
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 

           v. 
 
DWAYNE LYNCH, 

 Defendant. 

 CRIMINAL ACTION 
 NO. 17-0246 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
PAPPERT, J.                    September 29, 2017 

Dwayne Lynch has been charged with possession with intent to distribute a 

substance containing heroin in violation of 21 U.S.C. § 841(a)(1) and (b)(1)(C); 

possession of a firearm in furtherance of a drug trafficking crime in violation of 18 

U.S.C. § 924(c)(1); and possession of a firearm by a convicted felon in violation of 18 

U.S.C. § 922(g)(1).  The drugs and weapon were seized after searches conducted 

pursuant to a purported investigatory stop of the car Lynch was driving.  He moves to 

suppress all evidence discovered in those searches, contending that the police officer 

who stopped his car lacked reasonable suspicion to do so.  The Court held an 

evidentiary hearing and oral argument on September 20, 2017 and grants the Motion 

for the reasons set forth below. 

I. 

On March 21, 2016, Bristol Borough, Bucks County Police Officer Elifa Soto was 

working a normal 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. patrol shift.  He was in full uniform in a 

marked police car patrolling Sector 1 of Bristol Borough.  (Hr’g Tr. Vol. 1 at 24.)     
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Officer Soto has been a law enforcement officer for 16 years.  (Id. at 14–15.)  In 

addition to his duties as a patrol officer, he is a member of the Narcotics and State 

Accident Inspection Units.  (Id. at 15.)  Soto explained that over the course of his 

career, he has been involved in at least 100 narcotics investigations, worked on 

approximately 50 controlled buys, and conducted approximately 15 controlled buys 

himself in an undercover capacity.  (Id. at 16–17, 21.)  He has been involved in at least 

50 car stops involving arrests for narcotics violations.  (Id. at 41.)      

Bristol Borough is approximately 1.2 square miles with a population of about 

10,000.  It is divided into two sectors.  (Hr’g Tr. Vol. 1 at 18.)  Sector 1 is known to 

Officer Soto as a high-crime area.  (Id. at 19.)  Officer Soto testified that there have 

been numerous robberies and drug transactions in Sector 1.  (Id. at 19–20.)  There is a 

convenience store located at the corner of Otter and Bath Streets known for its drug 

activity.  (Id. at 23.)  A gang-related homicide occurred on Bath Street, just north of 

Otter, about one month prior to the events in this case.  (Id.)   Further, Officer Soto has 

executed several search warrants near the intersection of Otter and Bath.  (Id.)  It was 

in this area, as Soto was driving east on Otter towards Bath, where he saw a man lean 

into the open window of a car and engage in what Soto suspected to be a hand-to-hand 

drug transaction at approximately 5:00 p.m.  (Id. at 25–29.) 

 Two videos were introduced into evidence at the suppression hearing.  The first 

was Government’s Exhibit 1 (also marked as Defendant’s Exhibit 19), which is a forty-

one second video clip that captures the alleged hand-to-hand transaction observed by 

Officer Soto.  (See Gov’ts Ex. 1; Def’s Ex. 19.)  Soto took the video using his cell phone of 
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footage from a business’s surveillance camera.1  (Hr’g Tr. Vol. 1 at 93–95.)  Otter is 

primarily a residential street, although a few businesses are located along the block.  

(Id. at 96.)  The camera was located on the south side of Otter, facing north.  The second 

video, Defendant’s Exhibit 21, depicts, from the perspective of a car’s driver, the route 

taken by Officer Soto as he subsequently followed, and later stopped, Lynch’s car.  (See 

Def’s Ex. 21.)  The Court has watched each video several times.  Some of what is shown 

corroborates aspects of the Officer’s account of what happened that day.  Overall, 

however, the videos adversely impact the credibility of the Officer’s explanation of what 

he did and why.   

Government’s Exhibit 1 shows a small, red compact car, later known to be driven 

by Lynch, pull out of a lot on the north side of Otter street and pull over on the south 

side of Otter (Gov’ts Ex. 1; see also Gov’ts Ex. 7.)  Officer Soto testified that the red car 

came from an empty funeral home parking lot and then idled on the south side of Otter 

in front of an auto repair shop.  (Hr’g Tr. Vol. 1 at 25–26, 29.)  A white male, later 

identified as L.P., who is seen entering the video frame on the south side of Otter from 

the direction of Bath Street, approaches the car’s front passenger side.  (Gov’ts Ex. 1; 

Hr’g Tr. Vol. 1 at 27.)   

L.P. briefly leans into the open passenger side window, while either placing his 

right hand momentarily on the window ledge or inside the window.  L.P. then gets into 

the car through the back passenger side door as Soto’s patrol car approaches at a 

noticeably reduced speed.  (Gov’ts Ex. 1.)  The video is inconclusive as to what L.P. 

                                                           
1   Officer Soto testified that he went to the business on Otter Street to retrieve the video.  (Hr’g Tr. Vol. 1 at 

94.)  He did not explain why he then filmed the video as opposed to retrieving it directly but he did say that a 
Bucks County detective attempted to retrieve the video later that evening but the appropriate equipment was 
inaccessible.  (Id. at 95.) 
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actually does with his hands: the passenger side rearview mirror obstructs the view of 

L.P.’s right hand and L.P.’s body obstructs the view of his left.  The video does not show 

whether L.P. had anything in his hand before or after it apparently enters the car, nor 

does the video show whether L.P.’s hand met with anyone else’s in any sort of apparent 

transaction or exchange.  Officer Soto’s patrol car then passes Lynch’s car and drives 

out of view. (Gov’ts Ex. 1.)   

  Officer Soto testified that after he passed the red car, he pulled approximately 

fifty feet in front of it with the intention of effectuating an investigatory car stop.2  (Hr’g 

Tr. Vol. 1 at 103.)  Soto did not activate his lights or siren, nor give any other indication 

that he intended to effectuate a car stop or wanted Lynch’s car to remain stopped.  (Id. 

at 104.)  Approximately ten seconds after Soto’s car passes by, the red car pulls away at 

a normal speed, in the same direction as Officer Soto and out of view of the video 

camera.  The video footage of the relevant events ends there.  (Gov’ts Ex. 1.)   

According to Soto, Lynch’s car passed his and he began to follow it.  Lynch 

stopped at the stop sign on the corner of Otter, Bath and Mill Streets and then turned 

right onto Mill.  (Hr’g Tr. Vol. 1 at 37; see also Gov’t Ex. 7.)  Lynch turned right onto 

Old Route 13 after driving a short distance on Mill.  (Hr’g Tr. Vol. 1 at 37.)  Officer Soto 

continued to follow the car for approximately sixty seconds before turning on his lights 

and siren.  (See Def’s Ex. 21; see also Gov’ts Ex. 7 (indicating that Officer Soto pursued 

                                                           
2   At the suppression hearing, defense counsel argued that Officer Soto had enough room to pull in behind the 

red car if he in fact intended to effectuate a car stop.  (See Hr’g Tr. Vol. 1 at 103–04; 117–18.)  Counsel’s point 
is not material to the Court’s analysis.  The video shows that at the point Officer Soto slowed down, he was 
close enough in proximity to Lynch’s car that it would have been difficult to pull in behind Lynch and it was 
reasonable for Officer Soto to pull over in front of Lynch’s car, whether or not there was enough space for him 
to pull in behind Lynch.  
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the red car for approximately 1,000 feet).)3  Lynch promptly pulled over.  (Hr’g Tr. Vol. 

1 at 123).  He did not speed or disobey any traffic laws while being followed.  Further, 

while following Lynch, Soto ran the car’s license plate and learned that the car was 

properly registered and not reported as stolen.  (Id. at 119–120.)  At some point, Officer 

Soto heard over the radio that another officer was on his way to his location to provide 

backup.  (See id. at 44; Hr’g Tr. Vol. 2 at 4.)   

Soto testified that immediately after pulling the car over, he saw L.P. remove a 

bandana from his head, lean forward, and then lean back.  (Hr’g Tr. Vol. 1 at 39.)  

Without waiting for backup to arrive, Soto approached the car’s front driver side 

window.  (Id. at 124.)  He testified that as soon as he approached the window, he 

smelled a “strong odor of marijuana.”  He also testified that the first thing Lynch said 

to him was that he (Lynch) was mixed martial arts (“MMA”) certified, to which Soto 

responded, “Okay.”  (Id. at 41–42.)  Shortly thereafter, as a result of the “marijuana and 

stuff,” Soto asked the car’s occupants to get out of the car one at a time.  (Id. at 43.)  

Officer Soto opened the front driver’s side car door and ordered Lynch to step to the 

back of the car, which he did.  (Id. at 44.)   

Officer Lawrence Hardy, a fellow Bristol Borough patrol officer, was also 

working a normal patrol shift that day and was called to provide Officer Soto with 

backup for the traffic stop.  (Hr’g Tr. Vol. 2 at 4.)  Officer Hardy testified at the hearing 

and the Court found his testimony credible.  Officer Soto testified that Hardy got there 

not more than ten seconds after Soto approached the red car.  (Hr’g Tr. Vol. 1 at 44.)  As 

Hardy pulled up, he observed Soto speaking with Lynch.  Hardy watched Lynch get out 

                                                           
3   Defendant’s Exhibit 21 shows the path that the red car and Officer Soto would have taken before the car 

stop was effectuated.  The accuracy of the video was not disputed at the hearing.   
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of the car as Hardy approached Officer Soto’s car.  (Hr’g Tr. Vol. 2 at 5.)  Officer Hardy 

testified that he did not smell anything despite the fact that he was standing only a 

couple of feet away from the car on the driver’s side.  (Id. at 14.) 

When Lynch stepped out of the car, Soto saw two clear baggies on the driver’s 

seat that he believed to contain drugs.  At that point, he decided to arrest Lynch.  (Hr’g 

Tr. Vol. 1 at 45.)  Soto gave an arrest signal to Hardy, who then handcuffed and 

searched Lynch, discovering additional drugs and cash.  (Hr’g Tr. Vol. 2 at 7–8.)  More 

drugs were found in the car at the scene.  (Hr’g Tr. Vol. 1 at 49, 51.)  Lynch’s car was 

subsequently impounded and searched pursuant to Bristol Borough’s standard 

inventory search policy.  (Hr’g Tr. Vol. 1 at 62; see also ECF No. 11, Ex. A.)  In the 

course of conducting the inventory search, Soto also found a sawed-off shotgun in a 

black duffle bag in the rear hatchback of Lynch’s vehicle.  (Id. at 66.)     

II. 

The Fourth Amendment to the United States Constitution prohibits 

“unreasonable searches and seizures,” U.S. Const. amend. IV, including unreasonable 

investigatory stops of persons or vehicles.  United States v. Cortez, 449 U.S. 411, 417 

(1981).  Brief investigatory stops are permissible if supported by “reasonable suspicion 

to believe that criminal activity ‘may be afoot.’”  United States v. Arvizu, 534 U.S. 266, 

273 (2002) (quoting United States v. Sokolow, 490 U.S. 1, 7 (1989) (quoting Terry v. 

Ohio, 392 U.S. 1, 9 (1968))); see also United States v. Mathurin, 561 F.3d 170, 174 (3d. 

Cir. 2009) (“[A]n officer may conduct an investigatory stop of a moving vehicle if he has 

reasonable suspicion that its passengers are engaged in criminal activity.”).   



7 
 

Reasonable suspicion requires more than an “inchoate and unparticularized 

suspicion or ‘hunch’”—“the police officer must be able to point to specific and articulable 

facts which, taken together with rational inference from those facts, reasonably 

warrant that intrusion.”  Terry, 392 U.S. at 21, 27; see also Cortez, 449 U.S. at 417 (“An 

investigatory stop must be justified by some objective manifestation that the person 

stopped is, or is about to be, engaged in criminal activity.”).  Reasonable suspicion is a 

“‘less demanding standard than probable cause,’” United States v. Delfin–Colina, 464 

F.3d 392, 396 (3d Cir. 2006) (quoting Illinois v. Wardlow, 528 U.S. 119, 123 (2000)), 

requiring “only a ‘minimal level of objective justification,’” Delfin–Colina, 464 F.3d at 

396 (quoting Sokolow, 490 U.S. at 7).  

Courts must consider “the totality of the circumstances—the whole picture” 

when assessing whether investigatory stops are reasonable.  Cortez, 449 U.S. at 417; see 

also United States v. Brown, 448 F.3d 239, 247 (3d Cir. 2006) (quoting Arvizu, 534 U.S. 

at 274) (“[O]ur ultimate determination of reasonable suspicion requires us to consider 

[the facts] not ‘in isolation from each other,’ but . . . as part of the ‘totality of the 

circumstances.’”).  Officers are thus enabled “‘to draw on their own experience and 

specialized training to make inferences from and deductions about the cumulative 

information available to them that might elude an untrained person.’”  United States v. 

Thompson, 772 F.3d 752, 758 (3d Cir. 2014) (quoting Arvizu, 534 U.S. at 273 (quoting 

Cortez, 449 U.S. at 417–18)).  Factors officers may consider pertinent include “whether 

the area is a high-crime area, a suspect's ‘nervous, evasive behavior,’ and flight from 

police officers.”  United States v. Whitfield, 634 F.3d 741, 744 (3d Cir. 2010) (quoting 

Wardlow, 528 U.S. at 124).   
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It is not necessary that “the suspect actually have done or is doing anything 

illegal; reasonable suspicion may be ‘based on acts capable of innocent explanation,’” 

Whitfield, 634 F.3d at 744 (quoting United States v. Valentine, 232 F.3d 350, 356 (3d 

Cir. 2000)), but when considered together suggest that criminal activity may be afoot.  

Sokolow, 490 U.S. at 10 (“’[T]he relevant inquiry is not whether particular conduct is 

“innocent” or “guilty,” but the degree of suspicion that attaches to particular types of 

noncriminal acts.’”) (quoting Illinois v. Gates, 462 U.S. 213, 243–44 n. 13 (1983)).  

However, “to rise to a reasonable suspicion, the[] factors combined must ‘eliminate a 

substantial portion of innocent travelers’ or describe ‘behavior in which few innocent 

people would engage.’”  Mathurin, 561 F.3d at 178 (quoting Karnes v. Skrutski, 62 F.3d 

485, 493 (3d Cir. 1995), abrogated on other grounds).   

Once the defendant establishes a basis for a suppression motion, the government 

bears the burden of showing by a preponderance of the evidence that the stop was 

reasonable.  United States v. Johnson, 63 F.3d 242, 245 (3d Cir. 1995); see also United 

States v. Burton, 193 F.R.D. 232, 237 (E.D. Pa. Feb. 25, 2000), aff'd on other grounds, 

288 F.3d 91 (3d Cir. 2002) (citing United States v. Matlock, 415 U.S. 164, 178, n. 14 

(1974)).  If the court finds a stop or search unreasonable, all evidence obtained 

therefrom must be suppressed.  United States v. Johnson, 592 F.3d 442, 447 (3d Cir. 

2010) (citing Brown, 448 F.3d at 244 (citing Wong Sun v. United States, 371 U.S. 471, 

487–88 (1963))). 
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III. 

A.  

The evidence fails to show under the totality of the circumstances that Officer 

Soto’s investigatory stop was based on a reasonable suspicion that criminal activity was 

taking place.  The officer watched a car pull out of a parking lot and pull up to a 

pedestrian.  The pedestrian briefly leaned into the front passenger side window, 

perhaps momentarily placing his hand inside the window, and then entered the car 

through the back passenger side door.  Shortly after Officer Soto drove by, the car 

pulled away at a normal speed and in the direction of the police officer.  (Gov’t Ex. 1.)  

This may very well have happened in a high-crime area.  However, there is nothing 

inherently suspect about a meeting between a pedestrian and people in a car in which 

the pedestrian greets those people, enters the car, and the car drives away.  That 

conduct is not, as Mathurin requires, behavior in which few innocent people would 

engage.  Moreover, “people should be able to greet one another by shaking hands or ‘fist 

bumps’” and drive off together “without being stopped [and] seized by the police.”  

Whitfield, 634 F.3d at 745; see also Brown v. Texas, 443 U.S. 47, 52 (1979) (finding that 

seizure was not supported by reasonable suspicion because two people walking away 

from each other in an alley in a high-crime area was “no different from the activity of 

other pedestrians in that neighborhood”).   

While reasonable suspicion can be based on entirely innocent conduct, the law is 

clear that the conduct, when considered all together, must contain specific and 

particularized facts suggestive of criminality that move the conduct beyond scenarios in 

which innocent people would engage.  See United States v. Davis, 726 U.S. 434, 440 (3d 
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Cir. 2013) (upholding finding of reasonable suspicion where officers observed an 

apparent exchange between two men seated in the front of a car, shocked expressions 

upon noticing the police, tossing motions into the back of the car, and rapid departure 

from the car in which one suspect left the car door open); Whitfield, 634 F.3d at 745–46 

(upholding finding of reasonable suspicion where officers witnessed a closed fist hand-

to-hand exchange, the suspects moved away from each other in apparent response to 

police, and one of the suspects put his hand in his pocket and then refused to stop or 

remove his hand from his pocket).   

B.  

The Government cites several factors it believes combined to give Officer Soto 

reasonable suspicion that he observed criminal conduct.  First, Soto believed the 

conduct at the passenger side window to be a hand-to-hand drug transaction.  He did 

not, however, see a transfer of drugs or money, or any sort of exchange and did not see 

anything the person sitting in the car’s front passenger seat did or did not do.  (Hr’g Tr. 

Vol. 1 at 102–03.)  In fact, Government’s Exhibit 1 shows that it would have been 

extremely difficult, if not impossible, for Officer Soto to see what L.P. was doing with 

his hands from Soto’s vantage point.  Officer Soto was traveling east on Otter Street.  

Lynch’s car was pulled over on the south side of Otter Street to his right.  Soto’s view 

was likely obstructed by his own patrol car, the red car itself and the two people sitting 

in the car’s front seats.   

Further, the video itself, taken from a business on the south side of Otter and an 

angle opposite that of Officer Soto’s view, does not show an actual exchange or apparent 

transaction taking place.  Unlike in Davis, where two individuals who had been seated 



11 
 

in a car “reached toward each other with body motions that were consistent with an 

exchange of narcotics,” 726 F.3d at 437, and Whitfield, where the officer observed a 

“closed fist hand-to-hand exchange,” 634 F.3d at 744, all that is visible from the video is 

that L.P. arguably placed his hand on or just inside the passenger side window before 

getting into the car.  That fact alone, even if clearly observed, is not sufficiently 

particularized to lead a reasonable officer to conclude that a hand-to-hand drug 

transaction took place.     

  Second, Officer Soto testified (1) that the red car pulled out of an empty funeral 

home parking lot and that he believed the funeral home was closed based on 

observations from his patrols earlier that day, (Hr’g Tr. Vol. 1 at 25–26, 137), and (2) 

that L.P. was walking “from the direction” of a halfway house located on the southwest 

corner of Otter and Bath and that it was “possible” that L.P. was coming from the 

house, (Hr’g Tr. Vol. 1 at 26–27, 99–100).  None of these facts, if true, are particularly 

probative.  First of all, neither the hour nor the fact that the lot was otherwise empty is 

enough to move this from a case with a mere hunch to one with reasonable suspicion.  

Second, there was no evidence that the halfway house was anything other than a 

contributing factor to the assessment of the location as a high-crime area.  Officer Soto 

merely testified that L.P. was walking “from the direction” of the halfway house.  No 

facts were provided, such as proximity to or association with the halfway house, from 

which an objective officer could reasonably infer that L.P. was coming from the halfway 

house.  Although there is only one other building east of the auto repair shop on the 

south side of Otter Street, Defendant’s Exhibit 21 reveals several residences and 
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businesses from which L.P. could have been walking, including, but not limited to, The 

Bucks County District Court.  (See Def’s Ex. 21; Hr’g Tr. Vol. 1 at 92.)   

Third, the Government relies on what it terms L.P. and Lynch’s “evasive” 

conduct.  In a supplemental response filed after the suppression hearing, the 

Government argues that Lynch suddenly departed the scene “after the pedestrian’s 

spontaneous flight into the vehicle.”  (ECF No. 19.)  The Government argues that “the 

pedestrian quickly jumps up from his position at the passenger window and then oddly 

and suspiciously jumps into the back seat” of Lynch’s car.  (Id.)  That description does 

not square with the video evidence.  While L.P. appears to be looking toward Soto’s car, 

he does not “oddly” or “suspiciously” “jump” into the car driven by Lynch.  He opens the 

rear door and gets in the car.  With respect to Lynch, the video shows ten seconds 

elapsing before he pulls away from the curb at a normal speed.  Lynch does not speed 

away or turn around to drive in the opposite direction; he pulls out onto Otter Street in 

a normal manner and drives right past Officer Soto.  Flight or evasiveness in the 

ordinary sense would entail running, speeding, or retreating in the opposite direction of 

the police, none of which occurred in this case.  See, e.g., Wardlow, 528 U.S. at 124–25 

(finding evasive conduct where defendant erupted into “headlong flight” upon seeing 

police officers by running through alley and gangway before being apprehended); 

United States v. Garvin, 548 F. App'x 757, 758, 760–61 (3d Cir. 2013) (finding evasive 

conduct where pedestrian with dog abruptly changed directions after seeing marked 

police car and, when police car idled beside him, sought entry into a house that was not 

his own); Johnson v. Campbell, 332 F.3d 199, 203 (3d Cir. 2003) (finding evasive 

conduct where individual neglected to obey officer’s command to roll down his window).    
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C. 

Officer Soto’s account of why he pulled in front of Lynch and what happened 

after Lynch pulled away from the curb is not credible and raises more questions than it 

answers about the constitutionality of the eventual stop.  Soto testified that when he 

pulled over fifty feet in front of the car driven by Lynch, he did so with the intent of 

effectuating an investigatory stop.  Nothing the officer did, however, is consistent with 

such a purpose.  He never activated his lights or siren, nor signaled to Lynch in any 

other way that he wanted Lynch to remain put.  (Hr’g Tr. Vol. 1 at 104.)  When Lynch 

pulled away from the curb and drove past him, Soto never did anything to indicate that 

he had an interest in stopping the car.  He merely pulled in behind Lynch and began 

following him.   

On cross-examination, Soto testified that although he intended to stop Lynch’s 

car, he did not do so at that time because it was “rush hour” at a busy intersection and 

he wanted to wait for a safer location.  (Hr’g Tr. Vol. 1 at 114.)  The evidence, again 

primarily Government’s Exhibit 1, does not support that explanation.  Otter Street is 

principally a residential street with a speed limit of 25 miles per hour.  (Hr’g Tr. Vol. 1 

at 96.)  In the entire forty-one second video of the alleged transaction, L.P. getting into 

the car, and the Lynch pulling away, only five other cars are seen on Otter Street: three 

traveling west and two traveling east.  (Gov’ts Ex. 1.)  Officer Soto pulled Lynch’s car 

over at 401 Old Route 13 in what appears to be a commercial parking lot, (Hr’g Tr. Vol. 

1 at 115; Gov’ts Ex. 1), approximately 700 feet from the outer bounds of Bristol 

Borough, (see Gov’ts Ex. 7).  Old Route 13 is a non-residential street with warehouses, 

(see Def’s Ex. 21), and the same 25 mile per hour speed limit as Otter, (Hr’g Tr. Vol. 1 at 
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96).  Defense Exhibit 21 shows that Soto had several opportunities to pull Lynch over 

before finally stopping him after approximately sixty seconds of purported pursuit.  

There are at least three open or commercial building parking lots along Old Route 13 

that Officer Soto passed where could have just as easily, and safely, pulled Lynch over.  

(See Def’s Ex. 21.) 

IV. 

Evaluating the totality of the circumstances, Officer Soto may very well have 

had a ‘hunch’ that the occupants of the red car were up to something.  The evidence 

shows, however, that is all he could have had.  If the facts supported reasonable 

suspicion that criminal activity was afoot, a reasonable officer in Soto’s position would 

have stopped Lynch’s car where he said he intended to, on Otter Street, right after he 

witnessed what he described.  Rather than doing so, he followed the car for 

approximately one minute, roughly 1,000 feet, bypassing other areas where he could 

have safely pulled Lynch over, before finally stopping Lynch as he came closer to 

leaving Bristol Borough.  Again, Lynch never violated the speed limit or any traffic 

laws, and Soto learned while following Lynch that the car he was driving was properly 

registered and not stolen.   

Officer Soto lacked reasonable suspicion to stop the car on Otter Street, and 

nothing that happened after he allowed Lynch to pull away gave Soto any more of a 

legal basis to pull Lynch over on Old Route 13.  The eventual investigatory stop was 

unconstitutional and all evidence subsequently discovered and seized as a result of that 

stop must be suppressed as fruit of the poisonous tree under Wong Sun.  The Court 
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need not address Lynch’s remaining arguments regarding his removal from the car and 

what the police discovered at any point thereafter.   

An appropriate Order follows. 

 
/s/Gerald J. Pappert 
GERALD J. PAPPERT, J



 


