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ARGUMENTS

I.THE OFFICER’S EXTENSION OF THE TRAFFIC

STOP BEYOND THE TIME NECESSARY TO INVESTIGATE

AND RESOLVE THE TRAFFIC VIOLATION AND THE

SUBSEQUENT SEARCH OF DEFENDANT WAS

UNREASONABLE UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES

PRESENTED AND WAS UNCONSTITUTIONAL UNDER THE

UNITED STATES AND MICHIGAN CONSTITUTIONS.  US

CONST AMS IV, XIV ; CONST.1963, ART. 1, § 11.

Michigan v Chesternut

New York v Class

Brendlin v California



United States v Martinez–Fuerte

Brendlin v California, supra

United States v Sharpe

People v Shabaz

cert dis

People v Orlando

Michigan v

Long

Terry v Ohio

Terry v Ohio, supra

People v Williams

Knowles v Iowa

Terry



Terry,

supra 

United States v Noble

Id. 

See Knowles
v. Iowa,

Terry v. Ohio

United States v.
Bailey,

United States v. Hill,
cert. denied,

during the stop

Id.; see also Bailey,
United States v. Erwin,

cert. denied,

United States v. Davis



United States

v Jeter People v LoCicero

 his 



CONSTITUTIONAL LIMITATIONS WHERE THERE WAS NO
REASONABLE SUSPICION THAT MR. X WAS ARMED AND
DANGEROUS.  US CONST AMS IV, XIV ; CONST.1963, ART. 1,
§ 11.

Maryland v. Wilson

Pennsylvania v. Mimms

Knowles v. Iowa

Terry

United States v Noble, supra 

Joshua v. DeWitt

Terry

Arizona v Johnson



United States v Noble, supra

Id. 

Id



Cf. Heath,

Cf. Bell,

See United States v. Moore,

United States v. Noble

Noble,

Noble,



III.CONCLUSION

See Wong

Sun v United States

Nardone v United States,

Silverthorne Lumber Co. v. United States



APPENDIX A

APPENDIX B













People v Gadient

Id

People v Stafford

People v Duncan

abuse of discretion People

v King People v Sherman

People v Nickleberry

People v Talley

People v Gadient, supra People v

Selwa People v King, supra People v

Sherman, supra; People v Nickelberry supra People v Goode

People v Doss



People

v Avant People v Davis

People v Terry

People v Hill,

People v Burgenmeyer

Burgenmeyer

The Court held that proper inquiry is

whether the defendant possessed a firearm at the time that he

committed the felony, with particular focus on the offense dates

specified in the information  Burgenmeyer



Burgenmeyer

Id

Burgenmeyer

Burgenmeyer



Pearson v United States

 United States v

Henneberry

United States v Parent

United States v

Wainer

People v Germaine

People v Mumford People v

Stewart

 People v Wolfe See, e.g.,

People v Butler

People v Harper

People v Burrel

People v Summers

People v Gordon

United States v Castillo

United States v Rackley



White

Wolfe

Harper, supra
People v Summers

United States v Castillo
 United States v

Rackley

Castillo, supra, citing United States v Disla,
Id 

People v Davenport

People v Ridgeway

People v Simpson

People v Fetterley

Wolfe, supra People v
Vaughn

People v
Sammons



.  Wolfe, 

United States v Brown

See also Bailey v United States















�believed�

Chambers�v�Mississippi,�

;�Washington�v�Texas

People�v�Whitfield

Davis�v�Alaska

California�v�Trombetta

�Strickland�v�Washington

United�States�v.�Cronic

People�v�Whitfield

People�v�Hackett

People�v�Posby People�v

Adamski



Rock�v�Arkansas

Chambers�v

Mississippi,� Ake�v�Oklahoma

�Washington�v�Texas,

Crane Kentucky

Rock

Arkansas

Chambers Mississippi,�supra

Washington Texas,

supra

People�v

Arenda



People�v�Hackett supra People�v�Morse

People�v�Arenda People�v

Hackett People�v�Lalone

People�v�Morse

People�v�Arenda,�supra

Arenda�



Id

People�v�LaLone,�supra,

Arenda

Id



Id

People�v�Lalone,�supra� People�v�Arenda,

supra;�People�v�Hackett,�supra;�People�v�Khan,

People�v�Lalone,�supra Rock�v�Arkansas

People�v�Hackett,�supra



supra�

People�v�Morse,

supra

is�not�however�a

declaration�that�evidence�of�sexual�conduct�is�never

admissible.�We�recognize�that�in�certain�limited

situations,�such�evidence�may�not�only�be�relevant,�but

its�admission�may�be�required�to�preserve�a�defendant's

constitutional�right�to�confrontation



Morse,�supra� People�v�Hackett,

supra

believed

de�minimus�

People�v

Adair









Geary�v�People

People�v

Jackson,� after�remand

People�v�Sesson

People�v�Minor

People�v�Mumford People�v

Lester

supra,�



People�v�Hackett,

supra
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