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Exercise: find which text corresponds to each part of the case brief and put the corresponding letter in the table below. Also check the meaning (and the pronunciation) of the words/expressions underlined and any other term you may deem useful.
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	Holding (a.k.a. as Ruling/Rule)
	F

	Reasoning
	A

	Concurring and Dissenting Opinion(s)
	D



A. After a recent arrest, the police may search (fouiller, perquisitionner) a recent occupant’s vehicle if the arrestee (la personne arrêtée) is within the reaching distance (à portée de main, dans la zone d’accès de) of the passenger compartment (boîte à gants) during the search or it is reasonable to believe evidence related to the crime is present in the vehicle.
The Court in Chimel v. California, 395 U.S. 752 (1969) held that the basic rule that applies in these cases is that the search incident to an arrest (la perquisition lors d'une arrestation ) includes the areas of the arrestee’s person and the area within his immediate control.
The Court then refers to New York v. Belton, 453 U.S. 454 (1981) where they considered the case of an arrestee in his automobile and held that police can search the arrestee’s person and conduct a contemporaneous search of the passenger compartment including any containers found therein. The Court held that this decision does not authorize a vehicle search after a recent arrest. Doing so would undermine (miner, saper) Chimel.  

Looking at the two cases together the Court holds that officers may search a vehicle after the recent arrest of the occupant only where the unrestrained arrestee (la personne arrêtée non attachée ) is within the reach of the passenger compartment. The search may include and objects found within the compartment.
The Court then looks to its holding in Thornton v. United States, 541 U.S. 615 (2004). In doing so it affirms that police who have stopped a vehicle, can search for evidence only when “reasonable to believe evidence relevant to the crime of arrest (les preuves relatives au crime de l'arrestation ) might be found in the vehicle.”
Here, Gant was arrested for driving with a suspended license (suspension de permis), cuffed and secured in the back of a squad car (une voiture de police/de patrouille) before any search took place. Since he was restrained (attaché, maîtrisé) he could not have had or reached a weapon. In addition, police could not have reasonably believed that it was obvious to find evidence connected to the crime for which he was arrested (driving while license suspended). 


B. Did the search violate the Fourth Amendment right of the defendant against unreasonable searches and seizures(perquisitions et saisies abusives)? 


C. Rodney Gant was apprehended by Arizona state police on an outstanding warrant (un mandat d’arrêt en cours) for driving with a suspended license. After the officers handcuffed (menotté) Gant and placed him in their squad car, they went on to search his vehicle, discovering a handgun and a plastic bag of cocaine. At trial, Gant asked the judge to suppress the evidence (supprimer les preuves ) found in his vehicle because the search had been conducted without a warrant (sans mandate d’arrêt) in violation of the Fourth Amendment's prohibition of unreasonable searches and seizures. The judge declined Gant's request, stating that the search was a direct result of Gant's lawful arrest (arrestation légale, legitime) and therefore an exception to the general Fourth Amendment warrant requirement. The court convicted Gant on two counts of cocaine possession. (La cour a condamné Gant pour deux chefs d'accusation de possession de cocaïne.)


D. Justice Scalia wrote separately, concurring. Justice Samuel A. Alito dissented and was joined by Chief Justice John G. Roberts, and Justices Anthony M. Kennedy and Stephen G. Breyer. He argued that the majority improperly overruled (annuler, rejeter) its precedent in New York v. Belton which held that "when a policeman has made a lawful arrest… he may, as a contemporaneous incident of that arrest, search the passenger compartment of that automobile." Justice Stephen G. Breyer also wrote a separate dissenting opinion, where he lamented that the court could not create a new governing rule.

E. Gant's attorney filed a motion to suppress (L'avocat de Gant a depose une requête en référé – de la defense pour faire rejeter une demande comme non fondée), a legal action requesting that because evidence was obtained illegally, it should not be able to be used against him. He argued that the officers had no reason to search his car because, once he was placed under arrest for a traffic offense, a search was unlikely to (ne pas être susceptible de) produce any evidence of that offense. Additionally, because Gant was handcuffed and placed in a police car, there was no way that Gant could access any potential weapon or evidence from a jacket in his vehicle.
The Arizona trial court denied his motion (a refusé/rejeté sa motion/requête) to suppress the evidence. The trial court held that Gant’s Fourth Amendment right was not violated because the search was done incident to a lawful arrest. Gant was subsequently (ensuite, par la suite) convicted of drug offenses and sentenced to three years in prison.
The Arizona Court of Appeals reversed (a renversé la decision), holding the search unconstitutional, and the Arizona Supreme Court agreed holding the search violated the Fourth Amendment.
The Supreme Court of the United States granted certiorari (a accordé/octroyé l’ordonnance de renvoi).
In seeking certiorari, Arizona Attorney General Terry Goddard argued that the Arizona Supreme Court's ruling conflicted with the Court's precedent, as well as precedents set forth in various federal and state courts.



F. Yes, under the circumstances of this case. The Supreme Court stated that exceptions to the Fourth Amendment warrant requirement must be justified by concerns for officer safety or evidence preservation. Because Gant left his vehicle voluntarily, the court explained, the search was not directly linked to the arrest and therefore violated the Fourth Amendment. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The Supreme Court held that police may search the vehicle of its recent occupant after his arrest only if it is reasonable to believe that the arrestee might access the vehicle at the time of the search or that the vehicle contains evidence of the offense of the arrest. With Justice John Paul Stevens writing for the majority and joined by Justices Antonin G. Scalia, David H. Souter, Clarence Thomas, and Ruth Bader Ginsburg, the Court reasoned that "warrantless searches are per se unreasonable" and subject only to a few, very narrow exceptions. Here, Mr. Gant was arrested for a suspended license and the narrow exceptions did not apply to his case.
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