
State v. Reid: Airport Searches and the
Drug Courier Profile in Georgia

In State v. Reid,' the Supreme Court of Georgia held that an agent of
the Federal Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA) had not seized defendant
when the agent approached defendant, whose behavior fit the DEA's
"drug courier profile," asked him for identification and then asked defen-
dant to accompany him to the airport police station to be consensually
searched. The decision follows the United States Supreme Court's deci-
sion in United States v. Mendenhall," concerning when a defendant has
suffered a seizure of his person. Like Mendenhall, however, Reid leaves
unanswered the issue of whether the fact that a suspect meets the drug
courier profile alone creates a reasonable and articulable suspicion that
the defendant is engaged in criminal activity as required by earlier "stop-
frisk" cases.3

In a three page fact statement, the Georgia Supreme Court explained
that Tommy Reid, Jr. was observed by a DEA agent in Atlanta Interna-
tional Airport departing on a commercial flight from Ft. Lauderdale,
Florida at about five a.m. on August 14, 1978. Reid was carrying a
"rather large, light colored, man's purse"4 and was observed glancing over
his shoulder at another passenger, Claude Williams, who departed from
the same flight. Williams was approximately eight or ten people behind
Reid.5 Reid and Williams continued to walk in the same direction, toward
the terminal security checkpoint, although they were still several feet
apart. Reid turned to check Williams' position four or five times.6 Once
the two men had left the security area, Williams caught up with Reid and
spoke to him. Both men left the terminal, now together, bypassing the
luggage claim area.7

While Reid and Williams were in the airport parking lot, the DEA
agent approached the two men and spoke to them to get their attention.'

1. 247 Ga. 445, 276 S.E.2d 617 (1981).
2. 446 U.S. 544 (1980).
3. See notes 25-30 infra, and accompanying text.
4. 247 Ga. at 445, 276 S.E.2d at 618.
5. Id. at 446, 276 S.E.2d at 618.
6. Id., 276 S.E.2d at 619.
7. Id.
8. Id. There was also some question in the motion to suppress hearing of whether the

DEA agent touched one of the men on his shoulder. 247 Ga. at 446-47 n.1, 276 S.E.2d at
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He identified himself as a DEA agent and both men produced their tick
ets and identification.0 At this point the DEA agent explained to bot]
men that the DEA was seeing a lot of drugs coming through the airpor
and asked if the men would accompany him back to the airport for
quick pat down search and an examination of their purses. The men con
sented, but while they and the agent were en route back to the terminal
Reid broke and ran, discarding the purse as he ran.'0 After the DE)
agent had located Reid, he took him to the airport office of the Atlant
Police. The agent then retraced Reid's steps and found the purse abou
one hundred yards from where Reid was apprehended." Meanwhile
Reid's police guard had observed Reid throw something into the wast
basket at the police station. The DEA agent later searched the baske
and found a key. The key opened the purse and inside the purse wa
found a quantity of cocaine.' 2

Reid was indicted for possession of cocaine, in violation of the Georgii
Controlled Substances Act.18 The trial court held a hearing on Reid's mo
tion to suppress the cocaine and later granted the motion on the ground
that the evidence was taken as a result of an illegal arrest. The cour
reasoned that Reid and Williams were under arrest when the agent aske4
the two men to go back to the terminal." The State appealed.

The Georgia Court of Appeals reversed the trial court 5 by holding tha
the "arrest" of both men did not occur, because both men apparentl:
went freely and voluntarily with the agent to the terminal." The appeal
court also classified the stop of Reid and Williams as a permissable one
because both men fit certain characteristics of the DEA's drug courie
profile.

17

The drug courier profile is a checklist developed by DEA agents fo
spotting suspected drug traffickers at airports. While some agents, includ

619-20 n.1.
9. 247 Ga. at 446, 276 S.E.2d at 619. The tickets were round trip tickets departin

Atlanta and arriving in Ft. Lauderdale at about two a.m., August 13. The return flight ai
rived in Atlanta on August 14. Neither Reid nor Williams had baggage claim stubs on thei
tickets. Both tickets were paid for by a credit card in Reid's name. Id.

10. Id. at 447, 276 S.E.2d at 619.
11. Id.
12. Id., 276 S.E.2d at 619-20.
13. Georgia Code Ann. section 79A-811(a) (Supp. 1981) provides that "it is unlawful fc

any person to possess or have under his control any controlled substance." Georgia Cod
Ann. section 79A-807(4) (Supp. 1981) classifies cocaine as a controlled substance.

14. 247 Ga. at 448, 276 S.E.2d at 620. "The trial court found that 'at the time the office
suggested these men go back into the airport with him' they were under arrest, and at the
point the officer had no 'articulable suspicion.'" Id. (quoting trial court's opinion).

15. Reid v. State, 149 Ga. App. 685, 255 S.E.2d 71 (1979).
16. Id. at 687, 255 S.E.2d at 72.
17. Id. at 686, 255 S.E.2d at 72.

[Vol. 3,'434



1981] STATE v. REID 435

ing the agent in this case,"' add their own factors in compiling the profile,
the basic profile includes: (1) unusual nervousness; (2) no luggage or
very limited luggage; (3) posession of an unusually large amount of cash,
especially when in bills of small denominations; (4) unusual itinerary,
such as taking circuitous routes from cities known to be source cities for
narcotics, for example, flying to New Orleans from Los Angeles by way of
St. Louis; (5) arriving from a known narcotics source city; (6) paying for
an airline ticket in currency of small denominations; (7) purchasing a one-
way ticket; (8) use of an alias; (9) use of a false telephone number on an
airline reservation; (10) placing a telephone call immediately upon arrival
at the airport; and (11) travel by a known narcotics trafficker.19

In Reid, because the two men fit the drug courier profile, the Georgia
Court of Appeals found that an articulable suspicion existed for the DEA
agent to stop the men for questioning. 20 Once Reid attempted to flee,
after voluntarily giving consent to accompany the agent back to the ter-
minal,21 there was sufficient probable cause for the arrest of Reid and the
eventual search of Reid's purse."'

The Supreme Court of Georgia denied certiorari,' but Reid's petition
for certiorari to the United States Supreme Court was granted. The Su-

18. In this case the DEA agent apparently added some of his own factors, based upon his
experience with the DEA. 247 Ga. at 445, 276 S.E.2d at 618.

19. United States v. Ballard, 573 F.2d 913, 914 (5th Cir. 1978). For a listing of several of
the profiles now in use in different cities, see Hart & LeDuc, Airport Searches by Drug
Enforcement Agents, 8 SEARCH & SEZURE L. REP. 103, 103-104 (1981). The federal courts
have also considerd various elements of the profile. See: (source cities) United States v.
Vasquez, 612 F.2d 1338, 1342 (2d Cir. 1979), cert. denied, 447 U.S. 907 (1980); United States
v. Vasquez-Santiago, 602 F.2d 1069, 1072 (2d Cir. 1979), cert. denied, 447 U.S. 911 (1980);
United States v. Elmore, 595 F.2d 1036, 1039 (5th Cir. 1979), cert. denied, 447 U.S. 910
(1980); United States v. McCaleb, 552 F.2d 717, 719-20 (6th Cir. 1977); United States v.
Scott, 545 F.2d 38, 39 (8th Cir. 1976), cert. denied, 429 U.S. 1066 (1977); (nervous passen-
gers) United States v. Vasquez, 612 F.2d 1338 (2d Cir. 1979), cert. denied, 447 U.S. 907
(1980); United States v. Vasquez-Santiago, 602 F.2d 1069 (2d Cir. 1979), cert. denied, 447
U.S. 911 (1980); United States v. Price, 599 F.2d 494, 496 (2d. Cir. 1979); United States v.
Rico, 594 F.2d 320, 322 (2d Cir. 1979); United States v. Ballard, 573 F.2d 913 (5th Cir.
1978); United States v. Chatman, 573 F.2d 565, 567 (9th Cir. 1977); United States v. Mc-
Caleb, 552 F.2d 717 (6th Cir. 1977); (passengers without luggage) United States v. Forero-
Rincon, 626 F.2d 218, 222 (2d Cir. 1980).

20. 149 Ga. App. at 687, 255 S.E.2d at 72.
21. Id. The court of appeals considered as important a lack of coercion and no evidence

of "youth, lack of education, low intelligence, harsh questioning, or use of physical force."
Id. See State v. Rivers, 142 Ga. App. 96, 235 S.E.2d 393 (1977); Brand v. State, 129 Ga. App.
747, 201 S.E.2d 180 (1973). The court of appeals viewed the question of whether consent
was freely and voluntarily given from the "totality of all the circumstances" approach of
Schneckloth v. Bustamonte, 412 U.S. 218 (1973), and considered the circumstances sur-
rounding the giving of consent and the characteristics of the defendant, as mentioned above.

22- 149 Ga. App. at 687, 255 S.E.2d at 72.
23. 247 Ga. at 448, 276 S.E.2d at 620.
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preme Court vacated"4 the Georgia Court of Appeals decision and he]
that a brief encounter of this type by an officer with a possible suspe,
must be supported by a "reasonable and articulable suspicion that 0
person seized is engaged in criminal activity." 8

The "reasonable and articulable suspicion" requirement was first deve
oped in Terry v. Ohio." In Terry, an experienced police officer was ol
serving two men casing a storefront in downtown Cleveland. The offic
approached the men, identified himself, and shortly thereafter removed
pistol from one suspect.27  What had occurred was an "investigatoi
stop," also known as a "stop-frisk" or "stop and frisk." These are actiol
not founded on probable cause and are less than a full arrest and sear(
of the suspect. A full arrest and search may later develop, however, wil
the information gained from the investigatory stop if that informatic
creates probable cause to justify an arrest or complete search.

In affirming the validity of the search in Terry, the United States Si
preme Court held that such investigatory stops were within the purvie
of the fourth amendment.28 The Court noted that "whenever a police o
ficer accosts an individual and restrains his freedom to walk away, he hi
'seized' that person."''" Such stops would be valid, the Court noted, if tl
police officer could point to "specific and articulable facts which, tak(
together with rational inferences from those facts, reasonably warrai
that intrusion.

2 0

24. Reid v. Georgia, 448 U.S. 438 (1980) (per curiam).
25. Id. at 440.
26. 392 U.S. 1 (1968).
27. Id. at 5-6.
28. Id. at 16. The fourth amendment to the United States Constitution provides, in pa

"the right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and effects agair
unreasonable searches and seizures shall not be violated. U.S. CONST. amend. IV.

29. Id. at 16.
30. Id. at 21. While Terry deals with the type of investigatory stop commonly called

"protective search," that of a police officer quickly neutralizing a potentially dangerous sit
ation between himself and a suspect by removing a weapon, Terry clearly applies the four
amendment to other investigatory stops. See note 28 supra, and accompanying text. FU
thermore, Terry rejects, as do later cases, a stop made on an unparticularized hunch. 3
U.S. at 27. See also Brown v. Texas, 443 U.S. 47, 51 (1979); Delaware v. Prouse, 440 U.
648, 661 (1979).

Terry does not prohibit a police officer from approaching a citizen and merely aski
questions. 392 U.S. at 34 (White, J., concurring). In the later case of Adams v. Williams, 41
U.S. 143 (1972), the Court noted that:

The Fourth Amendment does not require a policeman who lacks the precise level
of information necessary for probable cause to arrest to simply shrug his shoulders
and allow a crime to occur or a criminal to escape. On the contrary, Terry recog-
nizes that it may be the essence of good police work to adopt an intermediate
response. . . .A brief stop of a suspicious individual, in order to determine his
identity or to maintain the status quo momentarily while obtaining more informa-
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In Reid v. Georgia, the Supreme Court applied the Terry standard of a
"reasonable and articulable suspicion" to the facts of the case and con-
cluded, as a matter of law, that the DEA agent could not have reasonably
suspected Reid on the basis of his observation and that, from the evi-
dence relied upon, only Reid's glances at Williams as they walked through
the airport could point to some type of criminal conduct.8 ' The Supreme
Court concluded that Reid had been seized of his person and the decision
of the Georgia Court of Appeals was reversed, insofar as it decided that
the DEA agent had lawfully seized Reid when he approached him outside
the airline terminal.3 2

On remand, the trial court granted the contested motion to suppress.
The Georgia Court of Appeals affirmed the trial court's order without
comment.3 3 The State petitioned the Supreme Court of Georgia for certi-
orari and the petition was granted. In reversing the court of appeals, the
Georgia Supreme Court found the initial question in the case to be
whether the DEA agent's approach and conversation with Reid, and the
agent's request for Reid to accompany the agent back to the airline termi-
nal and consent to a search of his purse, amounted to a seizure of Reid's
person.34 In deciding whether a seizure had actually occurred, the court
followed United States v. Mendenhall.8 In Mendenhall, defendant was
observed by DEA agents in Detroit Metropolitan Airport leaving a plane.
Mendenhall appeared nervous when the agents stopped her. When asked
to produce her airline ticket, the agents discovered that her ticket was

tion, may be most reasonable in light of the facts known to the officer at the time.
Id. at 145-46. See also Gaines v. Craven, 448 F.2d 1236 (9th Cir. 1971); United States v.
Unverzagt, 424 F.2d 396 (8th Cir. 1970). For Georgia cases dealing with stop-frisk, see Bris-
bane v. State, 233 Ga. 339, 211 S.E.2d 294 (1974); Sowers v. State, 146 Ga. App. 701, 247
S.E.2d 225 (1978); Holder v. State, 141 Ga. App. 426, 233 S.E.2d 501 (1977). See also Daniel,
Stop and Frisk, 17 GA. ST. B.J. 6 (1980); Daniel, GEORGIA CRIMINAL TRIAL PRACTICE, §§ 3-1
to -3 (Supp. 1977 & 1980).

31. 448 U.S. at 440. The opinion noted that:
The agent's belief that the petitioner and his companion were attempting to con-
ceal the fact that they were travelling together, a belief that was more an "incho-
ate and unparticularized suspicion of 'hunch'" . . . than a fair inference in the
light of his experience, is simply too slender a reed to support the seizure in this
case.

Id. at 441 (quoting Terry v. Ohio, 392 U.S. 27 (1968) (citation omitted).
32. Id. at 441. Justice Powell wrote a concurring opinion, joined by Chief Justice Burger

and Justice Blackmun, in which he observed that the instant case was remarkably similar to
Mendenhall. Justice Powell noted that "on the basis of the fragmentary facts apparently
relied upon by the DEA agents in this case . . . there was no justification for a 'seizure' .
Id. at 442 n.1. Justice Rehnquist dissented, citing Justice Stewart's opinion in Mendenhall.

33. State v. Reid, 156 Ga. App. 78, 274 S.E.2d 164 (1980).
34. 247 Ga. at 449, 276 S.E.2d at 621.
35. 446 U.S. 544 (1980). See note 2 supra, and accompanying text.

19811
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issued in a different name."6 Mendenhall consented to a later search o
her person, during which heroin was discovered.3 7

Mendenhall came to the Supreme Court at a time when there was
conflict in drug courier profile litigation in the federal courts. Some cir
cuits had rejected the theory that a suspect who meets the drug couriei
profile alone would create enough articulable suspicion in the mind of
narcotics agent to detain the suspect for a Terry stop," while at least oni
court had found that an articulable suspicion would exist.3 The decisiox
in Mendenhall was, however, a fragmented one. Although the search o:
Ms. Mendenhall was held to be valid, the Court still left unaddressed thl
issue of whether the drug courier profile was in and of itself sufficient t(
meet the "reasonable and articulable suspicion" requirement of Terry. Ii
a plurality opinion,0 Mr. Justice Stewart's opinion for the Court dividec
the case into two issues: the first, whether a seizure of Mendenhall')
person had occurred and the second, whether Mendenhall's later consen'
to be searched was valid.

In analyzing whether Mendenhall had been seized by the agents, th
Court noted that Mendenhall "possessed [a] constitutional right of per
sonal security as she walked through the airport.' 1 Moreover, the Cour
stressed that the fourth amendment'3 "governs all seizures of the per
son,"'4 and would apply to the brief initial encounter that Mendenhal
had with the DEA agents, even though she at that time was not ar
rested." The opinion then concluded that, on the facts of the case, n(
seizure had occurred. 4" A seizure would occur for fourth amendment pur
poses, the Court noted, "only if, in view of all the circumstances sur
rounding the incident, a reasonable person would have believed that h4

36. 446 U.S. at 547-48.
37. Id. at 548-49.
38. See United States v. Rico, 594 F.2d 320 (2d Cir. 1979); United States v. Ballard, 57

F.2d 913 (5th Cir. 1978); United States v. Pope, 561 F.2d 663 (6th Cir. 1977).
39. See United States v. Forero-Rincon, 626 F.2d 218, 222-24 (2d Cir. 1980).
40. Mr. Justice Stewart announced the judgment of the Court, joined by Justice Rehn

quist. Chief Justice Burger and Justices Blackmun and Powell joined in the opinion, wit]
the exception that they felt that Mendenhall was seized of her person, but that since th
federal agent had reasonable suspicion that she was engaging in criminal activity, no viola
tion of the fourth amendment occurred. 446 U.S. at 560. Justice Powell wrote the concurrin
opinion. Justice White, joined by Justices Brennan, Marshall, and Stevens, dissented.

41. 446 U.S. at 550.
42. See note 28 supra, and accompanying text. The fourth amendment, it has been held

"protects people not places." Katz v. United States, 389 U.S. 347, 351 (1967), cited in 444
U.S. at 550.

43. 446 U.S. at 550-52.
44. Id. See Davis v. Mississippi, 394 U.S. 721 (1969); Terry v. Ohio, 392 U.S. 1, 16-19, 1!

n.1. (1968).
45. 446 U.S. at 555.

[Vol. 3X
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was not free to leave.' 46 In the Mendenhall case, the events took place in
public, without weapons, and the agents requested, but did not demand,
to see Mendenhall's identification and ticket.47 The Court apparently
concluded that Mendenhall, or a reasonable person standing in Menden-
hall's shoes under those circumstances, knew or should have known, that
she could have terminated the interview if she had so desired.

On the issue of consent, the Supreme Court found that, based on a
totality of all the circumstances, the consent to the later search of Men-
denhall's person was freely and voluntarily given.4' Defendant, the Court
noted, was educated to the point that she could understand the concept
of consent and the agents told her that she could also refuse if she
chose.'

In applying Mendenhal to Reid, the Georgia Supreme Court found
that during the initial encounter with the DEA agent Reid was not seized
of his person.50 The court noted that there were two suspects and only
one DEA agent outside the terminal and no weapons were displayed. The
court found "nothing in the record to suggest that the defendant had any
objective reason to believe he was not free to end the conversation and
proceed on his way."51 The court also pointed out that the trial court
found that the agent "suggested these men go back into the airport."5'
Therefore, Reid was not arrested when he was outside the terminal and
before he fled. The evidence, disposed of during and after his flight from
the agent, was thus admissable against Reid because it was not tainted by
constitutional impropriety on the part of the agent."8

46. Id. at 554.
47. Id. at 555. Examples of such a seizure, the Court suggested, would be "the threaten-

ing presence of several officers, the display of a weapon by an officer, some physical touching
of the person of the citizen, or the use of language or tone of voice indicating that compli-
ance with the officer's request might be compelled." Id. at 554. See Dunaway v. New York,
442 U.S. 200, 207 & n.6 (1979); Terry v. Ohio, 392 U.S. 1, 19 n.16 (1968); 3 LaFave, SEARCH
AND SEIZURE 53-55 (1978).

48. The "totality of all the circumstances" approach, followed by the Court, was devel-
oped in Schneckloth v. Bustamonte, 412 U.S. 218 (1973).

49. 446 U.S. at 559.
50. 247 Ga. at 450, 276 S.E.2d at 621. See also McShan v. State, 155 Ga. App. 518, 271

S.E.2d 659 (1980), which also dealt with an airport search. The appeals court decision was
vacated by the United States Supreme Court after Mendenhall and remanded. On remand,
the appellate court similarly concluded that no seizure had occurred. 155 Ga. App. at 519,
271 S.E.2d at 660.

51. 247 Ga. at 450, 276 S.E.2d at 621.
52. Id. The court also found that even if the agent had tapped defendant on the shoul-

der, (see note 8 supra, and accompanying text), that would not have been a sufficient physi-
cal touching to justify a seizure. Id. See United States v. Robinson, 625 F.2d 1211, 1216 (5th
Cir. 1980).

53. Georgia courts have held that flight, in connection with other circumstances is suffi-
cient to constitute probable cause for arrest or search without a warrant. Cook v. State, 136

1981] 439
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The court in Reid followed the Mendenhall rationale, but declined to
extend it beyond the parameters set by the Supreme Court. The issue of
whether the drug courier profile, standing alone, would be sufficient to
justify the "reasonable and articulable suspicion" requirement of Terry
was at least implicitly presented to the court, but the court declined to
rule on it. Rather, the Supreme Court of Georgia more narrowly held
that the stop of Reid was not as significant an intrusion as a Terry stop
and that it did not constitute a seizure.5

Later cases dealing with Terry stops or investigatory stops seem to
stress balancing the public interest against the suspect's interest."' Apply-
ing such an analysis to drug courier profile cases, there would seem to be
a strong public interest in stopping narcotics traffic. Yet there would also
seem to be a strong public interest in identifying drug traffickers by fac-
tors other than those that include members of the innocent travelling
public. Certain elements of the current drug courier profile, including
extreme nervousness, placing calls immediately after arrival, and not hav-
ing any checked baggage, no doubt apply to individuals with no contact
whatsoever with the drug trade." The innocent, unsuspecting traveler
would also be the one least likely to know that he may terminate an inter-
view, or even attempt to end it by just walking away.5 7 While few stops
involve weapons and other displays of force by law enforcement officers,
the inherent power of the respective officers as perceived by the general
public may create an impression in the mind of the traveler that compli-
ance is demanded, no matter how subtle the inquiry.

One approach to this problem would be to strengthen the drug courier
profile and include in it more substantial factors that would create a jus-
tifiable suspicion for a stop-frisk at the time of the interview. These fac-

Ga. App. 908, 222 S.E.2d 656 (1975); Green v. State, 127 Ga. App. 713, 194 S.E.2d 67E
(1972). The retrieval of Reid's purse by the DEA agent which Reid discarded during flighl
could also be considered abandoned property that may be seized without a warrant. Set
Hester v. United States, 265 U.S. 57 (1924); Green v. State, 127 Ga. App. 713, 194 S.E.2
678 (1972). This would likewise validate retrieving the key out of the police station waste.
basket. See also Able v. United States, 362 U.S. 217 (1960). Note, however, that if the DEA
agent had unlawfully seized Reid before the property was abandoned, the property may nol
have been considerd abandoned. See Fletcher v. Wainwright, 399 F.2d 62, 63 (5th Cir. 1968)

54. It has been suggested that courts are now using a different standard to determine th(
legality of an airport stop from that used for automobile and street stops. See Constantino
Drug Courier Profiles and Airport Stops: Is The Sky The Limit?, 3 WESTERN NEW ENG
LAND L. REv. 175, 193-95 (1980). Compare Ybarra v. Illinois, 444 U.S. 85 (1979) and Brow!
v. Texas, 443 U.S. 47 (1979) and Delaware v. Prouse, 440 U.S. 648 (1979) and United State!
v. Brignoni-Ponce, 422 U.S. 873 (1975) with Mendenhall and Reid.

55. See Brown v. Texas, 443 U.S. 47 (1979).
56. This very point was made by the majority in Reid v. Georgia, in refusing to fin(

reasonable suspicion of criminal activity to justify a seizure. 448 U.S. at 441.
57. See, e.g., United States v. Mendenhall, 446 U.S. at 555.
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tors could include: an agent's knowledge of a particular person's involve-
ment or suspected involvement in drug trafficking; the timing of the
suspect's travels with the movement of drugs into a particular city; and
increased use of corroborating information, such as reports from infor-
mants and intelligence units of other law enforcement agencies that cer-
tain drugs were to be transported into certain cities at certain times,
along with other information. Coupled with effective agent training," this
approach might develop a more solid profile that could justify on its own
an investigatory stop without having to question whether a seizure had
occurred.

The area of airport searches and drug courier profile is a relatively new
area in criminal law for the Georgia courts. It would appear that following
Mendenhall and State v. Reid, practitioners involved in this area of liti-
gation will face a two-stage analysis. The first step will be to determine
whether a seizure of the suspect's person had occurred. Both prosecuting
and defense attorneys will therefore need to scrutinize closely the testi-
mony of the law enforcement officer(s) in any court proceeding to deter-
mine whether the officer's conduct is constitutionally permissible, either
because it amounts to no seizure under Mendenhall and Reid or a proper
seizure of the suspect's person under Terry and its progeny. Only then
may a later consent to a search or a search based upon probable cause be
scrutinized according to applicable standards in each area. The Supreme
Court has yet to lay down a definitive standard enunciating exactly at
what point during an investigatory stop the fourth amendment protec-
tions are triggered. It has also not ruled on whether the drug courier pro-
file, without more, is sufficient to create the requisite "reasonable and ar-
ticulable suspicion" for a Terry stop. Until such decisions are rendered,
the courts of Georgia must continue this two step analysis based on the
facts and circumstances of each case.

ROBERT F. POLGLASE

58. This appears to have been done already by the DEA, see, e.g., United States v. Rico,
594 F.2d 320, 321-22 (2d Cir. 1978).
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