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in amount ofequal publican amount to the assist-responsible parent
byso The created this clearpaid.” liabilityance financial statement

suit,the inmerely by delay commencingcannot be avoided division’s
anddelay prejudicialunless the is shown to be unreasonable.

Reversed and remanded.

All concurred.
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(David Peck,Arnold, S.generalP. senior assistantattorneyJohn
brief,A. onJeffrey Meyers, attorney, the andattorney general, and

Mr. for the State.Meyers orally),
(Jean-ClaudeAssociates, of ManchesterSakellarios &

orally), for the defendant.on the brief andSakellarios

Johnson, defendant, Kennison, convicted of vi-J. The Gina was
1990) of a controlled sub-(Supp. (possessionRSA 318-B:2olating

distribute) a trial infollowing Superiorwith intent to benchstance
J.). sentence,(Dalianis, appealsKennison her conviction andCourt

a promisefirst the trial court failed to enforce the Statearguing that
in her in formade a sentence case herprobationary exchangeto seek

Second, thecooperation. appeals Superior (Pappagianis,she Court’s
J.) her motion to found a searchsuppressdenial of evidence during

car,stop im-of her Because we conclude that the of Kennison’scar.
search, bysupportedthe was not reasonablemediately preceding

conviction,of weand therefore reversal her needsuspicion, requires
not the first argument.address defendant’s

stop, suppres-to automobile adduced at therelatingThe facts the
approximately p.m.At 3:00 on Octoberhearing,sion are as follows.
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13,1987, DepartmentJames Brackett of the Nashua PoliceSergeant
brother, Brackett,Alan of the Hudson PoliceCaptainhistelephoned

an anonymous telephone tip that the ser-Department, regarding
aconcerninghad about ten minutes earlier Gina Ken-receivedgeant

informant, sergeant, allegednison. The a male unknown to the that
marijuanaof in trunk of Kennison’spoundshe had seen four the car.

testified:BrackettSergeant

informed me that Gina Kennison had a blue“The caller Cad-
was 571860. The caller alsoplateillac and that number

Hampshirestated that she worked at New Precision Com-
in Nashua and thatProgresson 35 Avenue she’d bepany

inwork at 3:00 and back to her residence Hud-leaving going
there,son and from she would be deliveries of mari-making

juana.”

Brackett;Captainwas known to he had seen her asso-Kennison
1981, 1982, 1983,with users and sellers andciating drug during and

inhad conducted a arrest of seated a car indrug personshe once
Moreover, 1986,which she was the summer ofpassenger. duringa

Brackett received a a “confidential reliable inform-Captain tip from
Last,that sold Brackettmarijuana. Captainant” Kennison testified

inthe Police twoDepartment reportsthat Nashua issued the sum-
mer of 1986 “about a male that he hadcalling statingcaller observed

inmarijuanaofpounds Gina Kennison’s truck.”
Brackett,of theFollowing receipt tip by Sergeantrecounted above

Nashua inpolicethe confirmed that the described car was parked
Hampshire Company parkingthe New Precision lot and was regis-

to Kennison. At approximately p.m.,tered 3:00 undercover officers
aobserved woman enter the car and drive off. The officers attempted

car,to follow but lost it inthe traffic.
Captain Brackett was informed of these andhappenings began

surveillance of Kennison’s inhome Hudson. He watched as Kennison
arrived, car, hours,her andparked entered her house. For about two

Then,ofnothing consequence happened. at approximately p.m.,5:00
house, car,Kennison left her entered her and drove away. Captain

Brackett followed her three-quarters mile,for one-half to of a ob-
served no orsuspicious illegal activity, and her“pulled over.”

car,Upon Kennison’sapproaching BrackettCaptain informed her
that she had been stopped because he had probable cause to believe

transportingthat she was drugs.controlled He then asked her to
insign a consent form order to himgive permission to search her car.

Kennison bywas confused the consent form and asked Captain
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it. He told her thatsignif she did nothappenwhat wouldBrackett
the car and seek aimpoundto but he wouldgo,she would be free

stated, “Ithe consent form and knowsignedwarrant. Shesearch
in Brackett ar-Captaincar].”to find thereyou’re going [thewhat

four of mari-poundsfinding approximatelyKennison afterrested
injuana the trunk.

in court to the evi-suppressthe superiorKennison filed a motion
and the searchsubsequentthe search of her carduringdence found

arrest, was denied. On Ken-appeal,but the motionincident to her
stopbecause the andimproperthat the denial wasarguesnison

I,in of article 19 of the Newpartwere conducted violationsearch
Constitution, fourth amendment to the Unitedand theHampshire

(1)that the inves-disagrees, arguingThe StateStates Constitution.
bywas reasonablesupported suspi-of Kennison’s cartigative stop

(2)cion; ripened probableinto cause whensuspicionthe reasonable
(3)find;”stated, “I to the warrant-you’re goingknow whatKennison

because circum-proper exigentsearch of Kennison’s car wasless
(4)existed; exigentthat circumstancesassuming arguendostances

exist, search was because this courtpropernot the warrantlessdid
to the warrantexception” requirement;an “automobileadoptshould

(5) that the officers’ reasonable didassuming arguendo suspicionand
cause, properthe warrantless search wasripen probableintonot

voluntarilyand consentedknowingly, intelligently,Kennisonbecause
policewe hold that the lacked reasonable sus-to the search. Because

car, not address the remain-to Kennison’s we do State’sstoppicion
arguments.fouring

Hampshire may pro­held that the New ConstitutionWe have
more relative to search and seizureprotectionvide our citizens with

Ball, 226,124 231-­See State v. N.H.than the Federal Constitution.
(1983).350-51,32, 235, 347, 353 We elect to decide the case471 A.2d

232,See id. at 471 A.2d atus under our Statebefore Constitution.
(1991)843,Bertrand,351; v. 133 N.H. 587 A.2d 1219see also State

Constitution).under Federal(electing to decide case

to affirm in­recently opportunityhad the that certainWe
based onconstitutionally permissible, althougharevestigative stops

v. Pellicci, 523, 528-29,133 N.H.than cause. State 580probableless
(1990).710, An investigative stop passesA.2d 713 constitutional mus­

arrest,than anless intrusive and wheresubstantiallyter where it is
“on the basis ofstopthe a reason­the officer undertookinvestigating
committed,had was commit­suspicion personable that the detained

Moreover,Id. weor commit a crime ....”ting, requirewas about to
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which,to to and articulable factspoint specificofficer to “‘be ablethe
facts, reasonablyinferences from thosewith rationaltogethertaken

Brodeur, 411, 415,v. 126 N.H. 493Statewarrant intrusion.’”[the]
(1985) Ohio, 1, 211134, v. 392 U.S.(quoting TerryA.2d 1137-38

(1968)). every analysis involving investigative stopof anAt the heart
justifiedallegedlyinterest thatbalancing governmentalis a of “the

the on protectedthe extent of intrusion interests.”stop againstthe
Pellicci supra.

here,Where, to an investigative stopas the decision make
informant,received from an we exam­is based on information must

ine the officers’ reliance on and use of the informant’sinvestigating
Thus, informant,of thereliability credibilitywe examine the andtip.

Hazen, 196,v. 131knowledge,his or her basis of see State N.H.and
(1988)200, 77, in(examining support552 A.2d affidavit of search80

warrant), “totalitya final judgment accordingand then make to the
The factors used to the inform­of the circumstances.” Id. evaluate

and basis of are the samereliability, credibility, knowledgeant’s
or, here,with a of cause asquestion probablewhether we are faced

supportreasonable The of information needed tosuspicion. quantity
of course less than that forsuspicion required probablereasonable is

LaFave,1 and Seizure: Acause. See W. Search Treatise on
9.3(e), (1987), 9.3,§ §the Fourth Amendment at 474-86 at 73-78

1991).(Supp.
here,these factors to examine the atUsing tip issueinformant’s

requisitewe fail to find the level of facts and reasonable inferences
First,would justify investigative stop.that the the informant lacked

them,reliability. The officers testified that he was unknown to and
thus there was no “track record” of accurate to in-tips bolster the

3.3(b),§1allegations concerningformant’s Kennison. See LaFave at
Second,627-43. the informant’s basis of knowledge was minimally

merelyshown. He asserted that he had seen four pounds of mari-
car,injuana the trunk of Kennison’s explainand failed to hehow had

observation,been able to make such an or otherwise hissupport as-
3.3(d), Third,§1sertion. See LaFave at 659-69. the information

in car,contained the totip relative the defendant’s plate,license
of theplace employment, and time that the defendant’s workday

ceased is of a kind available toreadily many people. Moreover, the
informant’s that Kennison would workpredictions leave and homego
and then later out of suchgo were not character as to show that he
was specially privy itineraryto her or familiar with her affairs. See

(1990).White,Alabama v. 110 2412S. Ct.
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Fourth, anyunable to corroborate of the incrimi-policethe were
in the the corrobo-allegations tip; police merelycontainednating

mundane, available to co-workerseasilyrated innocent facts or
friends, to who wish to harass or embarrass an-persons mightor

3.3(f), Fifth,§1 investigatingother. See LaFave at 677-97. the offi-
suspicious incriminating activity duringcers observed no or their

Pellicci, 531,133 N.H. atsurveillance of Kennison. See 580 A.2d at
did not contain the wealth ofFinally, tip715. the informant’s inti-

detail for a that the wasnecessary finding tip “self-verifying.”mate
3.3(e),§1 provideSee LaFave at 670-76. The informant did not Ken-

address, the route shedescription,nison’s her home would take dur-
home, inher drive the time she would leave her home theing

or addresses of the she would see inevening, person(s)the names the
delivery.or her method ofevening, drug

White,us to the of Alabama v.urges apply holdingThe State 110
anonymousS. 2412. White held that a certain informant’s wastipCt.

sufficiently justify investigative stopreliable to an of an automobile.
at 2417. The informant had stated that the defendantId. would be

(theApartmentsfrom Terracedriving Lynwood dissenting235-C
home) specificindicates this was the defendant’s to a loca-opinion

tion, Motel,Dobey’s carrying an attaché case controlledcontaining
abilityId. at 2414. The focused on the “caller’s todrugs. pre-Court

behavior,” and concluded that therespondent’sdict informantfuture
had “a with affairs ....” Id. atspecial familiarity respondent’s 2417

in The observed that(emphasis original). only“[b]ecauseCourt a
people generally privysmall number of are to an individual’s itiner-

it is reasonable for to believe that a withary, police person access to
information is to also have access to reliablelikelysuch information

about that individual’s activities.” Id. at 2417. Such an obser-illegal
case,applyvation does not to the facts of this because this inform-

(1)predictions, goant’s two that Kennison would home after work
(2) inout somewhere sometime the arego evening, hardlyand re-

markable about future behavior.predictions

on the inanonymousthe officers’ reliance theViewing tip “to­
circumstances,” hold that the officerstality of the we lacked reason­

unjustifiablyable and therefore intrudedsuspicion upon Kennison’s
interests.privacyprotected

Brackett possessedWe note that the information concern­Captain
ing illegal 1981, 1982,with inpossible drugsKennison’s involvement

stale, Siemieniec, 405,368and 1983 was see v. Mich.People 118
(affidavit(1962) statingN.W.2d 430 policeof defendant was seen
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making illegal Septembersales of alcohol on 13 insufficient to sup­
17),search warrant issued on and in na­port September conclusory

(1982)ture, 261, 271, 1358, 1364Temple,see State v. 65 Haw. 650 P.2d
in(anonymous guncall had defendant’s cartelephone stating person

not for as it “failed to rise above the level of unsub­grounds stop,
such,conclusory hearsay”).stantiated and As it could not be used to

justify an investigative stop.

the Brackett the sum­Similarly, tips Captain duringreceived
1986, arrest,mer of at least fourteen months before Kennison’s could

support stopnot the at issue here. There was no evidence presented
during suppressionKennison’s trial or that these led tohearing tips

information,an arrest or the of useful or thatdiscovery policethe
inuphad set surveillance of Kennison 1986 to determine whether the

Moreover,intips were based fact. the failedtips to disclose specific
dates or of marijuana possession.instances Although the tips may
have stale,warranted further wereinvestigation, they too vague,

conclusoryand to amount suspicionto reasonable that Kennison
would be marijuana in the oftransporting trunk her car on October
13, Jaroma,1987. 423, 430, 1274,State v. 128 N.H. 514 A.2d 1278Cf.
(1986) (probable context); Cote, 514, 527,cause State v. 126 N.H. 493

(1985)1170, 1179A.2d (same); see supra; TempleSiemieniec supra.
conclusion,In we hold that the information tosupplied the police

in this case lacked the necessary reliability that givewould rise to a
suspicionreasonable justifying stopa of Kennison’s vehicle. See

Ohio,v.Terry 392 Accordingly,U.S. 1. the defendant’s motion to
suppress should have granted,been and we reverse her conviction.

Reversed.

Thayer, J., dissented; the others concurred.

Thayer, J., Idissenting:. Because disagree with the majority’s
statement of the law relative to reasonable suspicion and their appli-
cation of the law case,to the facts of this with the result that the
degree of police corroboration required satisfyto legalthe standard
of reasonable suspicion has been raised to a higher level than re-

law,quired by Iexisting respectfully dissent.
Since, in my opinion, the majority insufficiently state the holdings

cited,in the federal cases I find it necessary to agive brief overview
of the law of investigatory stops made on the basis of an informant’s

Thetip. SupremeUnited States in Williams,Court held v.Adams
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have(1972), may enoughinformant’s143, tipthat an147407 U.S.
Ohio, 1392Terry v. U.S.justify Terry stop,areliability toindicia of

to an arrest(1968), supportwould be insufficienttipthethougheven
213, (1983),Gates, thev. 462 U.S. 238In Illinoissearch warrant.or

appliedstandard to beof the circumstancestotalityaadoptedCourt
to establishinformant’s is sufficientwhether andetermining tipin

the two-prongedthe abandoneddoing,cause. In so Courtprobable
(1964),Texas, and v.Spinelli108 Unitedv. 378 U.S.Aguilartest of

ve-(1969), indicated that the informant’sStates, 410 but393 U.S.
importantwould remain asknowledgebasis ofreliability, andracity,

Gates, supraof cause.probablein the existencedeterminingfactors
White,in Alabama v.the has heldrecently,Most Courtat 238-39.

bycorroborated2412, (1990), anonymous tip,that an2417110 S. Ct.
towork, reliability pro-indicia ofhas sufficientindependent police

The inform-investigatory stop.make antosuspicionvide reasonable
inare also relevantknowledgebasis ofreliability, andveracity,ant’s

Id. at 2415.context.suspicionreasonablethe
appli-a of theonly portionus statein the case beforemajorityThe

of informationquantitydeclare thatthey “[t]helaw whencable
thatis of course less thansuspicionto reasonablesupportneeded

relative to reason-standardlegalcause.” Theprobableforrequired
of information. Thequalityfor a lesserable also allowssuspicion

is asuspicionstated thatclearly “[reasonablehasSupreme Court
in the senseonlycause notprobablestandard thandemandingless

with information that iscan be establishedsuspicionthat reasonable
to establish prob-in than that requireddifferent or contentquantity

cause, that reasonable can arisesuspicionin the senseable but also
than to showrequiredis less reliable thatfrom information that

added).White, at 2416supra (emphasisv.cause.” Alabamaprobable
act, based reasonableuponofficer can thereforeinvestigatingAn

inin and lessquantitythat is both lesson informationsuspicion,
reliable, for cause.i.e., required probablethan thatlessquality,

cause, can be tono line test establishedbrightwith probableAs
manyexists because of the fac-reasonable suspicionwhendetermine

law per-citizens and enforcementthat occur when ourtual variables
(1972)Williams, 143,407 U.S. 147v.interact. See Adamssonnel

situation”). has,The law(“[o]ne every caserule will not coversimple
which the factsvaryingwithinhowever, frameworkdeveloped legala

analysisto this isanalyzed. Centralmust beparticular caseof each
of informationthecorroborationpoliceindependentofdegreethe

McBride,See, v. 801United Statese.g.,an informant.byprovided
1986) number(8th license platecorroborated(policeF.2d 1045 Cir.
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and make of by anonymous tip;automobile indicated even carthough
located, later,four hours and forty-five eightminutes blocks from

by tip,location indicated sufficient reasonable suspicion estab­
(8thlished); (in­Childress, 1983)United States v. 721 F.2d 1148 Cir.

formant alerted topolice alleged drug bysales defendant at
address;particular police defendant,corroboration of ofidentity au­

driven, indicated,tomobile and atpresence address established suffi­
objectivecient facts to ajustify stop); White,United States v. 648

(D.C. 1981)F.2d 29 (anonymous tip concerningCir. drug transaction
time andgave place activity, vehicle;of described defendant and once

corroborated by police, supported Terry stop); Ojeda-Vinales v. Im­
(2ndService,migration 1975)& Naturalization 523 F.2d 286 Cir.

(anonymous thattip undocumented alien named Jose asworking me­
address,chanic at given once corroborated by agents, established

sufficient reasonable tosuspicion justify a stop); United States v.
(4thGorin, 1977),564 denied, (1978)F.2d 159 Cir. cert. 434 U.S. 1080

(anonymous telephone call that man at a particular bar had a gun,
supported a becausestop man was described with reasonable speci­
ficity owner);and the wastip confirmed the barby United States v.

(7thHernandez, 614,486 1973),F.2d 616-17 denied,Cir. cert. 415
(1974)U.S. 959 (anonymous tip, describing automobile by year,

model and license plate allegedly transporting Mexicans illegally
into country, supported stop when automobile located on road indi­
cated); (11thUnited 1983)States v. Aldridge, 719 F.2d 368 Cir.
(anonymous informant described suspect’s automobile at particular
location, car legitimately stopped one mile from site because details

corroborated).tipof
The United SupremeStates Court has recently addressed a situa-

tion similar in us,to that the case before involving an anonymous tip,
and sustained a onstop facts far less substantial than the ones here.
In White,Alabama 2412,v. 110 S. Ct. the police received an anony-
mous telephone tip theproviding information that a woman named
Vanessa White would apartmentleave in235-C the Lynwood Terrace
Apartments in abuilding Plymouthbrown station wagon with the

that,right taillight broken,lens she would go Dobey’s Motel,to and
that she inwould be possession of cocaine contained ainside brown
attaché case. Id. at 2414. The saw apolice car fitting the given de-
scription parked outside the 235 ofbuilding the Lynwood Terrace
Apartments, aobserved woman leave the withbuilding innothing

hands,her get into the car inand drive the direction of Dobey’s Mo-
tel. Id. policeThe stopped the car before it reached the motel. Id.
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verified,not andwoman wasname of thethe fact that theDespite
car, or the preciseof theownershipof thewas no checkthat there

destination, the Su-left, ultimateor offrom which sheapartment
anony-“thestopped,the woman wasthat whenCourt heldpreme

reasonableto furnishcorroboratedsufficientlyhad beentipmous
Id. at 2416.activity.”in criminalengagedthat was[she]suspicion
descriptionincluded theby policethecorroboratedThe information

“the most directtravellingcar wasand that theof the automobile
the officerAlthough policeat 2417.to the motel. Id.possible”route

the suspecttime whenparticularagavethat the informanttestified
was.indicate what that timehe did notthe apartment,would leave

that, the offi-concluded becausenonetheless2417. The CourtId. at
immediately after receiv-surveillancebuilding235 undercer theput

thereafter,” thislong“not tooemergeda womancall andtheing
the inform-bytime indicatedperiodwithin theoccurredmust have

ant. Id.
into the thepoliceinformation knownfar short of theThis falls

knowl-basis of the informant’sthat theus. We know herebeforecase
seen four poundsthat he hadallegedhebecausepersonalwasedge

The confirmedpoliceKennison’s car.in the trunk ofmarijuanaof
Kennison; in leftKennison facttobelongedcarthat: the described

leave;would Ken-informant said shethep.m.,work at 3:00 when
observed and per-where she washome, was predicted,nison went as

house,Brackett; then left her as thesheidentifiedsonally by Captain
ina short distance theshe travelledinformant also andpredicted;

these factsstopped.was Based ondescribed automobile before she
alone, greater thanpolice significantlythe isbythe corroboration

inthat Alabama v. White.
in v.Alabamaconclude, languagebased on themajorityThe
of the defend-White, predictionsthe informant madethat because

remarkable,” the fact that“hardlywereant’s future behavior that
on the issue ofno whatsoeverbearingmade hasthe werepredictions

however,White, be-merely distinguishesinThereliability.his Court
it existed atpredictcould becauseanyoneinformation whichtween

recitingcar ordescribing particularaexamplefortip,the time of the
number, “general public”information which theanda license plate

it had not takenknowing yet place.of becausewayhave nowould
White, at 2417. There is no additional require-110 S. Ct.v.Alabama

Abe “remarkable.”prediction predic-oftypethis latterment that
actually predictedoccurs as iswhichfuture behaviortion of

sufficient.
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the informant’sfact that becausemuch of themakemajorityThe
laterhome andgoleave work andwouldKennisonthatpredictions

co-workersavailable to“mundane, easilyfactsinnocentwerego out
in­particularthat thisnot indicatefriends,” didpredictionssuchor

However, are not knownthese factsinside information.hadformant
Court refersare the the Whitetypebut rathergeneral publicto the

with thefamiliarity”having “specialthose aknown tobeingto as
re­on the issue ofto be consideredindividual, is an elementwhich

in the class ofwould becertainlyand friendsliability. Co-workers
Further­with the affairs.familiarity suspect’sspecialahavingthose

an informant’scorroboratingthat the detailsmore, “it is immaterial
activityillegalinnocent conduct as withwithare as consistenttip

making investigatoryis between limitedpolicefor. . . choice[T]he
McBride, F.2d801States v.tips.”citizen Unitedignoringandstops

omitted).(citations stops1045, upheldNumerous courts have1047
in­ofobservationbycorroboratedby anonymous tipsjustified only

(6thAndrews, 563See, 600 F.2dStates v.e.g., Unitednocent details.
(9thSierra-Hernandez, F.2d 7605811979); v.StatesCir. United

Jones,v. 599(1978); StatesCir.), denied, 936 Unitedcert. 439 U.S.
(4thGorin,(9th 564 F.2d 1591979); v.United StatesF.2d 1058 Cir.

(1978).denied,1977), 1080cert. U.S.Cir. 434
us,that, in before thethe caseHowever, in the factaddition to

knowledge and that informa­on personalinformant’s was basedtip
corroborated, suspect’stheincludingin wastipthetion contained

behavior, prioron the thatacting knowledgewerepolicefuture the
hadmarijuanathatpolice departmentmade to thehad beenreports

truck, to as­in Kennison’s that Kennison was knownbeen observed
sellers, and one of the officers had per­users anddrugsociate with

ofhad been at a arrestpresent drugthat sheknowledgesonal
majority rejectin in which she was a Thepassenger.a carpersons

that it was stale.groundthis information on thethe ofsignificance
informa­analysis,true under a cause themay probableWhile that be

suspi­in whether the lesser reasonabledeterminingtion is relevant
information, in totalitythe of thestandard was met. This viewedcion

in police experience, providedand of the officers’lightcircumstances
oftype“the reasonable conclusion that someenough supportfacts to

taking place place.”or about to takeactivity [was]criminal [was]
(Md. 1987).803,State, 527 A.2d 805 App.Millwood v.

cor­knowledge independent policeof the informant andFirsthand
in legalfactors thespecifics tiproboration the of the are criticalof

informant wasframework determining anonymousfor whether an
the See Ala­justify stop.honest and toenough enoughwell-informed
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us,In suchsupra.bama v. White cases as the one before the proper
if not,focus to determine there exists reasonable suspicion sug­is as

Pellicci,ingested by majority citingthe State v. on in­whether the
just cause, but,formant’s fallstip establishingshort of probable

rather, it in“completelyon whether is indicialacking reliability.”of
Williams, 407 atU.S. 147.

Constitution,Under our State this court has accepted the holding
Ohio, Brodeur, 411,in v.Terry see State v. 126 N.H. 493 A.2d 1134

(1985), apply totalityand we the of the inanalysiscircumstances
determining validity supplied bythe of information an informant.

Carroll, 179, 186, 69, (1988);State v. 131 N.H.See 552 A.2d 74 State
(1988).Hazen, 196, 77,200,v. 131 N.H. 552 A.2d 79 In State v. Par­

ker, 525, 529, 809, (1985),127 N.H. 503 A.2d 811 this court specifi­
cally law,that State and federalrecognized constitutional with
regard to are identical.investigative stops, The defendant here did

argue, issue,not nor do the majority analyzediscuss or the that the
result should be different under the New Hampshire Constitution.

Because there was independent police corroboration of those as-
pects of the tip capable objective corroboration,informant’s of and
the informant indicated a basis of inpersonal knowledge, the facts
this case indicate that there were sufficient indicia of toreliability
the informant’s totip justify investigatorythe ofstop the defend-

would, therefore,Iant’s car. affirm the trial court’s finding that the
stop supported bywas reasonable suspicion.

After oralconsidering argument, appropriate pleadings, and the
trial court’s order relative to defendant’s allegations that a promise

bymade the State in inregarding leniency sentencing exchange for
cooperationher was breached and that policethe search of her vehi-

cle otherwise rights,violated her constitutional I could not find that
the trial court erred in ruling.its IAccordingly, would affirm the
conviction.


