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SUMMARY

The Indiana Supreme Court held that the State need not prove constitutional compliance a second time

at trial after prevailing at a pretrial suppression hearing. Trial and appellate courts may consider

evidence from both the suppression hearing and trial when evaluating the constitutionality of a search

or seizure. Applying that rule, the court held that the traffic stop of Facundo Ramos-Osario was

supported by reasonable suspicion under the Fourth Amendment and reasonable under Article 1,

Section 11 of the Indiana Constitution, and affirmed his conviction.
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The Indiana Supreme Court granted the State's petition to transfer
from the Indiana Court of Appeals and reviewed Ramos-Osario's
conviction for operating a vehicle with an alcohol concentration
equivalent of .08 or more. The appeal challenged the admission of
evidence obtained during a traffic stop after the trial court denied a

motion to suppress.

Evidentiary rulings are generally reviewed for abuse of discretion.
When the evidentiary challenge implicates the constitutionality of a
search or seizure, the constitutional question is reviewed de novo. The
Court may affirm on any basis supported by the record.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether the traffic stop violated Article 1, Section 11 of the Indiana Constitution.

2. Whether the traffic stop violated the Fourth Amendment because Officer Solares lacked reasonable

suspicion.

3. Whether the trial and appellate courts may consider evidence from both the pretrial suppression hearing

and the trial when evaluating the constitutionality and admissibility of evidence from the stop.

4. Whether the State was required to prove constitutional compliance a second time at trial after prevailing

at the suppression hearing.

HOLDINGS

1. The stop was reasonable under Article 1, Section 11 because, considering the totality of the
circumstances, the officers had a high degree of suspicion based on hearing gunshots and seeing muzzle
flashes from Ramos-Osario's truck, the stop was moderately intrusive, and law-enforcement needs in

investigating gunfire were substantial.

2. The stop did not violate the Fourth Amendment because Officer Solares had reasonable suspicion
supported by articulable facts that criminal activity was occurring when he heard gunshots, heard them
sounding closest as the truck passed, observed that the truck was the only vehicle on the road, and saw
muzzle flashes coming from it.

3. After the State establishes at a pretrial suppression hearing that evidence was constitutionally obtained, it
need not prove constitutional compliance a second time at trial. When a defendant renews the
suppression issue, the trial court may consider both suppression-hearing and trial evidence, and the
appellate court may likewise consider both when reviewing the constitutional question.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We hold that constitutionally obtained evidence should not be suppressed in those circumstances because

suppression would not advance the rule’s aims.” (at 1)

“Accordingly, consistent with Magley, we hold that the State does not have to demonstrate constitutional
compliance a second time at trial and that, when determining whether challenged evidence is admissible at

trial, the trial judge can consider evidence from both the suppression hearing and trial.” (at 9)

“Instead, when reviewing suppression issues, appellate courts, like trial courts, can consider evidence from

both the suppression hearing and trial.” (at 11)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



At approximately 2:00 a.m., Officer Welter Solares heard gunfire and saw muzzle flashes coming from a black
truck as it passed him on Harding Street in Indianapolis. He stopped the truck, and Officer Cameron Hester
assisted, removing and handcuffing the occupants. Hester observed that Ramos-Osario smelled of alcohol and
had glassy eyes; field sobriety and breath testing indicated intoxication, and a later chemical test showed a blood

alcohol concentration above .08. Solares testified at the suppression hearing but not at trial.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Ramos-Osario moved to suppress evidence from the traffic stop under the Fourth Amendment and Article 1,
Section 11 of the Indiana Constitution. After a suppression hearing, the magistrate found the stop constitutional
and denied the motion. A different judge conducted a bench trial, admitted evidence over renewed objections,
found Ramos-Osario guilty, and imposed a sixty-day sentence with fifty-two days suspended. The Indiana Court
of Appeals reversed, but the Indiana Supreme Court granted transfer, vacated the Court of Appeals opinion, and

affirmed the conviction.
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