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THE COURT: Okay. All right. I'm not going to

1
2 | suppress the evidence.
3  The testimony that's been presented to the Court on
‘4 this particular issue does indicate to the Court that the-
5 |officer when he.went to the residence was.responding to the
6 | call that had been made about this 1icense tag had been.
7 | stolen. | | _ | |
8 Hé -- you know, very -- to the defendant's detriment,
9 thfs was the same officer that had actually seen the car,
10 physica11y‘seen the car, before close to the bank robbéry;
11 And you can't -- you can't take that out of the
12 officer's mind. He's the one responding to the fepdrt of
13 | the stolen tag, was the same officer that had seen the car
14 | earlier. So he was going out there as part of his job in
: 15 | that invéstigation. |
16 Sure. He was aware that there'd been a bank robbery
17 because he'd been out thefe'before he réceived the other
18 | reports.

I agree with the state that I think it was good police
work by the Officer'in the way that he handled it. If
there wasn't -- the Fourth Améndhént stems around an
invasion of privacy, expéctations of privacy.

I think if -- I'm not saying'there'wasn;t -- that

————

privacy was violated. But if it was, it was done just in a

very minimal way by the police officer.
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vou know, the car was in plain view from the road. He
could identify it being the same car. Anything that he
examined in the car was not something that was an invasion

of privacy, I think, as contemplated by the -- by the

'Fourth Amendment to the point that it would need to be

excluded. So I'm not going to grant‘the»present motion.

A1l right. Lawyers approach for a moment:

(Bench conference held off the record.)

THE COURT: We are going to stép down for a few
moments.

(whereupoh, a recess was taken.)

THE COURT: Wwe'l1l go back on tHe record.

Thé Court has been made aware that discussions on
resolving the case have been taking place. The Court is
not familiar with any great detail of what you've been
ta]king about, but I believe that we've reached the point
that, you know, getting ready-for‘tr1a1s and bringing
people in énd'getting prepared becomes a faCtor, and in the
negotiations and in the discussions. So I believe that the'
solicitor is going to place something on the retord,

MR. BARNETTE: Yes, sir, Your Honor.

~ Your Honor, we had talked about negotiations before,

and the defendant rejected those negotiations.

I have talked to my folks, the victims, as well as the

Taw enforcement.that's present here. And, Tike I said, we

80




Grenvine Teoth <Ddanner H3H5.6S |
Kiland Corrwﬁom\ MSU-’Q ‘ | LOWHBLS S’:EQC
“3UY Broad River R4 : POAM PR PMAL
Colembia, 5¢ 2920 | | |

ok Caclina Courct of fpeals
| 1220 Sercte St. |
Combinsc 29200 REBCEIVE)
| JAN 22 2999
- SCCourt of Appeals

smzoi-zrasss s gl e

T N I . " DTN g L T S Y TR B Y



