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SUMMARY

The Ohio Court of Appeals, Fifth Appellate District, affirmed the denial of Frederick Noble Olive's
motion to suppress evidence obtained from a locked safe found during an inventory search of his
vehicle after an OVI arrest. The court held that Olive lacked standing to challenge the warrantless
search because he repeatedly disclaimed ownership of the safe and did not claim that illegal police
conduct compelled that disclaimer.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Olive appealed after the Fairfield County Court of Common Pleas
denied his motion to suppress evidence found inside a locked safe in
his vehicle. He subsequently pleaded no contest to aggravated
possession of drugs and operating a vehicle under the influence of
drugs or alcohol.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Appellate review of a motion to suppress presents a mixed question of
law and fact. The reviewing court accepts the trial court's factual
findings when supported by competent, credible evidence and
independently determines whether those facts satisfy the applicable
legal standard.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Olive had standing to challenge the warrantless search of the locked safe found in his vehicle
after repeatedly disclaiming ownership of the safe.

2. Whether the trial court properly denied Olive's motion to suppress evidence discovered inside the safe.

HOLDINGS

1. Olive lacked standing to assert a Fourth Amendment challenge to the search because he repeatedly
disclaimed ownership of the safe and therefore had no reasonable expectation of privacy in it.

2. The trial court properly denied Olive's motion to suppress, and its judgment was affirmed.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A defendant does not have standing to assert a Fourth Amendment challenge to the search of property that
the defendant has voluntarily abandoned.” (¶ 15)

“We conclude that Olive lacks standing to raise a Fourth-Amendment challenge to the search of the safe.” (¶
22)

“The trial court properly denied Olive’s motion to suppress, and Olive’s assignment of error is overruled.” (¶
23)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

An Ohio State Highway Patrol trooper stopped Frederick Olive after observing multiple traffic offenses and
signs of impairment. Olive was arrested for OVI, and the troopers began an inventory or administrative search of
his vehicle because it obstructed a lane and needed to be towed. When asked for the combination to a locked safe
found in the center console, Olive repeatedly said that the safe did not belong to him and that he did not know its
owner. Officers opened the safe and found a crystalline substance, Suboxone strips, a scale, a spoon, and plastic
bags.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

During a traffic stop, officers arrested Olive for OVI and conducted an inventory or administrative search of his
vehicle before it was towed. After opening a locked safe found in the center console, officers discovered drugs
and drug-related items. The trial court denied Olive's suppression motion, and Olive entered no-contest pleas
before appealing the suppression ruling.
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