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tion, it apparently contemplated that occupants could be detained

long enough for police to complete extensive searches. See Daniel,

808 F.2d at 1405.” (United States v. Rowe (N.D.Cal. 1988)-694
F.Supp. 1420, 1424.) In the instant case, Officer Wall-was in the
process of searching the front room when defendant walked
through the front door into that room. Sergeant Hosmer also ‘was
still engaged in searching the premises when defendant arrived:
Officer Ferla was assigned to search the rear storage area, yard, rear
bedroom and closet. He was in the process. of conducting his search
while defendant was in the livingroom and saw deféndant at least
once as he went from one of his assigned tasks to the next. Accord-

ing to Officer Salerno, while defendant was present, some of the

other occupants of the premises- “were assisting the officers in
searching, telling them to look in search areas. That sort of thing.”
At the time defendant was detained in the-dining room, there were
at least six officers still present at the Martha Street address. The
officers were in control of the location and. “the other defendants
were being brought in and out of the [dining] room and from one
room to another room and assisting identification- of items- of
property.” Officer Wall testified that during the time he was talking
with defendant in the dining room, Sergeants Marcotte, Oliver,
Hosmer, and Officers Ferla and Salerno still “had other assign-
ments or duties to perform.” In sum, the record provides no indica-
tion that the officers at the premises had completed their search for
contraband before defendant consented to a search of hkis personal
residence and left the premises being searched pursuant to the war

rant to assist officers with the subsequent consent search: :

While the officers had the right to detain defendant until they
completed their search of the premises under Michigan -v.
Summers, the initial detention was also valid under a-more tradi-
tional probable cause analysis. The police had secured a house. in
which they had found a large quantity of drugs. Defendant then
opened the front door and walked inside without knocking or oth-
erwise announcing himself. Although defendant told Officer Wall
he did not live there, the police could reasonably conclude defen-
dant was lying or was in some way linked to the drugs and weapons
found at the house. They had a reasonable suspicion to believe he
had committed or was about to' commit a crime. (Terry v. Ohio
(1968) 392U S. 1, 22, 30; Inre Tony C. (1978) 21 Cal.3d 888, 895.)

The police also were justified in pat-searching defendant for
weapons. It was reasonable to believe a person entering a residence
of illicit drug activity might be armed. “[Wthere police officers are
called upon to execute a warranted search for narcotics within a pri-
vate residence they have the lawful'right to conduct a limited Terry
pat-down search for weapons upon the occupants present while the
search is in progress.” (People v. Thurman (1989) 209 Cal:App.3d
817, 824) ) . -

We next address whether the detention was too long in duration
to be justified as an investigative stop by assessing “whether the
police diligently pursued a means of investigation that was likely
to confirm or dispel their suspicions- quickly, during which time it
was necessary to detain the defendant. [Citations.]” United States
v. Sharpe (1985) 470 US. 675, 686; see also People v. Dasilva
(1989) 207 Cal.App.3d 43.) ) ' '

A review of the record establishes that the police acted quickly
and diligently to determine who defendant was and, ‘in particular,
whether he was linked to the drug activity at the premises being
searched. Officer Wall asked defendant for identification. Wall tele.
phoned the number defendant provided as his home number only
to discover defendant did not live there. Once defendant had pro-
vided false information which needed to be checked further, the
officers had reason to extend the detention. (See 3 LaFave, Search
and Seizure (2d ed. 1987) §9.2, subd. (f), p. 382.) They called the
police department for an identification check. The information
they received was inconclusive. Shortly théreafter, defendant was
asked for permission to search his truck for further identification;
the five to ten minutes it took to search the truck was time diligently
spent in an attempt to confirm or dispel the officers’ reasonable sus-
picions regarding defendant’s - association “with the established
criminal activity at the premises. -~~~ - : )

It was similarly appropriate to detain defendant during the 10
to 15 minute period after the search of the truck during which sev-

eral of the officers at the scene met to assess the status of their inves-
tigation of defendant. The officers “were having to make decisions.
We had a lot of things going on.” Officer Wall quickly briefed the
others -as to what had transpired between him and the defendant,
and then the officers voiced their “opinions as to what his associa-
tion and involvement were, in our opinions, were with the resi-
dence.. . . that we were at.” It was during that briefing that the
officers reached a'consensus that they did not have suffici se
to arrest defendant or to search his house without consent. Immedi-

ately after that deciz?g{»_va}madej they decided to ask defendant
for -consent to. seari is residence, to which defendant agreed.

However, -had defendant refused consent, the detention legiti-

mately could have been extended a few minutes longer in order for
Officer Wall to-“call-up a sergeant or a district attorney at night-and

“1un[ | the whole synopsis by them” since Wall was still considering

the prospect of a search-warrant “because . . . I don’t know all the .
possibilities. involved. And the District Attorney always has

-another light that can be shed on it.”

“There is no rigid time limitation imposed:-on a detention. The
court-must determine the purpose of the stop as well as the time
reasonably needed to effectuate the purpose. [Citation.]” (People v.
Dasilva, supra, 207 Cal.App.3d at p. 50.) Here, the detention was
not - unduly prolonged.. When an individual who walks unan-
nounced into a premises where a search warrant is being executed
and where narcotics already have been seized provides information -
regarding his identity and: residence some of which proves false,
appears nervous, provides no explanation for his presence, and is
carrying several thousand-dollars in cash, a reasonable officer will
detain such individual to-determine whether he is associated with
the known criminal narcotic activity at that location. Officer Wall
reasonably asked to search defendant’s truck for further identifica-
tion in-an effort to determine defendant’s true identity and connec-
tion with premises being séarched. During the detention, the officer
sought identification, ‘telephoned the number defendant provided
and in turn the number provided by defendant’s relatives, tele-
phoned inquiries concerning defendant’s identification and crimi-
nal background, sought and obtained consent to search for further
identification in defendant’s truck, and met with- other officers at
the scene to determine what course of action was most appropriate
in'light of the status of the investigation to that point. Throughout
the detention, the police diligently pursued a means of investiga-
tion likely to confirm or dispel their reasonable suspicions.

III-Iv*

“The judgment is affirmed.
Capaccioli, Acting ‘P. J., and Bamattre-Manoukian, J., con-

“curred.

*See footnote at page 1709, ante.
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