation can support a
finding of reasonable suspicion that an individual is armed
and dangerous.” McGregor, 158 F.4th at 1097–98; see also
United States v. Hammond, 890 F.3d 901, 907–08 (10th Cir.

2018) (determining that defendant's status as a “known gang
member” supported reasonable suspicion). “Specifically, the
presence of gang affiliation can allow officers to reasonably
determine that an individual is armed.” McGregor, 158 F.4th
at 1098.

But for gang membership to support reasonable suspicion,
“officers must have some objective basis for believing that
the suspect is contemporaneously or recently associated with
a criminal gang.” Id. What's more, “a defendant's gang
affiliation must be accompanied by other factors to ultimately
support a reasonable suspicion finding.” Id. at 1099.

Here, officers had an objectively reasonable basis for
believing that Raban was presently affiliated with a gang.
Namely, Raban's face tattoos signaled his association with the
Tre Tre Crips gang. Highlighting the officers’ training and
experience with “the significance of such tattoos” and gang
affiliations, the district court concluded that Raban's tattoos
“represent[ed] some level of commitment” to the Crips. R.
vol. I at 174. Indeed, because both Officers Danielson and
Moldenhauer were gang-unit officers, we too “credit their
expertise and ability to discern” Raban's status as a Crips
member. See McGregor, 158 F.4th at 1100.

Another factor supporting Raban's current Crips affiliation
was Armstrong and his actions at the stop. Armstrong—who
arrived just seconds after officers stopped Raban—parked
across the street and stared at the officers. Then he called
Raban's phone. Raban also told officers that Armstrong was
his girlfriend's brother.

Both officers knew Armstrong as “a violent gang member
in the community that's been active for a long time.” R.
vol. I at 127; see also id. at 80. And both identified him as
another Crips member. Thus, based on Raban's tattoos and
his connection to Armstrong, the officers had “some objective
basis for believing” that Raban was “contemporaneously or
recently associated with a criminal gang.” McGregor, 158
F.4th at 1098.

And so, Raban's gang affiliation supported reasonable
suspicion that he was dangerous.

2. Characteristics of the Area

The district court also concluded that the neighborhood's
characteristics supported reasonable suspicion. See Raban,
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2024 WL 1911223, at *1. The defendant's “presence in a high-
crime area ... may be a relevant contextual consideration”
*1233  for reasonable suspicion. United States v. Dennison,

410 F.3d 1203, 1208 (10th Cir. 2005) (citation modified);
see also Illinois v. Wardlow, 528 U.S. 119, 124, 120 S.Ct.
673, 145 L.Ed.2d 570 (2000) (holding that “officers are not
required to ignore the relevant characteristics of a location
in determining whether the circumstances are sufficiently
suspicious to warrant further investigation”).

Raban is correct that location alone cannot provide reasonable
suspicion that a defendant is dangerous. See United States v.
Huerta, ––– F.4th ––––, ––––, 2025 WL 3018105, at *7 (10th
Cir. Oct. 29, 2025). Even so, the area's characteristics remain
relevant to the reasonable-suspicion analysis. E.g., United
States v. Daniels, 101 F.4th 770, 781–82 (10th Cir. 2024). In
fact, location impacts that analysis here in two ways.

First, the officers testified that they stopped Raban in a
high-crime area that had experienced an uptick in violence,
including multiple shootings. And Officer Danielson testified
based on his experience that the people he encountered in this
area were more likely to be armed and confrontational. So
Raban's “presence in a high-crime area” supported reasonable
suspicion that he was presently dangerous. See Dennison, 410
F.3d at 1208.

Second, and more importantly, officers stopped Raban in
a rival gang's territory. Raban, 2024 WL 1911223, at *1.
The officers explained that gang members were often armed,
that the area belonged to the Bloods gang, and that the
Bloods were the Crips’ rivals. Officer Danielson also testified
that Raban's presence in a rival gang's territory increased
his suspicion that Raban was armed. Officer Moldenhauer,
too, testified that the area experienced violent gang activity
“specifically” related to “Bloods and Crips relations.” R. vol.
I at 122–23, 131. So the stop's location provided significant
“relevant context[ ]” for the reasonable-suspicion analysis.
Dennison, 410 F.3d at 1208 (citation omitted).

Raban's contrary argument misses the mark. He argues that
driving “through a ‘high crime’ area in the heart of a
city, or travers[ing] through an enormous area ostensibly
controlled by a rival gang, does not mean the person is
likely a violent criminal who would use a weapon against a
police officer.” Reply Br. at 5. We agree. But again, though
“insufficient alone,” location “c[an] be considered in the
totality of the circumstances analysis.” Daniels, 101 F.4th at
781. And here, Raban's presence in a high-crime area—and

rival gang's territory—supported reasonable suspicion that he
was dangerous.

3. Armstrong's Presence

Next, we consider whether Armstrong's presence supported
reasonable suspicion that Raban was dangerous. We agree
with the district court that it did. See Raban, 2024 WL
1911223, at *1.

Others’ behavior during a stop can add to the reasonable-
suspicion analysis. See, e.g., Daniels, 101 F.4th at 781,
783 (considering actions of nearby SUV in totality-of-the-
circumstances analysis); United States v. McHugh, 639 F.3d
1250, 1257 (10th Cir. 2011) (concluding that “suspicious
behavior” by defendant “along with that of his compatriot”
“only adds to the ‘reasonable suspicion’ calculus”); United
States v. Briggs, 720 F.3d 1281, 1290 (10th Cir. 2013) (noting
that defendant's and his companion's suspicious behavior
“would have heightened a reasonable officer's suspicion of
criminal activity”). In fact, in Terry v. Ohio—the foundational
reasonable-suspicion case—the Supreme Court considered
both the defendant's and his companions’ behavior in the
reasonable-suspicion *1234  analysis. 392 U.S. 1, 22–23,
27–28, 88 S.Ct. 1868, 20 L.Ed.2d 889 (1968).

Here, too, Armstrong's presence and conduct during the stop
supported reasonable suspicion that Raban was dangerous.
Take Armstrong's conduct. Armstrong drove past the officers
just seconds after they stopped Raban. Then Armstrong
parked right across the street, called Raban, and watched the

encounter. 3

As discussed, the officers testified that they knew Armstrong
was “a well-known Crip gang member” with “a violent
criminal history,” and that he had been “armed in the past.”
R. vol. I at 80, 127. The officers’ bodycam footage shows that
his presence put the officers on edge. In fact, the officers even
called for backup because of Armstrong's presence.

Officer Danielson also testified that the two Crips gang
members traveling close together through rival-gang territory
“set off red flags” that Raban was armed or that “there were
multiple firearms that could potentially be used against” the
officers. Id. at 87. Officer Moldenhauer, too, testified that
Armstrong's presence heightened his safety concerns.
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Courts “must permit officers to make commonsense
judgments and inferences about human behavior.” Kansas v.
Glover, 589 U.S. 376, 380–81, 140 S.Ct. 1183, 206 L.Ed.2d
412 (2020) (citation modified). So we conclude that the on-
scene presence of another Crips gang member with a violent
criminal history, and a personal relationship to the defendant,
supported reasonable suspicion.

Raban argues that Officer Danielson could not “imput[e]” his
“general suspicion” of Armstrong to Raban. Op. Br. at 16.
But Officer Danielson did no such thing. Instead, Armstrong's
presence heightened officers’ concerns about Raban. In fact,
Danielson stayed with Raban during the records check partly
because Armstrong's presence heightened his concerns that
Raban might “attempt to retrieve [a] type of weapon.” R. vol.
I at 78–79.

The district court also credited the officers’ testimony about
Armstrong, concluding that Armstrong's presence “raise[d]
more credibility with regard to [the officers’] concern about
Mr. Raban's gang affiliation and his propensity for having
weapons and the reasonableness of the belief that he may be
armed and dangerous.” Id. at 175–76. And we must “keep
in mind that it is the province of the trial court to assess
the credibility of witnesses at the suppression hearing and to
determine the weight to be given to the evidence presented,
and we must give such determinations due deference.”
United States v. Hernandez, 847 F.3d 1257, 1263 (10th Cir.
2017) (citation modified). So we accept the district court's
determination that Officer Danielson's reasonable suspicion
for the protective sweep centered on Raban—not Armstrong.
See id.

All in all, we conclude that Armstrong's presence and conduct
supported reasonable suspicion that Raban was dangerous.

4. Ankle Monitor

Lastly, the district court concluded that Raban's ankle monitor
supported *1235  reasonable suspicion. Raban, 2024 WL
1911223, at *1. Raban argues that having an ankle monitor
carries little weight here; in his view, it shows nothing more
than “some sort of legal monitoring.” Op. Br. at 16.

We agree that the ankle monitor adds little to the reasonable-
suspicion analysis in this case. “Standing alone, a criminal
record ... is not sufficient to create reasonable suspicion of
anything.” Hammond, 890 F.3d at 906 (citation modified).

And though criminal history can be “critically relevant” to
reasonable suspicion, “the circumstances of the stop itself
[must] interact with an individual's criminal history to trigger
an officer's suspicions.” Id. at 907.

Here, Officer Danielson knew only that Raban had an ankle
monitor. He never asked why or what for. In fact, he knew
nothing about Raban's criminal history. What's more, Officer
Danielson never testified that the ankle monitor increased his
suspicions that Raban was dangerous.

All told, because Danielson did not know why Raban had
an ankle monitor—and because he never asserted that it
impacted his safety concerns—the ankle monitor does not
weigh heavily in our analysis.

B. Totality of the Circumstances
Raban argues that none of the factors discussed above can
independently support reasonable suspicion. That's true. Even
so, we must consider “the totality of the circumstances,”
or in other words, the “whole picture,” when considering
reasonableness. United States v. Cortez, 449 U.S. 411, 417,
101 S.Ct. 690, 66 L.Ed.2d 621 (1981). And here, the “whole
picture” supported reasonable suspicion that Raban was
dangerous.

Consider McGregor. There, we held that the defendant's gang
affiliation, furtive movements, and prior robbery conviction,
when “viewed collectively and in the light of the totality of
the circumstances, provided a solid foundation for the district
court's ruling.” 158 F.4th at 1105.

Though different factors are at play here, we reach the same
conclusion. Officers stopped Raban in a high-crime area
known for gang violence. Raban had face tattoos associating
him with the Crips. Officer Danielson testified that “gang
members are often armed,” R. vol. I at 72, tying Raban's
gang membership to the likelihood “that weapons may be
found” in the car, see Dennison, 410 F.3d at 1212; see
also Hammond, 890 F.3d at 906 (noting in the reasonable-
suspicion analysis that officers “knew” gang membership
“often suggested the presence of guns”). And right after
officers stopped Raban, a well-known Crips member with
a violent history—and a personal connection to Raban—
parked nearby, called Raban, and stared at the officers. This,
too, heightened Officer Danielson's concerns that Raban was
dangerous. Not to mention that officers stopped Raban in a
rival gang's territory.
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These factors taken together gave the officers “more than an
inchoate and unparticularized suspicion or hunch” that Raban
was “presently dangerous.” Canada, 76 F.4th at 1307 (citation
omitted).

Raban argues that other facts cut against reasonable suspicion.
For one, Raban was calm and cooperative throughout the
stop. He also compares the facts here to Hammond, 890
F.3d at 906–07, noting several factors from that case that are
missing here. Along those lines, he emphasizes that it was
not nighttime, he did not drive dangerously, he was not in a
remote area, he did not move furtively, and officers did not
suspect him of another crime.

But these facts do not sway our reasonable-suspicion analysis
in Raban's favor. When the McGregor defendant raised
similar *1236  arguments, we rejected them. See 158 F.4th
at 1105. We explained that “we have previously found
reasonable suspicion even when a stop occurred during
daytime hours in a residential neighborhood” and that “a
defendant's compliance and cooperation with officers do not
undercut the probative weight of other factors.” Id. at 1105–
06. Similarly, we have found reasonable suspicion without
relying on furtive movements, see Dennison, 410 F.3d at
1212–1214, and when officers never suspected the defendant
of another crime, see McGregor, 158 F.4th at 1087–88.

As the McGregor court put it, “these additional factors ...
may weigh in [Raban's] favor on the question of whether
there was a reasonable basis to suspect that he was armed
and dangerous.” Id. at 1106. Even so, “they do not alter
our ultimate conclusion that the officers had such reasonable
suspicion—when the three factors that the district court relied
on are viewed collectively and in the context of the totality
of the circumstances.” Id.; see also Canada, 76 F.4th at
1309 (concluding that mitigating factors did not dissipate
reasonable suspicion).

Viewed collectively—and in the light most favorable to
the government—the area's characteristics, Raban's gang
affiliation, and Armstrong's presence provided reasonable
suspicion that Raban was dangerous.

II. Immediate Access to Weapons
Under Long’s second prong, “an officer must have reasonable
suspicion that a suspect ... may gain immediate access to a
weapon.” Canada, 76 F.4th at 1307. This means officers must
have “reason to believe that weapons may be found” in the car

and that the suspect may access those weapons. Id. at 1307–
08. This can happen in three scenarios:

(1) the suspect could break away from
police control and retrieve a weapon
from his automobile; (2) the suspect
is not placed under arrest, he will be
permitted to reenter his automobile,
and he will then have access to any
weapons inside; and (3) the suspect
may be permitted to reenter the vehicle
before the investigation is over, and
again, may have access to weapons.

Id. at 1309 (citation modified).

Here, the officers “had reason to believe that weapons
may be found” in the car based on the same factors
supporting Raban's dangerousness. See id. at 1307–08. As
for Raban's weapons access, the district court ruled that
the second scenario applied because Officer Danielson
reasonably believed the officers would return Raban to the car
with a citation. Raban, 2024 WL 1911223, at *3, 5.

We think the district court got it right. The second scenario
applies if “officers—at the time of the search—had reason
to believe they would not detain a suspect further.” Canada,
76 F.4th at 1310. And here, the court ultimately ruled that
Officer Danielson credibly testified that the officers intended
to release Raban with a citation.

The district court knew that Raban lacked a driver's license.
Yet Officer Danielson explained that, even without a license,
the officers would not necessarily prevent Raban from getting
in the car; instead, they might advise him not to drive.
Crediting this testimony, the court reasoned that the officers
could have reasonably expected to release Raban to the car
to grab his belongings or wait for a ride. See Raban, 2024
WL 1911223, at *5. We give “due deference” to this finding.
Hernandez, 847 F.3d at 1263 (citation omitted).

But Raban argues that it was unreasonable for Officer
Danielson to believe *1237  that officers would release him
to the car. In support, he emphasizes that Raban “lacked a
driver's license, that there was an open container of beer in the

car, and there were six officers on the scene.” 4  Op. Br. at 9.
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Yet these facts do not establish that the officers planned
to “detain [Raban] further.” See Canada, 76 F.4th at 1310.
For one, driving without a license is not a criminal offense
in Colorado. See Colo. Rev. Stat. §§ 42-2-101(1), (10),
42-2-138(1). Nor is driving with an open container. See id. §
42-4-1305(2)(c). Rather, these violations are “civil matter[s].”
Id. § 42-4-1701(1). So the officers could not arrest Raban for
those violations. See People v. Barrientos, 956 P.2d 634, 636
(Colo. App. 1997). And Raban points to no evidence or law
suggesting otherwise.

Instead, Raban contrasts the facts here with those in Canada,
76 F.4th 1304. He argues that we “determined [in Canada]
that officers had reason to believe they would not arrest the
defendant when, at the time of the protective sweep, they
had not yet learned he had a revoked license.” Op. Br. at 23.
Raban suggests that if the Canada officers had known about
the defendant's revoked license beforehand, then the officers
would have lacked reasonable suspicion for the search.

True enough, unlike the officers in Canada, Officer Danielson
knew that Raban lacked a license before he searched the
car. But importantly, the offenses here and in Canada carry
different weight. The Canada defendant “was a prohibited
possessor with a revoked license,” 76 F.4th at 1310—a
criminal offense under Kansas law, see Kan. Stat. Ann. §§
8-235(e), 21-6602. Not so here. Before the protective sweep,
Raban had allegedly committed only civil traffic offenses.
Thus, “[u]ntil the gun was found, there was no reason to
doubt that [Raban] (though he did not have a driver's license)
would soon be allowed to return to the car.” United States v.
Rodriguez, 33 F.4th 807, 814 (5th Cir. 2022).

Consider the facts in Rodriguez. There, officers stopped a
car after observing a traffic violation. Id. at 809–10. Officers
ultimately performed a protective sweep. Id. at 810. The
defendant—a passenger—had a gun in his jacket, which he
had left on the backseat. Id.

The defendant challenged the protective sweep, arguing that
it was unreasonable to believe that officers would return him
to the car. Id. at 814. The Fifth Circuit disagreed, holding
that even though he did not own the car or have a license,
the defendant “could easily have returned to the car” as a
passenger. Id. The court highlighted that the defendant “had
only been detained, not arrested,” when the search occurred.
Id.

Here, too, when Officer Danielson searched the car, Raban
“had only been detained, not arrested.” See id. And Danielson
had no reason to think the officers would arrest Raban. In fact,
when Officer Moldenhauer asked Danielson to remove Raban
from the car, Moldenhauer said: “I think he's good.” R. vol. I
at 147. So “at the time of the search,” Officer Danielson “had
reason to believe they would not detain [Raban] further.” See
Canada, 76 F.4th at 1310.

Raban argues that even if officers returned him to the car,
six officers were *1238  present. So in his view, “there is no
reason to believe that the officers on scene ... could not have
effectuated such a return in a safe and controlled manner.” Op.
Br. at 23.

Though the number of on-scene officers might matter for

gun access in the breaking-free scenario, 5  we are unsure
how that might impact Raban's gun access if officers released
him to the car with a citation. Cf. McGregor, 158 F.4th
at 1106 (“[A]n increased number of police officers does
not necessarily undermine officers’ reasonable belief that a
suspect is armed and dangerous.”). Plus, Raban wasn't alone.
Armstrong waited nearby—possibly there to help Raban if
he chose to resist the officers. As a result, the number of on-
scene officers did not dispel Officer Danielson's reasonable
suspicion that Raban may access a weapon once returned to
the car.

We conclude that when he conducted the protective sweep,
Officer Danielson reasonably believed officers may release
Raban to the car.

* * *

In the end, officers reasonably suspected both that Raban was
dangerous and that he may access a weapon upon release to
the car. Because “the Fourth Amendment permits protective
sweeps under such conditions,” Canada, 76 F.4th at 1310,
the district court did not err in denying Raban's motion to
suppress.

CONCLUSION

For these reasons, we affirm the district court's suppression
decision and Raban's conviction.
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United States v. Raban, 162 F.4th 1223 (2025)

 © 2026 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 10

All Citations

162 F.4th 1223

Footnotes

1 At times, the record reflects Armstrong's first name as “Dashae.”

2 The court never explained why Raban's criminal history would have supported an arrest. See generally
Raban, 2024 WL 1911223.

3 Raban suggests that Armstrong was simply “freely observ[ing] the police” during the stop. Reply Br. at 6.
But we credit officers’ “ability to distinguish between innocent and suspicious actions.” United States v.
Hernandez, 847 F.3d 1257, 1269 (10th Cir. 2017) (citation omitted). And here, officers used their common
sense and experience to conclude that Armstrong's conduct—arriving seconds after Raban was stopped,
turning around, parking across the street, calling Raban, and staring at the officers—was not “so innocent ...
as to be innocuous.” See United States v. Simpson, 609 F.3d 1140, 1147 (10th Cir. 2010) (citation omitted).

4 Raban suggests—with no supporting argument—that he also lacked “demonstrated ownership or authority”
over the car. Op. Br. at 22. Raban waived this issue by raising it for the first time on appeal. See United
States v. Burke, 633 F.3d 984, 988 (10th Cir. 2011). Also, if he lacked authority over the car, he might lack
Fourth Amendment standing to challenge the search. See United States v. Guzman, 149 F.4th 1132, 1139–
40 (10th Cir. 2025). So we find this argument unpersuasive.

5 Though the government argues that the breaking-free scenario also justified the search, we need not address
this argument because we find the sweep lawful under a different scenario.

End of Document © 2026 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works.

A10

https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2079803803&pubNum=0000999&originatingDoc=Ie7ad46f0e5a611f0bdc6c4c442a751a0&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2040915903&pubNum=0000506&originatingDoc=Ie7ad46f0e5a611f0bdc6c4c442a751a0&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_506_1269&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)#co_pp_sp_506_1269 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2040915903&pubNum=0000506&originatingDoc=Ie7ad46f0e5a611f0bdc6c4c442a751a0&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_506_1269&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)#co_pp_sp_506_1269 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2022398763&pubNum=0000506&originatingDoc=Ie7ad46f0e5a611f0bdc6c4c442a751a0&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_506_1147&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)#co_pp_sp_506_1147 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2024514218&pubNum=0000506&originatingDoc=Ie7ad46f0e5a611f0bdc6c4c442a751a0&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_506_988&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)#co_pp_sp_506_988 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2024514218&pubNum=0000506&originatingDoc=Ie7ad46f0e5a611f0bdc6c4c442a751a0&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_506_988&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)#co_pp_sp_506_988 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2057543934&pubNum=0008173&originatingDoc=Ie7ad46f0e5a611f0bdc6c4c442a751a0&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_8173_1139&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)#co_pp_sp_8173_1139 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2057543934&pubNum=0008173&originatingDoc=Ie7ad46f0e5a611f0bdc6c4c442a751a0&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_8173_1139&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)#co_pp_sp_8173_1139 


AO 245B (CO Rev. 11/20) Judgment in a Criminal Case

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
District of Colorado

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
)
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
)
)
)

JUDGMENT IN A CRIMINAL CASE
v.

ANTOAN RABAN Case Number: 1:23-cr-00329-RMR-1

USM Number: 68822-510

Mary Virginia Butterton

THE DEFENDANT:
Defendant’s Attorney

pleaded guilty to count(s) 1 of the Indictment

pleaded nolo contendere to count(s)
which was accepted by the court.

was found guilty on count(s)
after a plea of not guilty.

The defendant is adjudicated guilty of these offenses:

Title & Section Nature of Offense Offense Ended Count
18 U.S.C. § 922(g)(1) Possession of a Firearm and Ammunition by a Prohibited Person 05/23/2023 1

The defendant is sentenced as provided in pages 2 through 7 of this judgment.  The sentence is imposed pursuant to
the Sentencing Reform Act of 1984.

The defendant has been found not guilty on count(s)

Count(s) is are dismissed on the motion of the United States.

It is ordered that the defendant must notify the United States attorney for this district within 30 days of any change of name, residence, 
or mailing address until all fines, restitution, costs, and special assessments imposed by this judgment are fully paid.  If ordered to pay 
restitution, the defendant must notify the court and United States attorney of material changes in economic circumstances.

August 28, 2024
Date of Imposition of Judgment

Signature of Judge

Regina M. Rodriguez, United States District Judge
Name and Title of Judge

Date

September 4, 2024

Signatnananaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaa ure ofooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo  Judge

Dattttttttttttttttttttatte oee oee oee oe oe oe oe ooe oe ooeee oee oee oe oe oee oeeee ooe ooe oe ooe oeeee oe oe oeee ooee ooee oof Impooooooopopoooopoooooooopooooopopooooopoooooooppppp sitsititsitsitsitsitsitsisitsitsititisisitiiiiitsitsitisiiisisiisiiiisissiiisssisssssssssssss iionii ofofofofofofoffofoffffoffffffffffffffffffffffffffff Judgme
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Judgment — Page 2 of 7 
DEFENDANT: ANTOAN RABAN 
CASE NUMBER: 1:23-cr-00329-RMR-1 

 
IMPRISONMENT 

 
The defendant is hereby committed to the custody of the Federal Bureau of Prisons to be imprisoned for a total term of: seventy-one (71) 
months. 

  The court makes the following recommendations to the Bureau of Prisons: 
 The Court recommends to the director of the Bureau of Prisons that the defendant be designated to a facility near Tyler, Texas. 

Additionally, the Court recommends the defendant be evaluated for vocational and skills training and that he be placed in a facility 
that is able to provide him with such training, and that the defendant be allowed to participate in Cognitive Behavioral Therapy. 

 
  The defendant is remanded to the custody of the United States Marshal. 
 
  The defendant shall surrender to the United States Marshal for this district: 

  at   a.m.  p.m. on  . 

  as notified by the United States Marshal. 
 
  The defendant shall surrender for service of sentence at the institution designated by the Bureau of Prisons: 

  before 2 p.m. on  . 

  as notified by the United States Marshal. 

  as notified by the Probation or Pretrial Services Office. 
 

RETURN 
 
I have executed this judgment as follows: 
 

 Defendant delivered on  to  
 
at  , with a certified copy of this judgment. 
 
 

 
 

 
UNITED STATES MARSHAL 

 
 

By  

 
DEPUTY UNITED STATES MARSHAL 
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Judgment — Page 3 of 7 
DEFENDANT: ANTOAN RABAN 
CASE NUMBER: 1:23-cr-00329-RMR-1 

SUPERVISED RELEASE 

Upon release from imprisonment, you will be on supervised release for a term of: three (3) years. 

MANDATORY CONDITIONS

1. You must not commit another federal, state or local crime.
2. You must not unlawfully possess a controlled substance.
3. You must refrain from any unlawful use of a controlled substance. You must submit to one drug test within 15 days of release from

imprisonment and a maximum of 20 tests per year of supervision thereafter.
 The above drug testing condition is suspended, based on the court's determination that you pose a low risk of future 

substance abuse. (check if applicable) 
4.  You must make restitution in accordance with 18 U.S.C. §§ 3663 and 3663A or any other statute authorizing a sentence of

restitution. (check if applicable) 
5.  You must cooperate in the collection of DNA as directed by the probation officer. (check if applicable)
6.  You must comply with the requirements of the Sex Offender Registration and Notification Act (34 U.S.C. § 20901, et seq.) as

directed by the probation officer, the Bureau of Prisons, or any state sex offender registration agency in the location where you 
reside, work, are a student, or were convicted of a qualifying offense. (check if applicable) 

7.  You must participate in an approved program for domestic violence. (check if applicable)

You must comply with the standard conditions that have been adopted by this court as well as with any other conditions on the attached 
page. 
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Judgment — Page 4 of 7 
DEFENDANT: ANTOAN RABAN 
CASE NUMBER: 1:23-cr-00329-RMR-1 

STANDARD CONDITIONS OF SUPERVISION 
As part of your supervised release, you must comply with the following standard conditions of supervision.  These conditions are imposed 
because they establish the basic expectations for your behavior while on supervision and identify the minimum tools needed by probation 
officers to keep informed, report to the court about, and bring about improvements in your conduct and condition.  

1. You must report to the probation office in the federal judicial district where you are authorized to reside within 72 hours of your
release from imprisonment, unless the probation officer instructs you to report to a different probation office or within a different
time frame.

2. After initially reporting to the probation office, you will receive instructions from the court or the probation officer about how and
when you must report to the probation officer, and you must report to the probation officer as instructed.

3. You must not knowingly leave the federal judicial district where you are authorized to reside without first getting permission from
the court or the probation officer.

4. You must answer truthfully the questions asked by your probation officer.
5. You must live at a place approved by the probation officer. If you plan to change where you live or anything about your living

arrangements (such as the people you live with), you must notify the probation officer at least 10 days before the change. If notifying
the probation officer in advance is not possible due to unanticipated circumstances, you must notify the probation officer within 72
hours of becoming aware of a change or expected change.

6. You must allow the probation officer to visit you at any time at your home or elsewhere, and you must permit the probation officer to
take any items prohibited by the conditions of your supervision that he or she observes in plain view.

7. You must work full time (at least 30 hours per week) at a lawful type of employment, unless the probation officer excuses you from
doing so.  If you do not have full-time employment you must try to find full-time employment, unless the probation officer excuses
you from doing so. If you plan to change where you work or anything about your work (such as your position or your job
responsibilities), you must notify the probation officer at least 10 days before the change. If notifying the probation officer at least 10
days in advance is not possible due to unanticipated circumstances, you must notify the probation officer within 72 hours of
becoming aware of a change or expected change.

8. You must not communicate or interact with someone you know is engaged in criminal activity.  If you know someone has been
convicted of a felony, you must not knowingly communicate or interact with that person without first getting the permission of the
probation officer. 

9. If you are arrested or questioned by a law enforcement officer, you must notify the probation officer within 72 hours.
10. You must not own, possess, or have access to a firearm, ammunition, destructive device, or dangerous weapon (i.e., anything that

was designed, or was modified for, the specific purpose of causing bodily injury or death to another person such as nunchakus or
tasers).

11. You must not act or make any agreement with a law enforcement agency to act as a confidential human source or informant without
first getting the permission of the court.

12. If the probation officer determines that you pose a risk to another person (including an organization), the probation officer may, after
obtaining Court approval, notify the person about the risk or require you to notify the person about the risk and you must comply
with that instruction. The probation officer may contact the person and confirm that you have notified the person about the risk.

13. You must follow the instructions of the probation officer related to the conditions of supervision.

U.S. Probation Office Use Only

A U.S. probation officer has instructed me on the conditions specified by the court and has provided me with a written copy of this 
judgment containing these conditions. For further information regarding these conditions, see Overview of Probation and Supervised 
Release Conditions, available at: www.uscourts.gov. 

Defendant's Signature Date 
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Judgment — Page 5 of 7 
DEFENDANT: ANTOAN RABAN 
CASE NUMBER: 1:23-cr-00329-RMR-1 

 
SPECIAL CONDITIONS OF SUPERVISION 

 
1. You must participate in a program of testing and/or treatment for substance abuse approved by the probation officer and follow the 

rules and regulations of such program. The probation officer, in consultation with the treatment provider, will supervise your 
participation in the program as to modality, duration, and intensity. You must abstain from the use of alcohol or other intoxicants 
during the course of treatment. You must not attempt to obstruct, tamper with or circumvent the testing methods. You must pay for 
the cost of testing and/or treatment based on your ability to pay. 

2. You must participate in a program of cognitive behavioral treatment (CBT) approved by the probation officer and follow the rules 
and regulations of such program. The probation officer, in consultation with the treatment provider, will supervise your participation 
in the program as to modality, duration, and intensity. You must pay for the cost of treatment based on your ability to pay. 

3. You must not knowingly associate with or have contact with any individuals you know to be or have reason to believe are gang 
members and must not participate in gang activity, to include displaying gang paraphernalia. 

4. You must submit your person, property, house, residence, papers, or office, to a search conducted by a United States probation 
officer. Failure to submit to search may be grounds for revocation of release. You must warn any other occupants that the premises 
may be subject to searches pursuant to this condition. An officer may conduct a search pursuant to this condition only when 
reasonable suspicion exists that you have violated a condition of your supervision and that the areas to be searched contain evidence 
of this violation. Any search must be conducted at a reasonable time and in a reasonable manner. 
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Judgment — Page 6 of 7 
DEFENDANT: ANTOAN RABAN 
CASE NUMBER: 1:23-cr-00329-RMR-1 

 
CRIMINAL MONETARY PENALTIES 

 
 The defendant must pay the total criminal monetary penalties under the schedule of payments on the following page.  
 

  Assessment  Restitution  Fine  AVAA Assessment*  JVTA Assessment** 
TOTALS $ 100.00 $ 0.00 $ 0.00 $ 0.00 $ 0.00 
 
 

 The determination of restitution is deferred until  .  An  Amended  Judgment  in  a  Criminal  Case (AO 245C) will be entered 
 after such determination. 
 

 The defendant must make restitution (including community restitution) to the following payees in the amount listed below. 
 

 
If the defendant makes a partial payment, each payee shall receive an approximately proportioned payment, unless specified otherwise in 
the priority order or percentage payment column below.  However, pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3664(i), all nonfederal victims must be paid 
before the United States is paid. 

 
Name of Payee Total Loss*** Restitution Ordered Priority or Percentage 
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
TOTALS $  $   

 Restitution amount ordered pursuant to plea agreement       $   
 

 The defendant must pay interest on restitution and a fine of more than $2,500, unless the restitution or fine is paid in full before the 

 fifteenth day after the date of the judgment, pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3612(f).  All of the payment options on the following page may be 
subject to penalties for delinquency and default, pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3612(g). 

 
 The court determined that the defendant does not have the ability to pay interest and it is ordered that: 

 
  the interest requirement is waived for the  fine  restitution.   
 
  the interest requirement for the   fine  restitution is modified as follows: 
  
* Amy, Vicky, and Andy Child Pornography Victim Assistance Act of 2018, Publ. L. No. 115-299. 
** Justice for Victims of Trafficking Act of 2015, Pub. L. No. 114-22.   
*** Findings for the total amount of losses are required under Chapters 109A, 110, 110A, and 113A of Title 18 for offenses committed on or 
after September 13, 1994, but before April 23, 1996. 
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Judgment — Page 7 of 7 
DEFENDANT: ANTOAN RABAN 
CASE NUMBER: 1:23-cr-00329-RMR-1 

SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS 

Having assessed the defendant’s ability to pay, payment of the total criminal monetary penalties is due as follows: 

A  Lump sum payment of   $ due immediately, balance due 

 not later than , or 
 in accordance with  C,  D,  E, or  F below; or 

B  Payment to begin immediately (may be combined with   C,  D, or  F below); or 

C  Payment in equal (e.g., weekly, monthly, quarterly) installments of  $ over a period of 
(e.g., months or years), to commence  (e.g., 30 or 60 days) after the date of this judgment; or 

D  Payment in equal (e.g., weekly, monthly, quarterly) installments of  $ over a period of 
(e.g., months or years), to commence  (e.g., 30 or 60 days) after release from imprisonment to a 

term of supervision; or 

E  Payment during the term of supervised release will commence within    (e.g., 30 or 60 days) after release from 
imprisonment.  The court will set the payment plan based on an assessment of the defendant’s ability to pay at that time; or 

F  Special instructions regarding the payment of criminal monetary penalties: 

Unless the court has expressly ordered otherwise, if this judgment imposes imprisonment, payment of criminal monetary penalties is due 
during the period of imprisonment.  All criminal monetary penalties, except those payments made through the Federal Bureau of Prisons’ 
Inmate Financial Responsibility Program, are made to the clerk of the court. 

The defendant shall receive credit for all payments previously made toward any criminal monetary penalties imposed. 

 Joint and Several 

Case Number 
Defendant and Co-Defendant Names 
(including defendant number) Total Amount Joint and Several Amount 

Corresponding Payee, if 
appropriate 

 The defendant shall pay the cost of prosecution. 

 The defendant shall pay the following court cost(s): 

 The defendant shall forfeit the defendant’s interest in the following property to the United States:  
1) Jimenez Arms JA9 9mm semi-automatic pistol bearing serial number 355538; and 2) all recovered ammunition.

Payments shall be applied in the following order: (1) assessment, (2) restitution principal, (3) restitution interest, (4) AVAA assessment,  
(5) fine principal, (6) fine interest, (7) community restitution, (8) JVTA assessment, (9) penalties, and (10) costs, including cost of
prosecution and court costs.
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