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| B QUESTION(S) PRESENTEE_. T
T. This court should consider Peofle v. Thorasy 2016 1L 191090, in 45 analysis
kluecquse the éMc’Hcﬁé court did not address it when they ruled on the ‘-,qu;e‘
The couct will find fhat there was no basjs ypon wkicb to order Bridges
out of his SOV, and reverse &r‘io{‘c’ef Conviction based on the Feval Courts
(Bffoneous denial of his. motion fo guash arrest and Suppress ev{c(cr\ctf_‘

. This courd should 8r‘an+. the .P€+/47‘{m. Gor a Weikof certiocari o clarry
s decision in People v, Colyar, 3013 1L 11835, and make explrcit +hat a |
police officer may only/mqke a /fgql Terry . Stop 7{ he hoS - reasonab e

Suspicion of criming] achvity, nof-a mere hunch %q-%q suspect may be
drmed. . o

Jis ﬂ\!S ‘Coqﬁi should 3rcm+ Wt of Cerh‘o_ro;r) and reverse Fhe
judgment of Fhe qopellate court where undec any Shindard Offjcer Cravens
IQCkf:'d ‘H\@ SULSpiCI‘OV\ ﬂfC?SSer +a Sejze Bp,‘d‘\(jeg‘ '
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[Vf All partiés .ap_pear‘ in the capfidn of the case on the cover pagé.- ”
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- all parties to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subject of this
petition is as follows: : o '_ :
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IN THE

SUPREME COUHT OF THE UNITED STATES

PET ITION FOR WRIT OF_CERTIOF_}AR‘IV_
Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari‘is:'sue to review the judgment below. -
OPINIONS BELOW

[ ]' For cases from federal courts:

to

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendlx
the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[] is unpublished.

to.

The opinion of the United States dxstnct court appears at Append1x
the petition and is _

[ ] reported at ' ‘ ; or,
[ ] has been designated for pubhcatlon but is not yet reported or,
{ ] is unpublished.

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at
Appendix _ €& _ to the petition and is

[ ] reported at ’ ; or,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported or,
v is unpublished. _

The opinion of the A"Pféﬂqrfe Couct of Tlline IS court
appears at Appendix.__A__ to the petition and is

[ ] reported at _ ; Or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ is unpubhshed




JURISDICTION

11 For cases from federal courts

The date on Whlch the Umted States Court of Appeals decided my case
was . '

11 No- petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[TA tlmely petltlon for rehearmg was demed by the Umted States Court of
Appeals on the following date: - , and a copy of the -
order denymg rehea.rmg appears at Appendlx .. o

[] An extension of time to ﬁle the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on . (date)
~in Application No. __A

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. 8. C. § 1254(1).

[»/f For cases.froro state courts: | o ?/@/ /7

)

- The date on which the highest. state court. declde my case was
~ A copy of that decision appears at Appendlx

@ A timely petition for rehearmg was thereafter denied on the following date:
,and a copy of the order denymg rehearmg

appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on : (date) in :
Application No. __A

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).
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Stalement of the Case

¥

The State d\qrgeoq Tecey E)P dges with one count:

| of Poscession of a Defaced Ficearm (Coun+ i) anf{

various Aggravated Unlawlu] Use of a. Weapmﬂ

offenses ((ount 2-5). (€.39-32). Prioc o frial, The:

ap— e, s - -

| State moved 4o nolle pros all bu% Count /. (JQU3)

1 Aec o a0y froal, %rfciges weS found JufH*/.

'_(_’_R. LLMX. 7}\9_ Jrial courd senJ'enceo( E)rl‘dges' 7102

+\/\/O \/€Q<‘S ir\ ’H\Q I”L“O|S Depa(—-}'m.e(\a}— O‘FCO\"(‘GCH%S _

followed \sy q_one-year Jeem of MSR. (R. NN}‘FQG).

i)

. Prioc 4o Frial, defense counsel Lled a motion |

Jo_suppresS the physical endence discovered as a

result of Berdgess arrest, (¢ 58-60). Poth Pm‘cﬂgeSf_ )

and Chlcqjo Police Offcec Cravens Yest Gred ot #)e:

hearing on the mokion. beidges explained That on'
heasing_o Beidy A

Rocil 92 2013, at aljout 7:20p.m.,_he was iy his
fruck packed in front of his aunts house, (R.064).

. He was WOHﬁqg bo‘H\ on & wcemqle Qfenof of hiS and

,\Cor hiS _aunt Jo Bnish coo |<¢r\9 dinner. (R-6G67) -
- A’\CHGY\C | of @mctjeS$) gOr\S \A/Qr\d came M}OWLO

/‘.‘__‘

1the _car_and 30% in_on_The passenger side. (R. Cx@H},

P Clec_about 10-15 miputes, Bridges saw_a_marKed
police_cac pull up in_his_teacview miccol. (R. 66940)

The _police 80““ out of theic car and wq}keof up 7Lo

. %r\olgeSS car, at vuhcln pom‘}* %m‘d@»eS rolled

. e ilp =




B

e — - m—— . ——

o dowf\ }\\S »\molow qno{ gowe ‘H\e O@(::Ce(‘ L\\\S \\cense
fand insutance. (R. GG 1) Beidges explained Fhat
the officer nevec asked him fo see his_hands nor__
. |did the officec ever display a gun. (R. GGIY-5 30) . _

1 The ofGcer fold Beidges to 3eJr out offhe car,
and the ofher offier pulled Ward out of The car.
(R.6o)). Poth Bridges and Ward weee put in__
‘\qmdcgﬁxcs and ﬁ\en the 09@&:3‘3 sethheo_l ﬂ\é’ Cq_{‘_.T__‘
‘ CR'G\C\_If) ] %m‘g\gcs _olgzm_ecJ com_m{Hing any crimes
or -P\““V\N\V.\j +o comm + any, Crimes. (R.aGI)), As .
@m‘o[ges was hand cuffed he saw one of The offzecs
seacching his_car~ that oFfcer eventually told
| Berdges that he had found a gun in The back _
qemeest console. (R, GG 12-13).

Officer Coavens testified ‘/’F\GH- on Apn[ >,

9012, he was on patrol near The 300 hlock _of—_Sou‘ﬂL_ )
| Westeen Avenue with his qur\er_) Of6 cec Hof\//_.
({a‘o\ms—e) At abom}_g:OOp,m. a Woman, who
Cravens did not know, spoke fo the oFGcers near
The jatecsection of Madison and Western. (R.66Y7,
| 63-4). The woman fold the officers Hgt “ There was

4 gray Infniti Sov pqueo/ around the aceq of _
Jack@or\ q'f\af Western @Ccupneo{ by Fwo MOth?

OCquqn‘\’S that did not lve in The anred. ”[Q éGW) 5
5

e wE ————

———m— o Ao

- -




/ﬂ\g W Ooman a\so Qxf)lq\v\ﬁol fﬁ\q}~ 1‘4\6 SU\/ L\ of beén : -
i | fhere for o while, [V& O\Gx‘~7> Cm\/enS and 7%1\/ micfg o
‘}’Ae one {-o "—WO mmw}\? d\“l\/e +O JQCkSOVﬂ QVJO{ W&.ﬁ[ﬁffl .

e A

and Saw_the gcay Tnbnit | queol at 330 Sow%

2 o 0 A T2 o e 4 e ams ol

land_fhece wos no_loud Moise coming from it ( Eé@él._____w___w

Westeen. (£, G\C\ 47-¢). The Suv Was pou’keol prope(/

When the_officecs i was shill Jight out, bub

__{apocoaching sunset. (R 064g) The offiers could

nof See into the hack of fhe SOV a{uﬂ o 7L7‘n+e

{ windowS, hut were able 7o fell %mL there was oz’ o

RN X T e ot A s

£E,F500 H’\mﬁﬁ cfr\ver S_?f?q‘y' anQL qnoﬁ\ej\gw; N 7‘/”56 '

passenger’s sest. (R.6645-9). Cravens packed fhe 3
cac_behind, andslightly to the lett, of fhe SUV.
B 1 (R.6650). He gof_out and started wa [King up fo
. the dewvec's 51046 of the SUV. (R GGso). His gun -
o was not drawn, (2. ()\6\50) Craveng festiied +hat

o e e et v, oo v, T sl

"[glfwlr‘\),.§,w@ﬁ>g;@§r\e\(\c{’ Conofucﬁmq ﬁouSqmo{S OF

B L

er\CQC SHPS \qe was C_or\cer“neo/ bemu&e lq@ cou o/

| Beidaes move b .\_é.fjﬂm,mtgf_ly: ta LL.&%A}JJ&L
Jarm was reaching foward 1he back seat.” (R6653)
| The movement Jasted fo- seconds. (R.6653) Cravens

believed this moyement meant Hat Bodges was
CIH\QF ‘w\b{\nﬁ ol F6+P1€\/1n‘3‘q weqpon (Q 01&53> ‘(9,_,,%m.

AR L I T g R R P AR e e AR A e e A




On ceoss, (eavens adm Hed , * T olont Fnow wﬂ#_
he could [\m/e heen Feoxdnmg o, M (R. Guaé@ |
BesQ\Jre Coaven's onctm, he " engqjed [BndjeS/m
a copyecsation’ that consisted of (ravens xOleﬂWyrng
himst(f and asking Bedes what he was doing in fhe apea,
(RIO\O\M}, Pm‘o(gts alSo 3qv€ Ceavens his ff:ens{ cmo[
proot of inSurance. (R.6G65). Bridges fucther explained
fo Cravens That he was visiting his aunt. (R.G:G 60)
Afec His jatecackon , Cravens ordered gm‘dgﬂs out
of Fhe SUV hecause he wanted fo 3&5r Bedges out
of a Sthq%‘oﬂ wker’e ’\e Coulo( r€+rfe\/€ x jun-
[ (R.G6S5 p6). As Bridges 50% out of FHhe car, an
interor dome HSM came on and Cravens was alble
fosee the butt of a gun sticking out-of the
back seat console. (R.6G55). Cravens explaived
that +he Gun was 4 9 mm L\c'\(\otﬁbm wiHh l,\rounng’
inside and a defaced sertal number, (Q,G\Cﬁé).
Cravens qecested Brdges. (R.6657). The tral
cour b denied defense counsel’s motion o
S‘qppm%i, Gnding That “what ch nged %veﬂ/)%‘nj WwaS
that Cuctive movement and based on the safety and
Security of the ofhicer he had Hhe m;yH-,,, o

fake them ouf and see He bult of the gun.” (06534)

Hordge s appeal ed.
>

5



—_— m—— —— —————————— -

- O'\ dicect qepeq 6(‘.&3@3 agv\ed m+er q].a ﬂ:ﬁ'
| %e frial court ecced whea it denfed his motHon
| To suppress beause Ceavens had no reasonable
| suspicion Yo ocder }gmdges out of the ar, ﬁ)ug_ﬂ"_'_ N
Seizing him. P@o_e e v. Brrdses, o)1 1L App (i5)
143539-U,25. Because a peopecly granted motion  _
would have fed to The suppression ofthe only evidence
Q(:a CQQCQ(G_ZO( _,G‘_reo\rm, %rfgl&eg ﬁrﬁxe(‘ @rguﬁd ﬂlmL -
his convichon should have logen ceversed . Brdses,
2017 1L App (158) 13639~V at 25, The qppellate
[couct found that Ceavens did have reasonable
| Suspicion o or_oler ‘_@m‘dﬁ'es out qﬁt\iSﬁ 5\)\6 n
parteulac ressonable suspicion that Bridges was _
 |presently acmed . See jd.ak 30-31. On March 38
_30(7/ 6r‘.\d\795 Q]ﬁd qQ ‘?}6’,{7:{-/“0(\ For l"e"\eqm‘nj, 77)0[7[
PeHﬁOV\__WO_\S denied sn March 31,

-

. - - - —

1

The tral court aldo HJH\Q% Brdges had no Fourth
[ Amendment S%r\olinj 4s to the (MM_Mnd(ﬁwn (R-G6E3). The .
 appellate conrt did not consider +his qrjumeﬂﬂ Instead

‘ q\CQcmfncj on ﬁne \me‘\h['s,



_ Janneunced his office, and fhe defendont confroved fo_ _

g
~ Reasons &or Granting +he Petiton

- +.-_~-——— — i ———

. Thns couct Should grant the pe%ﬁon ﬁor o \A/m+ aF
lceckiorar; hecause The Qppe[lqﬂ’ COuﬁL o! d not ac dcess
| People v Thomas, dolb 1L 14100 jn its analysis.

— s e r—————r e+

___,’7‘6 Court WI” GY\C‘ “”ﬁ\ﬂ“ ﬂ)eré’ was no bQS}S upon A WI"HC/q
4o ovdec Br:o@ges out of his SOV, and reverse 6r/0{995

o ——— e ———— A — . —

| convickion based en The trial courts erroncous denial of

_—— . = i —— e

- —

| s me¥ion _to_ guash arcest <nd sugpress_ evidence,

— ———— —— _— —_—— e e e e e —— e — e e

1 J—V\ ﬂ\omas o@@cers recel\ed a an/z_en 7L;,o 7%#0/ man__
had ? laced a gun. into his L)%kpack cmd was u/q[[(mﬁ o(own_._ L

|80 Place in Chicago. Thomas | dolb L App (1) 140404t
|5 One of fhe officers approuched The defendant,

- —— e ——— — ——

 |walk yp the stairs of The front porch of-a residence.
| The offier. did a profechve paldown at which fime the,
| defendant dropped The backpock hit the porch so he picked
| hup=fhis fed fothe defendant grappling with e ofeer
for He hackpaclC. The offxer theew Hie backpeck fo
|his partner, and wh) le mL%empHnj fo detain the deferdant,
heard his_pacfner say “gun"
The fria)] court deated Fhe Ofé‘ﬁemc{mﬁs :%07[700 J@
7/%66\:\ qorest and Suppeess evidence. 77\0“”)05,/ olb IL fgp.

(157 141040 =t 0. This (ourt reversed. OF PQH‘I\W}“ - cr
9




e}e\/cmce +o P)r'gl\jﬂss case MIS (@4()‘ hokd a 7’“7

{that_contains 4 mcr_e,a,‘,:gafmﬂl@‘r omeone_possesses.

S P e S e

Ja_gun, wittoub facther indreation of-illegal achvify,

B e A S R o bl

Lis Insufficient to jushty g Tercy _stop because fint

o thp re longer containg any independent indicia of o
o eeimingl adeLq See id. at 39-30 (rel ying_on Pecple
O 17 fguilar, 2013 1L 112116, | 19-21). Offocer Cravens
Jmece hanch fﬁ.‘ﬂt_‘&ﬁi}?ﬁ? was_concealing o Gun_

e could not provide hm with veasonable suspieion

e St e e

| b@cmge \%r,v(gcg?s possession of aq gun ‘_/J"ijﬁ_c(f mar@

Jevidence, is_not_a crime.

et s e A e < T AT b T D B e

66@@& Coaven's be 676 7%% 6r7¢/965 mtjb)t’ /m/? [7&?/1

A‘d”\fj Q 3un 1S_an mS_M%,@f\_ﬁf)* basis ypon whch ﬁ&%pfdﬂw

lovining] _achvily, the State is [eff fo_celyon Cravens. |

Jconceen foc his_ Safety—iq fact, the applicabully of The
{ efficer safely excephion has been fhe primacy disput? in

Fhis case, (sk Be. ak Ja-12; 00-2)(Reply Be ot 979~
o Wucsuant fo_Thomas, the Slate myst ré’/y onthiS
excepFion be cause. Fhece were no feChS GV@” b/fJ 7L°A.J,, e

[N e

:.Cm‘m“nql \06 lz\qvfo(“ A—S qy\glkﬁd /‘/\ %\@ bm‘éj% %@

| Coavens #hat would lead him f, cegso f@qé_/,,t/. Suﬁﬁz’d .

Jofficer S@Ceiry Jush &kation alsofayls.. /S Coyr

Should consider _People v. Thomas in ks ana, yé/S find

it e e o b s whch b order____ 10
!



=

| Badges ouf of his SVV, and ceverse Brdgess
| C_Z?r\_vc"cﬁ‘e(_\ hosed on e %.q‘ wtu/f‘S efronwugoffmq)

e wr e o A e a A

{of his motron fo _gm&% accest_and Syppress ev'a’_f”fé’_-

- — - - _—

AP A U B .- . = e - e e e

7| This court sheuld_grank #he (;,’*9.{7?.’-_” @,}_ a W”%.O‘C-._n_, |

Cectroraci do clarTy ifs decision in_People V. Colyer,
0013 1L 119€35 aqnd maKe expliut fhat-a police offyer
may only make a legal Tecry sfop 7 he has reagnable
Sugpreion ol cominal oscfw#% nofa mere_})unc‘\__ ﬁ,qfq‘ .

‘S‘w&ped‘ moy b@ q'“mt’d),

ST &
- RN,

| TL\ S lourt should gmn% ﬁ\ﬂ p€f7/70n Qh@ Wn/-olé ) L
CerﬁOrqm fo unify (ts frachured view of Hhe rule anouncfd _
[by Arizona v. Johnson , 555 U.S. 333 (3009), Johnson bases
its enbire analysis on Fhe pmp@y%fonv‘/\qf the Stanchrd$s o
. o a seizuve and a search are di S%ncf The qureme Ccur‘/ L

1 Hhus indrcated Ha# a ()Ollcé’ offec may only ]om(@?o{ oa _
Pprotechve fiisk (€ fhe persn he is Friskmg has already.
been \qv\)FuH\/ serzed on Susp Icion of crimina) aCﬁ\//fj/, o
Two membpers of Hhis (oot have alredy recognizedd s
Crihtq| difference. People v. Colyar , 2053 1L (1835, _

[08-/15 ( Burke, 3. dissenting, joned by Heemar\,J,) [The

5\9_\Aemg Court has made clear that fwo condihrons must -3?,6; H
I :




me+ Fov asfnp qno/ FrSk fﬁ CO”?PO”[ "V’% Hhe %W/ﬂf

| pmxémd\menjr nmL one, ) ( ngon 555 U.S, an 89é>

e cx et v

Co/\/ar HS (ourt Co}}apsed He 1nguiry on 7%@

-,b%k end and up\né\d a _T_erff/ @”75)3 Hpat woas cgmluCFGO(

(&no{’er H}Q gu(se OEO\CGEG\" cheh/)__wﬁoui re,QSome’_ o
JHUE ,

Suspicion fo suppect the initial Tercy stop. See Colyar,

, 'QO)B)k 111835 at 52 In 608%5\5 tase, ﬁleczppe}/}é

| [front end | L\O)O‘f\ﬂq That he was lqw%ll\/ serzed fo

R et oI e

@_Wosﬁe WAy Cmaf wg%e[oﬁ 6r,cjgz_°$s SeJZ(MG on 7%6 |

f@fcd "officer ngeir\/ D even wlﬂ;owL a ﬁnof'm‘j @F: f‘ée

_ mqgoqq\\_g[e i(igp)uotf\ of- Cﬂmmfﬂ q-C7(7V17L(/ requ(/WO[ /‘D
12y -/

jushfy_trafserzuce. See feople v, Badses, 2012 1L fipp

e e S o, S

A QIH) 142539y, 2531, This. ecconeous_contortion of- The

, m@i_?f(W\S decision (o (Colyar, byuf-on a Concurring

4 +WO“§+€P _j;irfy }ng n p\/ )\ as fq ken ho }d, 71‘707 PH\‘O ) (S })PD{ .
decisions of Fhe appellate_couct relymg, nok on T9€

opinion of only_sne Justice of TAis Couct. See eg, People
V. Lvans, 2017 1L App (YT) 140672, 39740 (relymg
Jprneipally on Colyac, 3013 1L 11§35 71,74 ( Themas, ).

c«mcqrdn@)) ﬁmq\jorﬂ'y ot This_Gourt _has rof_expressly
QPP!\W[ A’“Zéﬂq V. Jo hnsoﬂ 5 C}eq(‘ [f\o C{/Vz7 H’M?l 7‘{?6’ }00//(@
I must have ceasonable suspicion_of cotminal acfivify fo

e o o
i o et MR
erd . ]
o = et e A e e

justify _a Terey shp before They can [egally pecform
| ES Pk

e AR A S e T A s AR kT



- jany. Seth ﬂ\tS case Prﬂsﬂﬁ‘s H\B Couf-} wxﬁq %017‘

{oppertandy. This Gud should grant_pefition o adopt
[the views of Fhe dissentng Jushices (a (olyar foflowing

[The cleac cule of Johnson, and answer. The fal /OW/'nj_?ueSﬁb_n_i_ﬂ___

|whether an oficer may seize o defendant Wfﬂ;ouf

fany suspiaon of criminal achivity, based onlyon 9 hunch

] This_ Court shoulel grant- the _Pﬁbmn WC"“ a_ W"“L of
|cerfiorari and reverse fhe J.c@dgm@ﬁjfﬁiﬁﬁl?@ﬂﬂﬁe
| ourt wheee under any standard _0fficer Cravens Jacked

P

—— e —————

Hat +he defendant qemed.

—_—— ————— e e - ——

%e_s_%,tnju‘on necessary Jo seize Bridges.

—— - - - - R — . [ _— e ————— - ——— e —

U‘Gﬁcer Conven's Sejzure o\C Bud&es was unceasonabl€ .

urdec Teeryf. Terey Bridges was Jav_vﬁm(l_y_p_ackf_o( _ii\_.h/_S__
own SUV wm%‘ﬂj outside NS qwﬁ\S_ ho_qu_ .Fof-.}\eﬁjﬂ.a.

@hiSk COO’CInj Sumdo\y dl‘fm@P _ e
A baseless hunch 1s not imbued with 7%0 fﬁc/w/ Sqf/oomz
Mmecely hecause an officer hag W&M'G)f‘ experience qrr ’_':’/”.[9. -

laf hunches, An oFfcec's expertence /n cond ucfing roadside_

l‘r\\/%h‘gc\’rfons is only relevont as Jif ]orov\'deS context fo
Surrounolfng @tds/ known to The ofGicer atthe 7L""W__-

he acts. The C(ppﬁl/rajre Coyt's Or‘clef‘/ affsrming ﬁ)@i [ 5 |
(3



oy

‘Il’rl\ql‘(Q.uFJ'\S d€m\01‘ o gm\djt’S\S Mo fron thgppPeSS')

elevates mece hunch Jo o bsolute fact qnel |n do;‘qj So_

Opl‘Sf“O(‘f\s an oﬁﬁcer\s /l'my*&}[ Orqﬁ\OFHL/L/ jl\/fl’\ fo }”‘Mb\/ |

Terpy v, Ohto, 399 U.S. | ()96§), beyond F@coﬁmﬁbﬂ.

O@G‘Cer Crmvey\\s @roger to Bﬁdﬁﬁg/’ 7Loj:, ef otul of hi‘S

cac,_wos a Seizuce that was unsupported by any

indrcation fhat Bm‘djes Was camm;ﬁ/"nﬁ a crime or

that he was o Fhreat fo Craven's safety. 7he

Otppeﬂcﬁ€ courts order alfSlpé’th?S Wt any n€€o( for O%‘Cery

o rel\/ on objectv¢ foct This_ Court s hould nof condone

Such gn qgﬁquchf I

B_OJF‘\ the Unieod States and Tllinors consirtufons

j‘prm\emL a Ci?L!A,Z?h\S NS/\ML }o be free from mr‘%S@nqb/@'

Set2urts. LS. (Gonst., amend . [Vj LIl Copst. 1970, act. I, 6.

_Tefn/ v._0hio, 392 VS ), 8-9 (19068),; People v. (olyar, 5013
L 111g3S af 31 see alse Hejen o Nocth Carolina, — 0.5 -

| 135 S. (+_s30, 530 (2014) ("Hs the et [of the Fourth Amendnent]

G RS

rq(;{“(o\‘&\es Wm,Q[_V\/@ ha\j( (\e’pea,)‘-ea’[((/ cncér\meol,— L7%(’, M/ﬁmﬂ)‘e 7"0%%/*0/‘16’

|of fhe Foucth fmendment is_reasongbleness.” (Qu ofing Rileyy.
}Califocaya, . US, -, 134 S. ¢ 2423 (2014). T the confexs

‘@\C an m.yesh‘gm‘/ve Qfﬁf:ﬁqf)ﬂ\G'\) or j%rry Sej2ule,

| feasonableness. reguiges +Hhot- an_offcec have , nof an™

I inchoote o uf\’pq,iyﬂ;‘culamlzﬂo/ J'MS‘F))\C/-\@(\ o hunch "

lbut reasonghle jafecences deawn Lrom acticu lable

4



-— _— — e m m = . — e ————— e —

HHocts See  Tecey 392 U.s. ot 22. IFis This cequicemen J

ot factuq] suppoct that the q,,Pp_el lafe courtelded.

a. At the, fime that Bndlses was ordered oubofhis Suy_
Ftee Cravens hod no reason fo suspect thal B odyes haf
) iamm,’wz_‘;\/% Commithing, o was 9eing o Commif
come, o N ~ i

- _— = - o —.

| Prior fo Craven's qpproach 1o Brdgess SuV, he
was not qware of any facts that would lead fo a reasongble
} Suspicion Hat criminal o:dvv’_*_y was @ foof, Cravens hed,
Just prisc fo arcving on he scene been approached by

an onknown woman yho fold him Theb “fhece was o grey
| Infaiti SOV parked around the acen of Joclison and Weskrn
|occupied by two male occupants fhat did not fve in He area.l
(R.a6y0). The only ofher Tnformation Hhat-She 0%@60‘):/%5 _
that the SUV had been quléec{ Here for a while, (R,66YT),
fr 7_L"F from qn unKnown crhizen infermat mustnot Just
reliably Preo{;fd i?(eﬂ+f\Cy;‘nj information , it mqu—aC/u%//}/_
assect fhat somefhing f”ﬁj_ql is 7L01,<m\9 plece. Peoele.

v, Hend_ef‘soﬂ/ 2ol3 [L J140Y0, 2é (”77)8 F1p must be ‘relgble

in ( F5 gssection of illegality, not just in rts fendency fo
_ideﬂ%‘gy a detecminote pe(‘SGr\,”’> (&uohnﬁ F/ondﬁ V. J_l_j
529 V.S, 366,273 (2000)), Here, 1he cihzen 70PF _ _
approached Cravens made no asser1ron Fhat %yﬁ/fflg_ .
‘_Hlejq) was }qkz‘nﬁ plctce_qn(’,'ls her Y fo Cravens o , 6




cannot sypport any SMSPI\Ci\Oﬂ +hat 6(\[0[5765 wa S

commHing o hod committed a come.

Cravens did not claim hat he obsecved coiminal .

_OLCWLNHH/ when he accived n Hhe qeed where Bn‘cfyes

Was ‘pqued, He %Sﬁ“ﬁ‘éc‘ +Hhat Hhe SUV was pqueol

progecly end thaf fhece were no loud noyses (oming

fom F (R.GGEY. He p@m?‘ec] fo no other jndicra thet

Chmmql o\dw:?%/ WS mﬁmﬁ In TQIC%, MC’ Oﬂ/‘/ 7@‘57‘ #)ﬁf

I he gaye foc Swspﬁc‘l’lhﬁ Fhat Brdzes might have A gun,

Wwas a }QW\Ck mo\/emelﬂ‘ gm\ﬂ{jﬁ mmfe aS /\TC})G’ weee -

| eaching foward #he backseaf of #he SUV. (K. G6S3).

That nmovement [asted for a _matfer of=second s. (R, (86353),

hile_a_fuctive movement in conjynchn wth addtonal

fﬁc%s}. may. be suffent o 5\4990% reasona ble suspreipn

fof crimia achv, I%/} such movfmﬁV\?lf art hO?L Sb(ff‘rti‘é’nj—

lon Hherr own - Peogplf Vo Smith, 9015 )L App (1D

| 131207, 99 (citng People v. Creagh , 21 ZIL, App. 3.

| 74, 2402-48 (Is+ post 1990); People v Collins , 53 2.

| op. 24 253 255 (57 [rish 197D). Thus applyis The

j?Cogu:elzlsim_o_(_@_rd__moi._._[T_@;,wjr_ci1:&9_‘,[3{3lehsgg_f/z_&/£”_<§£¢,_5p.z_‘@;qa___w_._m,_x.,.,.m

ﬂmt }xe was Commrfﬁng a_criminal a@iﬁenﬁé,

s discussed in firgument I, supra , #AiS (owr Should

et _petrhan fac Wodof: cectiorari and find Hhat

o

a defendant may not be Se 1204 based So}ely ona_ ..



pucpocted concern for officec sately; ather, the
officer must have reasongble suspicron o & crming] |
fachvity. Applying Fhat standard here | no Cocts Known
4o OFFicec Coavens at—The fime he ordered Bridges
oqu of- H)e SUV rose +u the level of Ce€asong by IQ
susprcion. Thi's Court shouyld gmmL Pﬁ]‘7 Pon Cclfm@
the S%ﬁhdqm(_, oqnd reverse fne Judgment oFThe
appellate Couct. |
b. A the fime that Bedges was ordered oyt of his
- SW, offiec Coavens did ngt have reasenable sspicion Hhat he

was armeol; and, even T such suspicion wiHally existed,, rf wis
0|L§Q€H€0€ by CraverS’s Subsej/uem} intecactions with gﬁt{?cs’

This  Court should 51561&3Jr PeJmLf_on for Writ o Certrorar:
wheee, regardless o The Jegal skandard aPP!{eJ , The appellate
Ncouct erronemsf\/ found Hhat Crovens had reasonable susprcion
that Bridges was armed and, thus, a potential threat fo his
afety. Tn Terey itself the couct deseribed an officec's
OMHr\or'Hr\/ fo conduct @ ?raﬁecﬁ\/e seqrch as “narrm/u/x/
deawn.” 392 0.5, at 97 TF must not be based en “his
incohate and unpaﬁL[cuMm\zeo( Sugprcion or hanch, ' hudt
[on] +he g@ecﬁfw‘c ceasonable inferences wivth he is endiffed
To dvaw from e facks jo light of his expecience.” This
Court has ado pzted similac limitations 6n Hhis docdrine.

See Colyq() 2013 1L 111g35 af 39 f?"ke_[prm‘edw] ,. [ 7
17




| resonable belief based on_specific and acticulable

|ordec elfzvaﬁ% Ceavens's un parJr culacizedl hgnphiﬂtﬂ)ﬁ__”

__dqr_\ger_, (Bef eply at 4-5). .S{_egiff_cﬁ[l\/, The ofGecs in
__COl\/qr observed a ,_qf\?@._buﬂﬁf in _Qlﬂf“_ view which

|gun was also present. 9013 IL 111835 qF ¥4 for
{5/mjfac reasens, E;mdgf‘-SS case is diffecent Fom

, N Lon3 obsecved H’\e o(e@_ﬂnd’qn% 4mv;\r\3 errCH‘fcth(/ Qﬂo[

| search s @ermiSbe\G ar\\y W‘ner\ the oqCG“CerS 6)@85658 a

o ke e — ———— -

| Hacks and \*eﬂSOr\leﬁ N 1C€f€n(2€5 @’Dm %086 qus ﬁFﬁ' 7‘58 e

lindwidual was dangecous and “auld gain @nfro) of a weapon. >
| (Relying_on_Long, 163 U-S. at_j050). The qppellate courts
level of gg)ecncnc and actianlable facts,
This_case is. notably_dishnct from ColyarJ in. WLHC\’\
His Guct upheld a seizuce and a frisk b"tS_C;Op 00 & En&rN
for officec safety. The officer in_ Colyar had_fir moce
fhan his own subjectve hunch Yhat his safety was in

———— - ———

allowed them to draw fhe veasonable inference Hhat a _

M chi 'gan . Loagj 463 U.S. /033(19’83> Which qnnourfm/
the_rule that #his Court applied in Colyar. The offters

[saw a knife ja plam view on %ﬁfq&ﬁmger seat once The

car Q\lerﬂuq“y crashed . [-O.nﬁ..) 463 U.S. at [035-3b. In.

hiS case, Cravens had no other {acts, beyond the ,Ourpgr*évl
@uu‘ck movemesf\Jr To\j\&s%ﬁ/ his ocder for Bmdjﬁs foym’ .
out 0% ‘\\5 Car, TF\{’re was nho Obv,ecﬁ\fe 750107[ ﬂ)qﬁ?qve l %

l%
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} Cmuens & vemsom&)le bel«eqﬁ gt Brmlgeg wag C(rmf’d}
{a0d o fact, Crayvens ezqofmcjﬂy admfled 6at he d’d’n

NIy ie e e S e e

A A e e TGRS S S A —semend

| aa éé) o e
ﬁe qooe!)m‘e CoumL 61160 erﬁoneous)\/ w%; €o( 7‘0 7L<7}C€

2t it e

Linte account anobher Key fumit fo an_officec’s reliance
; on_o_claimed feac for his. Safety. A officer may. nov‘

(Elv on._Congecn for. "\\S Sq{ewt\; as a‘)uS‘!ﬂﬁ COOL?OY\ foc. -
a_violation of the Foucth Amenclment where any L

;remsonqbif? fear Thet he may have had is dispelled Im/'

O L fucthec. (mbecactions wrth fhe defendant, See Glyac,
e 42013 L JIGRS 0} 37 (nofing Hhat an officecs nacrowly , .
c?rown authocity o conduct a profecf/\/@ search on v SYVIVES
e 1 nething o Fhe inubial stages of fhe encounter Serves o

c,t ispe) [He officecs] reasonable fear for_his own oc offers
|satety,” ( (g Tecry, 31205, at 30°30) (alferation in
o 1 Colyar). e
N H\'S case, [m\fems 0?10( not be}we aS o reqsongbl
L f_g_%% cee, wheo legitimately feared foc his safety, would
_Jbehave. Ceavens pucportedly observed Ardpess guick

SRRSOV Y

7'40% (R.6653). However Qﬁ%&* seeing. fhat. YWOV@”'emL I

| movement as he was walking up to Fhe dewer's side




Rother, Cravens ﬁv\queok Bridges fn a conversation

at The dewvecs side window. \burfng this conversetion,

60@5’65 had Hhe FHme fo Pmdm&e his Iicense  Fhe

jasucance for his cat, and o exp qu(m response

fo Cravens %MQSHOV\SB f’/\ﬂ“ he was Pﬁrked Ity %9@"\9‘3 o

because he was visiting his aunt. (R 0089, 65-4).
Any Feap Hhat Croavens hod e his safefy was
dispefled by 61”1‘6@765\5 com p | rance with Ceavens's
in formattonal iueSHOnv"ng and his r\?jueé‘fS for
Bridses’s ligense and insurance. Reidges was.
moﬂm\g but compliant and hed g fwtul hasis for
being packed where e was. The appellate
court's order £Nngages with none of FHhese 1@167[5'} _
rely,‘ng lnstead on Cravens's uhpqrvlfcu)qmzecl hunch .
This Couct should grant the petrhion fora Wit of
cerdiorac; and fnd Hhat Officer Craven's Sereure
of Berdges was unressonable no matder Hhe legql
stndacd agplred.

a0
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" CONCLUSION

" The pelition for a writ of certiorari should be granted,

e Respectfully submltted, ER U

3.1’.»._ o



