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CHAPTER 4 ASSIGNMENT
Case Brief: Crooks v. State
Citation: Crooks v. State, 710 So.2d 1041 (Fla. Dist. Ct. App. 1998)
Facts:
Garnet Crooks was stopped by a deputy sheriff while driving on Interstate 75 in Collier County, Florida. The deputy observed Crooks' vehicle crossing the right-hand lane marker three times but did not believe he was intoxicated or impaired. Following the stop, the deputy requested consent to search for the vehicle and discovered a small amount of marijuana. Crooks was charged with possession of marijuana and subsequently filed a motion to suppress the evidence, arguing that the traffic stop was unlawful. The court denied the motion, and Crooks was convicted.
Issue:
Did the deputy have an objective basis to stop Crooks' vehicle under Florida Statute
Holding:
The appellate court ruled that the traffic stop was unlawful because there was no objective basis for the deputy’s belief that Crooks violated. 
Reasoning:
The court found that minor drifting over the lane marker did not constitute a violation, unless it created a reasonable safety concern. The evidence showed that Crooks' movements did not pose a danger to other vehicles or pedestrians, and there was no indication that he was intoxicated. Since the initial stop was not justified, the subsequent search and seizure of marijuana were also unlawful. The court referenced Holland v. State, 696 So.2d 757 (Fla. 1997), to support its conclusion that a stop requires objective justification.
Conclusion:
The appellate court reversed Crooks' conviction and demanded the case with instructions to dismiss the charges, reaffirming that a lawful traffic stop requires evidence of a genuine safety concern.



Case Brief: Esteen v. State
Citation: Esteen v. State, 503 So.2d 356 (Fla. Dist. Ct. App. 1987)
Facts:
Florida Highway Patrol Trooper Robert Vogel observed a vehicle driving at 45 mph and weaving within its lane on Interstate 95. Suspecting that the driver might be intoxicated, asleep, or experiencing mechanical issues, Vogel conducted a traffic stop. Upon approaching the vehicle, Vogel noticed that the driver, Esteen, appeared extremely nervous and failed to provide identification. While checking the vehicle registration, Vogel observed a bag of marijuana in plain view on the dashboard. A subsequent search, aided by a narcotics dog, uncovered cocaine in the glove compartment. Esteen was charged with possession of cocaine and less than 20 grams of marijuana. He moved to suppress the evidence, arguing that the stop was unlawful. The trial court denied his motion, and he was convicted.
Issue:
Was the traffic stop lawful, thereby justifying the seizure of drugs found in the vehicle?
Holding:
Yes. The appellate court upheld the conviction, ruling that the stop was justified based on concerns about public safety.
Reasoning:
The court determined that the trooper had a valid reason to stop the vehicle because the erratic driving suggested potential impairment or mechanical failure, posing a safety risk. Since the stop was lawful, the plain-view seizure of marijuana was also valid. Under New York v. Belton, 453 U.S. 454 (1981), a search incident to arrest allowed the discovery of cocaine in the glove compartment. The court distinguished this case from United States v. Smith, 799 F.2d 704 (11th Cir. 1986), where a stop was deemed pretextual because it was based on a drug courier profile rather than a traffic violation.
Conclusion:
The appellate court affirmed Esteen’s conviction but modified the ruling by striking court-imposed costs that were applied retroactively. The decision reinforced the principle that a traffic stop based on reasonable suspicion of impaired driving is lawful, even if it later leads to the discovery of contraband.
