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LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER TRAINING CASE OF THE MONTH

Month of October - 2026      PART I

United States v. Robert Pennington, Jr., No. 23-3315, September 04, 2026.

THE CASE -  Within one hour, Pennington was twice stopped by law enforcement while traveling on an interstate.  During the second stop a drug detection dog alerted on Pennington’s car.   Was the first stop of Pennington illegal?

FACTS:  FIRST STOP:  An Officer pulled Pennington over on an Interstate for speeding. While running Pennington's information, the Officer was advised that Pennington was possibly affiliated with a street gang and had a long criminal history.  The Officer then requested Pennington join him in the front of his squad car, so they did not have to shout over traffic to communicate.  Once inside the squad car, the Officer asked Pennington about his travel plans and employment. While Pennington sat beside the Officer, the Officer was advised that Pennington had numerous drug convictions.   At that point, the Officer questioned whether Pennington had anything in his car like the drugs from his previous drug charges or whether a dog would alert to anything in the car he was driving, to which Pennington responded “no.” The Officer then stated that Pennington seemed nervous. Next, the Officer printed Pennington's warning, explained it to him, and returned Pennington's other documents. After giving Pennington the warning, the Officer said that Pennington appeared nervous and asked if he was sure there was nothing in the car.  Pennington again said no, and that he is nervous any time he is around police officers. The Officer then asked whether Pennington would consent to a vehicle search due to his nervousness. Pennington refused to consent and the Officer agreed not to search Pennington’s car but stated that he believed Pennington was “up to something.”  Pennington explained that he had nothing on him and asked whether he could continue on his way. Pennington then exited the Officer's vehicle about three minutes after the Officer gave him the warning and returned his other documents and continued along the Interstate.

SECOND STOP:  Following this interaction, the first Officer sent a message to a canine officer. The first Officer explained to the canine Officer that Pennington had denied his request for a search, described the make and model of the car Pennington was driving, and shared Pennington's drug-related criminal history. The canine Officer told the first Officer that he would “keep an eye out for it,” and the first Officer shared which direction Pennington traveled after leaving the first stop.  About an hour after Pennington had been released from the first traffic stop, the canine Officer spotted the car Pennington was driving and observed him improperly pull in front of a semi-truck.  The canine Officer initiated a traffic stop based on improper lane usage. After explaining the reason for the stop, the canine Officer asked Pennington to exit his vehicle. The canine Officer had Pennington raise his shirt to ensure he was not carrying a weapon, then directed Pennington to his squad car. The canine Officer explained the traffic violation to Pennington and indicated that he would issue Pennington a warning. The canine Officer had trouble, however, logging into the in-car computer database system to complete the written warning, which delayed the stop.  After approximately four minutes, the canine Officer's computer issues were resolved. During the wait time, the canine Officer inquired about Pennington's trip and criminal history. Not long after, a Third Officer, whom the canine Officer had radioed for assistance, also arrived on the scene.  The canine Officer then asked Pennington if he had any guns, drugs, or large sums of money in the car, to which Pennington responded “no.” The canine Officer then asked if there was anything illegal in the vehicle, which Pennington again denied.  

The canine Officer said “okay,” and that he would take his canine around Pennington's car while the Third Officer wrote the warning for improper lane usage. Pennington then asked what the purpose of the dog sniff was, and the canine Officer responded that it was because he could conduct the sniff and because he was not prolonging the traffic stop as the Third Officer would be writing the warning.  When Pennington prodded further about the purpose of the dog sniff when he had been pulled over for only an improper lane usage, the canine Officer explained that every so often he would run his canine during a traffic stop, especially when he has help from another officer. The canine Officer then began walking his dog around Pennington's vehicle. About 90 seconds later, and before the Third Officer had issued the warning to Pennington, the canine alerted to the presence of controlled substances within the vehicle. The canine Officer completed the dog sniff about a minute later.  Once the canine alerted to the presence of controlled substances, the Third Officer conducted a search of Pennington's vehicle and discovered crack cocaine. Pennington was arrested on the scene.  

A federal grand jury returned an indictment charging Pennington with one count of possessing with the intent to distribute 28 grams or more of a mixture or substance containing cocaine base.  Pennington moved to suppress the drugs found during the canine Officer traffic stop. He made four arguments in support: (1) the canine Officer lacked reasonable suspicion to stop Pennington; (2) the canine Officer unreasonably delayed writing Pennington's warning so he could conduct a dog sniff; (3) the two traffic stops were impermissibly coordinated to circumvent the Fourth Amendment; and (4) the canine Officer had no independent probable cause to justify prolonging the traffic stop.  At the conclusion of the evidentiary hearing on the motion to suppress, the district court denied Pennington's request. It first concluded the canine Officer's stop was justified at its inception because the officer had probable cause, or at least reasonable suspicion, to stop Pennington for improper lane usage. The court credited the canine Officer's testimony and video evidence as supporting this conclusion. The court then reasoned that the first stop conducted by the first Officer was irrelevant to the lawfulness of the canine Officer's subsequent stop because the canine Officer independently observed Pennington commit a traffic violation. The court next found that the dog sniff did not unreasonably prolong the canine Officer's stop because the stop “didn't extend beyond the purpose of writing the written warning,” and that the stop was not prolonged just to conduct the dog sniff.  The court also found the total duration of the canine Officer's stop was reasonable given the technical difficulties the Officer encountered.  Pennington then entered a conditional plea agreement, reserving his right to appeal the denial of his suppression motions. The district court sentenced Pennington to a term of ten years' imprisonment followed by eight years of supervised release.  Pennington then brought this appeal.

1. First Traffic Stop

ISSUE #1:   Did the first Officer unreasonably prolong the first stop by continuing to investigate whether Pennington possessed drugs after printing and delivering Pennington's warning and then handed back his documents?   CONCLUSION:  The Court of Appeals noted that while the district court did not decide whether the first Officer unreasonably prolonged the first traffic stop, but it had no trouble concluding he did.   REASONING:  The Court first noted that the first Officer printed Pennington's warning, explained it to him, and returned his license and insurance documents. These actions, according to the Court, concluded the mission of the traffic stop: issuing a warning to Pennington for speeding.  However, the first Officer, suspecting Pennington was “up to something,” continued to question Pennington. The Officer asked why Pennington appeared to be nervous; whether he had drugs in the car; whether he would consent to a search of the car; and whether he was on parole or probation. Further, from the squad car’s camera, it was clear this line of questioning lasted approximately three minutes after Officer issued Pennington the warning. And the record did not suggest that the Officer, at that point, had “the reasonable suspicion ordinarily demanded” to support prolonging the stop. Therefore, because the Officer continued to question Pennington after the stop's mission had concluded, the Officer unreasonably prolonged the first stop.

SUB-ISSUE A:   If Pennington's detention ended once the Officer printed the warning and handed back his documents, wasn’t any questioning beyond that point was just a consensual encounter?   CONCLUSION:  No.   REASONING:  The Court held that the end of the stop’s mission and the end of Pennington’s detention were not the same thing.    Just because the Officer ended the traffic stop’s mission by giving Pennington his warning ticket and returning his documents did not necessarily mean that Pennington’s detention ended.   According to the Court, “In assessing whether a person has been seized, we look to the totality of the circumstances and ask whether ‘a reasonable person would feel free to terminate the encounter.’ ”   In this case, the Court concluded that a reasonable person in Pennington's position would not have felt free to leave the Officer's squad car until the Officer finished his continued questioning.   Therefore, just because the Officer ended the stop’s mission did not prove that his subsequent interaction with Pennington was a “consensual encounter.”

SUB-ISSUE B:   Second, the government argued that Pennington's nervousness justified the Officer's continued questioning, as the stop's officer-safety Whether the evidence discovered in the second search will be analyzed and discussed in PART II of this case.  purpose remained intact until Pennington left the Officer's vehicle. CONCLUSION:  The Court concluded that “officer-safety” did not justify the Officer’s continuing questions.   REASONING:  The Court reasoned that the “officer safety interest stems from the mission of the stop itself.” The stop's mission concluded once the Officer printed Pennington's warning and returned his documents. The Officer's continued questioning, even if taken as safety precautions, detoured beyond that mission. Therefore, the government's interest in officer safety did not justify the Officer's post-mission questioning.

ISSUE #2:   OK, the Officer improperly prolonged Pennington’s detention after the Officer completed the stop’s mission.  So What?   CONCLUSION:  The suppression of the evidence discovered as a consequent of the second stop was not required simply because the Officer improperly extended the duration of the first stop.   REASONING:  The “attenuation doctrine” was used to indicate that the illegality of the first stop did not automatically require the suppression of the evidence discover in the second stop.   The use of the exception to the exclusionary rule will be analyzed next month.

RESULT:  PART II of this analysis concerning the Second Stop will be found in November’s Primary Training Case of the Month.

QUIZ QUESTIONS FOR THE MONTH OF OCTOBER – 2026 

United States v. Robert Pennington, Jr., No. 23-3315, September 04, 2026.

1.	A traffic stop is reasonable only if it was “justified at its inception, and reasonably related in scope to the circumstances which justified the interference in the first place.” “A traffic stop may, however, ‘become unlawful if it is prolonged beyond the time reasonably required to complete the mission of the stop.’ ”

a.	True.   

	b.	False.    

		 
2.	“The mission of a traffic stop is ‘to address the traffic violation that warranted the stop and attend to related safety concerns.’ ”  As a general rule, can an Officer legally question the driver of a stopped vehicle concerning the driver’s travel plans?

a.	Yes.   

b.	No.

3. 	In this case, the Officer printed off Pennington’s warning ticket, handed the ticket to Pennington, and returned Pennington’s documents.  The Court of Appeals determined that these acts of the Officer constituted the conclusion of the traffic stop’s mission.
   

a.	True.    

b.	False.   


4.	Was the Officer in this case justified in continuing to question Pennington after he gave Pennington his warning ticket and returned to Pennington his documents?   

a.	Yes.   

	b.	No.    
		














QUIZ ANSWERS FOR THE MONTH OF OCTOBER – 2026 

United States v. Robert Pennington, Jr., No. 23-3315, September 04, 2026.

1.	A traffic stop is reasonable only if it was “justified at its inception, and reasonably related in scope to the circumstances which justified the interference in the first place.” “A traffic stop may, however, ‘become unlawful if it is prolonged beyond the time reasonably required to complete the mission of the stop.’ ”

a.	True.   The Court in this case stated the above and citing the case of Rodriguez v. United States, 575 U.S. 348 (2015), in support.
		 
2.	“The mission of a traffic stop is ‘to address the traffic violation that warranted the stop and attend to related safety concerns.’ ”  As a general rule, can an Officer legally question the driver of a stopped vehicle concerning the driver’s travel plans?

a.	Yes.   The Court in this case said, “The officer may also typically ask questions related to the stop, such as questions about the driver's travel plans.”   United States v. Cole, 21 F.4th 421, 427 (7th Cir. 2021).  

3. 	In this case, the Officer printed off Pennington’s warning ticket, handed the ticket to Pennington, and returned Pennington’s documents.  The Court of Appeals determined that these acts of the Officer constituted the conclusion of the traffic stop’s mission.
   

a.	True.    The Court declared that the “stop's mission concluded once the Officer printed Pennington's warning and returned his documents.” 

4.	Was the Officer in this case justified in continuing to question Pennington after he gave Pennington his warning ticket and returned to Pennington his documents?   

	b.	No.    The Court concluded that these acts of the Officer constituted an unreasonable extension of the duration of Pennington’s detention.   This, therefore, rendered the continued detention of Pennington illegal.
		

















LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER TRAINING CASE OF THE MONTH

Month of October - 2026   - ALTERNATIVE

Jerrel Perez and J.P., a minor v. Shawn Guetschow, No. 25-1617, April 20, 2026.
The Case:  An officer who was working as a security officer in a school responded to a fight that was occurring in the school cafeteria.   The Officer broke up the fight.  However, in so doing, the Officer took one of the juveniles to the ground and in so doing placed his knee on the neck of the juvenile.  Was this Officer entitled to qualified immunity from liability for his use of force against the juvenile?
FACTS:  Guetschow, a police officer, had a second job as a security officer for a School District. On the day in question,  Guetschow was called to the cafeteria, where two sixth-grade students, L.M. and J.P., were having a confrontation. Closed circuit TV shows that, within a span of 44 seconds, Guetschow took J.P. to the ground, knelt at least briefly on her neck, and placed her in handcuffs. J.P contended, in this Civil Rights suit, that Guetschow used excessive force, in violation of the Fourth Amendment. The district court denied Guetschow’s motion for summary judgment, and  he  immediately  appealed.  [In cases such as this, the appellate court has limited jurisdiction.   The Court’s role is limited to applying clearly established rules of law. Any material dispute about the facts is for the district judge and, if necessary, a jury, to decide.  Resolving a factual contest is outside the scope of pre-trial appellate jurisdiction. Therefore, the Court of Appeals  must decide whether this appeal presented a legal or a factual question.   If a factual question existed, the Court must dismiss this appeal for lack of jurisdiction.]

The plaintiff’s principal argument was that Guetschow applied substantial force after J.P. had stopped struggling. Guetschow concedes that this would have been improper but maintained that J.P. continued to resist his effort to bring her under control. Guetschow asserted that  he  tried  to  apply  a  “three-point stabilization technique” that would have ended the confrontation painlessly, had it succeeded—but it didn’t because (as Guetschow conceded) the technique was used  improperly (which was why he landed with his knee and body weight on J.P.’s neck). He called this an error; plaintiffs see a deliberate use of excessive force. The record included the evidence of a Police Chief, testifying for the plaintiffs as an expert witness, that the circumstances justified the three-point technique, but that Guetschow went about  it “completely wrong”.  The  Chief  thought that what happened turned into “a chokehold.”  That would be  excessive force, but Guetschow denied  that  this  is  the proper characterization of what occurred.  The district judge summed up: The parties agree that Guetschow took Doe from a standing position  to  a  prone  position  on  the  ground.  They  agree  that Guetschow placed his knee on the back of Doe’s neck. They genuinely disagreed over just about every other fact material to the excessive  force  determination.  They  disagreed  about “any  effort made by the officer to temper or limit the amount of force”—in other words, whether Guetschow had the opportunity to do anything that would have prevented the fight, or whether anything he might have had time to do would have headed it off. They disagreed about the “severity of the security problem at issue”—whether Doe “softly pushed” LM or whether the fight was “very violent.” They disagreed about the need for the use of force—again, whether the fight was “violent,” as well as whether Doe was resisting. They disagreed about whether the “threat” was “reasonably perceived” by Guetschow. They disagreed about “the amount of force used”—whether Guetschow pushed Doe’s head into the floor, impeded her breathing or had his knee to her neck with force and for how long. They even disagreed on the extent of the plaintiff’s injury. The material facts surrounding the excessive force claim are rife with genuine disputes; in most instances, that ends the summary judgment discussion and requires the court to start discussing trial dates.  But  Guetschow insisted that this appeal remained all about the law, rather than the facts, because indisputable video  evidence resolves  all  of  these factual issues. 

Following the hearing, the circuit court concluded, “One video shows that Doe was flailing when Guetschow intervened in the fight and that she continued to do so for a few moments after Guetschow took her to the ground. Only one of the videos shows both Guetschow and Doe at the moment when Guetschow placed his knee on Doe’s neck, the point at which the plaintiffs claim that Doe was not resisting and that the defendants assert that she was. Doe was prone for several seconds before Guetschow placed his knee on her neck. But it appears that Doe may have lifted her head immediately prior to Guetschow placing his knee on her neck. It isn’t clear from the video whether Doe was resisting or not at the time Guetschow applied the force to her neck. And Guetschow gave deposition testimony that the placement of his knee on Doe’s neck rather than her back was accidental and that he immediately moved his knee when he realized it was out of position. This is not remotely a case where the surveillance camera footage is so clear that it ‘blatantly contradicts’ one party or another’s version of events. A factfinder will have to resolve the factual disputes raised by the footage, the testimony and the other evidence. A reasonable factfinder could conclude that Doe was not resisting, or that if she was, the force used by Guetschow was not reasonable under the totality of the circumstances.”

Based upon these findings, the District Court denied the Officer’s petition for summary judgment and directed the parties to prepare for a trial where the trier of fact (either the Court or a jury) would be called upon to decide which argues of the parties was correct.   The Officer, rather than proceeding to trial, filed an appeal before the Court of Appeals to complain that the District Court erred in rejecting his petition for summary judgment.

ARGUMENTS:  The Officer brought this appeal and argued that the district court erred in denying him summary judgment based upon qualified immunity.   The plaintiffs argued that the District Court correctly ruled that summary judgment was not available to the Officer because questions of fact existed that must be decided in order to determine whether the Officer was entitled to qualified immunity from liability or would be held accountable for the injuries the juvenile received as a result of the Officer’s failed attempt to apply  a  “three-point stabilization technique” that went very wrong.

ISSUE:   Did the District Court err in denying Officer Guetschow’s motion for summary judgment?

FINDING:   The Court of Appeals agreed with the determination of the circuit court when it denied Officer Guetschow’s motion for summary judgment based upon a finding that the Officer was entitled to qualified immunity. 

REASONING:   According to the appellate court, video evidence that conclusively shows what happened allows a court to set aside factual disputes and decide what clearly established rules of law govern.  However, cameras may be pointed in the wrong direction, miss vital details, or produce grainy images. The Court reasoned that it wasn’t the existence of a video recording, but its quality, that enables a court to conclude without a trial that one side rather than another must be right about the facts.  In this case, the Court determined that the videos on which    Guetschow relied did not capture all of the action and were pixelated, which obscured some details. Therefore, the Court of Appeals concurred in the district judge’s conclusion that they do not conclusively show when J.P. stopped struggling or whether Guetschow kept his knee on her neck after she had surrendered.  Only a trial will reveal what happened—and until then it is  impossible  to  know  whether  Guetschow transgressed clearly established rules of law.   For these reasons, the Court of Appeals concluded that the District Court properly declined to grant the Officer summary judgment.

RESULT:    In cases where issues of fact are still in dispute, a Federal Court of Appeals’ lacks the authority to proceed with an appeal with respect to the denial of summary judgment.  Therefore, this Court of Appeals in this case dismissed this appeal for want of jurisdiction.  This case was remanded back to the District Court so that the trier of fact (either the Court or a jury) can decide the factual issues in this case.

EDITOR’S NOTE:  If the District Court had granted the Officer’s petition for summary judgment, the case would have dismissed, and a jury would not have been involved.  Because the District Court refused to grant summary judgment to the Officer, the Officer must risk a jury deciding the facts of this case against the arguments of the Officer and, consequently concluding that the Officer should be held accountable for his actions.  That is always the risk when a jury is involved. That explains why the Officer sought summary judgment.  


QUIZ QUESTIONS FOR THE MONTH OF OCTOBER – 2026 - ALTERNATIVE
Jerrel Perez and J.P., a minor v. Shawn Guetschow, No. 25-1617, April 20, 2026.

1.	While attempting to seize the juvenile, Guetschow took her from a standing position to a prone position on the ground. In determining whether a seizure is reasonable, the Court balances the nature and quality of the intrusion on the individual’s Fourth Amendment interests against the importance of the governmental interests allegedly justifying the intrusion.

a.         True.    

	b.	False.   
 
	 
2.	In order to take the juvenile to the ground, Guetschow attempted to apply a “three-point stabilization technique” that would have ended the confrontation painlessly, had it succeeded.  However, the maneuver didn't succeed because (as Guetschow conceded) the technique was used improperly (which is why Guetschow landed with his knee and body weight on the juvenile's neck).  A witness described the Officer’s use of this technique as “completely wrong,” and testified that he believed that the attempted seizure turned into a “chokehold.”  Is the use of a “chokehold” in Illinois now always illegal?

	a.	Yes.    
 
b.	No.  


3. 	The Plaintiffs' principal argument in this case is that Guetschow applied substantial force against the juvenile after she had stopped struggling.  If this is actually what occurred, would the conduct of the Officer have been improper?   

a.  	Yes.   

b.  	No.  


4.	Guetschow argued that the District Court should have granted his motion for summary judgment because the videos taken of the incident provided indisputable evidence that he acted reasonably when using force against the juvenile.   The Court of Appeals agreed with Guetschow’s argument and concluded that the District Court erred in denying his motion for summary judgment.

a.	True.   

b.	False.   
  
		





QUIZ ANSWERS AND DISCUSSION FOR THE MONTH OF OCTOBER – 2026 - ALTERNATIVE
Jerrel Perez and J.P., a minor v. Shawn Guetschow, No. 25-1617, April 20, 2026.

1.	While attempting to seize the juvenile, Guetschow took her from a standing position to a prone position on the ground. In determining whether a seizure is reasonable, the Court balances the nature and quality of the intrusion on the individual’s Fourth Amendment interests against the importance of the governmental interests allegedly justifying the intrusion.

a.         True.    This is the ruling of the United States Supreme Court in the case of United States v. Place, 462 U. S. 696 
	 

2.	In order to take the juvenile to the ground, Guetschow attempted to apply a “three-point stabilization technique” that would have ended the confrontation painlessly, had it succeeded.  However, the maneuver didn't succeed because (as Guetschow conceded) the technique was used improperly (which is why Guetschow landed with his knee and body weight on the juvenile's neck).  A witness described the Officer’s use of this technique as “completely wrong,” and testified that he believed that the attempted seizure turned into a “chokehold.”  Is the use of a “chokehold” in Illinois now always illegal?
	 
b.	No.  While the use of a chokehold by a police officer is restricted to situations where the Officer would be authorized to use deadly force, the use of a chokehold by a police officer is not illegal per se in Illinois.


3. 	The Plaintiffs' principal argument in this case is that Guetschow applied substantial force against the juvenile after she had stopped struggling.  If this is actually what occurred, would the conduct of the Officer have been improper?   

a.  	Yes.   The Officer himself conceded that if he had, in fact, continued to apply substantial force after the juvenile stopped struggling, his conduct would have been improper.


4.	Guetschow argued that the District Court should have granted his motion for summary judgment because the videos taken of the incident provided indisputable evidence that he acted reasonably when using force against the juvenile.   The Court of Appeals agreed with Guetschow’s argument and concluded that the District Court erred in denying his motion for summary judgment.

b.	False.   The Court of Appeals concluded that the District Court was correct in ruling that the videos in this case did not conclusively prove that the Officer acted appropriately when using force against the Officer.  Consequently, a jury must decide the factual issues raised in this case.
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