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SUMMARY

The court grants summary judgment to six Illinois State Police troopers in a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action
arising from a traffic-stop search of Robert Gross’s vehicle. The court holds that the canine sniff was
supported by reasonable suspicion and that the canine alert supplied probable cause for the vehicle
search. It further applies the collective knowledge doctrine to several assisting officers and grants
summary judgment to two officers who did not participate in the search.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging that Illinois State
Police troopers violated the Fourth Amendment by unlawfully
prolonging a traffic stop, conducting a canine sniff, and searching his
vehicle. Defendants moved for summary judgment.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter
of law. The court draws reasonable inferences in favor of the
nonmoving party, but the nonmoving party must identify specific
admissible evidence showing a genuine dispute fit for trial.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; memorandum opinion and order from a federal district
court
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Tyler Rybczyk, Donald Furhop, Matthew Giamanco
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether defendants unlawfully prolonged the traffic stop to conduct a canine sniff without independent
reasonable suspicion.

2. Whether the canine alert supplied probable cause to search Gross's vehicle without consent or a warrant.

3. Whether the collective knowledge doctrine permitted Giamanco, Rybczyk, and Schoen to rely on
Martinez's reasonable suspicion and probable cause.

4. Whether Ehlers and Furhop could be liable where the undisputed evidence showed that they did not
participate in the search.

HOLDINGS

1. An officer may prolong a traffic stop to conduct an unrelated canine sweep only when the officer has
independent reasonable suspicion that criminal activity is afoot. The court rejected the argument that a
canine sniff is permissible merely because the additional detention is de minimis.

2. Martinez had particularized and objective reasonable suspicion sufficient to prolong the traffic stop and
conduct the canine sweep.

3. The trained narcotics-detection canine's alert from a lawful roadside position supplied probable cause to
search Gross's vehicle without consent or a warrant.

4. The collective knowledge doctrine permitted Giamanco, Rybczyk, and Schoen to rely on Martinez's
reasonable suspicion and probable cause, even without proof of express communication of every
underlying fact.

5. Summary judgment was proper for Ehlers and Furhop because the undisputed record showed that Ehlers
did not participate in the search and Furhop arrived after Gross left, and Gross presented no contrary
admissible evidence.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A traffic stop may become unlawful if it is extended “beyond the time reasonably required to complete the
mission” of the stop.”

“The correct inquiry here is whether there was an independent basis to prolong the stop and conduct the
canine sweep.”



“Taken together, the factors Sgt. Martinez observed gave rise to an objectively reasonable suspicion that
justified prolonging the traffic stop and deploying the canine.”

“Based on these undisputed facts and the sui generis nature of this canine alert, Sgt. Martinez had probable
cause to search Plaintiff’s vehicle.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Illinois State Police Sgt. Chad Martinez stopped Robert Gross's vehicle after observing apparent speeding and an
improper lane change. During the stop, Martinez observed circumstances he considered suspicious, including a
one-way rental from Colorado to Michigan, dogs in the vehicle, a tarp attached to the front headrests, travel at
night along I-80, nervousness and apparent inconsistencies, and a lack of skiing equipment. Martinez conducted
a canine sweep, the dog alerted near the trunk, and a subsequent search uncovered handguns, ammunition, and
cannabis plant material. Other troopers assisted at the scene, while Ehlers allegedly did not participate in the
search and Furhop arrived after Gross had left.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The case was before the Northern District of Illinois on defendants' motion for summary judgment. The court
concluded that the traffic stop was lawfully prolonged based on reasonable suspicion, that the canine alert
supplied probable cause for the vehicle search, that the collective knowledge doctrine applied to assisting
officers, and that two defendants had no evidence of participation in the alleged violation. The court granted
summary judgment for all defendants.
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