Illinois v. Caballes 543 US 405 (2005)

History:  Caballes was pulled over by a State Trooper for speeding. The State Trooper radioed about this routine stop and another trooper overheard and wanted to go over there with his drug sniffing dog. As the first trooper was giving Caballes a ticket, the second trooper was walking the dog around the car and the dog barked at the trunk. The troopers found marijuana. The Caballes was charged with a hefty fine and 12 years in prison. The Illinois Supreme Court reversed the trial court’s ruling because it was unjustifiable to bring a drug dog to a routine traffic stop for speeding. Then the U.S. Supreme Court got involved by issuing a certiorari and reversed the decision made by the Illinois Supreme Court. 
Facts: Caballes was pulled over for speeding. Caballes was being cooperative, otherwise that would’ve been stated. Another trooper overheard the stop being made and went to that location with a drug dog. They walked the dog around the car, found marijuana in the trunk. 
Issues: Does this violate the Fourth Amendment? Was there probable cause or a reason to justify bringing the drug dog? Does the Fourth Amendment demand reasonable suspicion to bring a drug dog to a routine traffic stop? 
Decision or Holding: The U.S. Supreme Court finalized the trial by stating it does not infringe Caballes Fourth Amendment right.
Opinions: The decision is based on the Fourth Amendment and whether or not it violates it. The U.S. Supreme Court’s decision states it is lawful to bring a drug sniffing dog to a routine traffic stop, even in the absence of suspicion, because it didn’t prolong the stop and there is no privacy interest in possession of contraband.
The Dissent disagrees because bringing a drug dog to this traffic stop to search his car is unjustifiable and unauthorized. Due to this, a person’s privacy can be invaded. 
Judgment: At first, the Illinois Supreme Court reversed the decision from trial court. Then the U.S. Supreme Court reversed their decision.
Your Opinion: I personally think it was unreasonable to bring the dog and sniff around his vehicle. It would be different if the trooper with the dog was there when the first trooper pulled him over, but he wasn’t. Instead, he simply overheard on the radio that there was a routine traffic stop and decided he wanted in. Furthermore, they gave him a large fine and 12 years in prison for marijuana. 


US v. Jones 565 US (2012)

History:  Antoine Jones had a GPS device placed on his car by the police without a valid warrant. The warrant they obtained stated they have 10 days to execute it, instead the police placed the GPS device on his car on the 11th day. Jones tried to suppress the evidence obtained from the GPS, but the trail court did not suppress the evidence. Instead, they said Jones had no interest in privacy when his car was out in public. Jones was. Found guilty and sentenced to life in prison. The District Court convicted Jones however, on an appeal, the. D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals reversed the ruling that convicted Jones because the placement of the GPS was outside the rules of the warrant and thus, violated the Fourth Amendment.  
Facts: The police received a warrant granting them to place the device within 10 days however, they waited until the 11th day to execute this task. 
Issues: Does the warrantless attachment on a somebody’s car to track their movements violate the Fourth Amendment? Does it Constitute the Court to use the evidence gained from the GPS device against Jones? 
Decision or Holding: The decision was it violated the Fourth Amendment, thus being unlawful and any evidence obtained by the GPS device cannot be used against Jones.
Opinions: The majority of the Justices was that GPS devices can reveal an abundant amount of private information about a person and by putting it on a person’s car and call it a search misses the larger point of the Fourth Amendment.
The minority report disagrees with the majority because they believe Jones had no reasonable expectation for his privacy when his car is I public and while committing drug crimes.
Judgment: The decision made by the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals is affirmed.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Your Opinion: I agree with reversing the trial court. The police were granted a warrant and was given 10 days to execute the task! It is solely their responsibility to make it happen within those 10 days. By placing a GPS device on someone’s property such as a car to track their movements requires a warrant. When doing so outside a valid warrant, all evidence obtained cannot be used against the defendant. 

