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LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER TRAINING CASE OF THE MONTH

Month of April - 2026   

Angjell Hinton-Goodwin v. The City of Harvey, et al., 2026 IL App (1st) 241320, March 20, 2026.

THE CASE:  Officers conducted a “slow-speed chase” of a suspect vehicle based on a traffic violation.  At the conclusion of that chase, the suspect car crashed into Goodwin’s car, causing horrific damages.   Should the Officers be held liable for the injuries suffered by Goodwin?   [It should be noted that this is a majority decision; i.e., One Justice Dissented from the Judgment of the two majority Justices.  We will call that Justice “the Dissent.”]

[bookmark: sp_999_3][bookmark: SDU_3]FACTS: Officer One was on routine patrol when he spotted a blue Chrysler 200 parked at a gas station. Believing that the car matched the description of a vehicle involved in an aggravated battery or shooting, the Officer ran the car’s license plate through LEADS, which indicated the vehicle had been reported stolen. When the Officer approached, he noticed the driver (Robert Birdette) was asleep with the car’s engine running.  Officer One requested backup. When Officer Two  responded, Officer One used his knife to disable the vehicle by puncturing three of its tires. (Both Officers had their body worn cameras activated.) A Police Sergeant and another Officer also responded. Officer One told the Sergeant he believed the vehicle was stolen. The Sergeant noted that although the license plate came back to a stolen vehicle, it did not correspond to the suspect vehicle. Officer One tried to obtain the vehicle identification number (VIN) to verify through LEADS, but the VIN was obstructed. An Officer informed the officers he heard a dispatch call stating that a blue Chrysler 200 might be involved in an attempted vehicular hijacking at the gas station.

Officer One repeatedly hit the driver's side window of the Chrysler with a baton. Although the glass did not break, the noise woke Birdette. Officer One noticed Birdette was lethargic and appeared intoxicated. After identifying himself, the Officer told Birdette to open the car door. Birdette refused, put the car in gear, and sped off.  The Officers all followed in their vehicles.. Most of the officers activated their lights and sirens. Officer One said he used his lights but intermittently activated his siren.  Traffic was light, the weather was clear, and pedestrians were not present. Birdette disregarded a red light, drove through a store parking lot, and veered into incoming traffic. He lost one of his tires and was driving with only one working tire.  His speed during the pursuit never exceeded 40 miles per hour. Officers drove ahead of Birdette to warn oncoming traffic. They also contacted a neighboring Police Department to block traffic as the pursuit headed in their direction. The pursuit lasted about seven minutes and covered 4.5 miles.  At an intersection, Birdette ran a red light and collided with Hinton-Goodwin's car. Hinton-Goodwin suffered extensive injuries. Birdette died from his injuries.  

Hinton-Goodwin and her husband sued the City of Harvey and the individual police officers for willful and wanton conduct (count I), negligent retention and hiring (count II), negligent supervision, (count III), and loss of consortium (counts IV and V).  The Officers and the City moved for summary judgment. The trial court granted the motion, finding the officers’ conduct was not willful and wanton or the proximate cause of Hinton-Goodwin's injuries. The court also found Hinton-Goodwin failed to present evidence supporting her negligent hiring, retention, and training theories. Because the underlying claims failed as a matter of law, the court also granted summary judgment on the loss of consortium counts.

ARGUMENT:  On appeal, Hinton-Goodwin argued the trial court erred in (i) finding that the Officers’ conduct was not willful and wanton or the proximate cause of her injuries, and (ii) granting summary judgment on the loss of consortium claims.  Hinton-Goodwin contended the Officers’ pursuit of Birdette's vehicle was willful and wanton conduct because (i) Officer One had disabled the vehicle (by puncturing three tires), making it more dangerous to the public; (ii) the Officer failed to follow police department policy by not keeping his siren activated throughout the pursuit; and (iii) the officers pursued Birdette for having the wrong license plate, a minor traffic violation.  

THE LAW:  Standard of Review - Summary judgment applies where “the pleadings, depositions, and admissions on file, together with the affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and that the moving party is entitled to a judgment as a matter of law.” The court construes the pleadings, depositions, admissions, and affidavits strictly against the movant and liberally in the opponent's favor. Triable issues precluding summary judgment exist where material facts are disputed, or undisputed but reasonable persons might draw different inferences from them. Courts grant summary judgment when the movant's right is clear and free from doubt.    Willful and Wanton Conduct:  Section 2-202 of the Tort Immunity Act provides that “[a] public employee is not liable for his act or omission in the execution or enforcement of any law unless such act or omission constitutes willful and wanton conduct.” “A local public entity is not liable for an injury resulting from an act or omission of its employee where the employee is not liable.” § 2-109. “Willful and wanton conduct” is defined as “a course of action which shows an actual or deliberate intention to cause harm or which, if not intentional, shows an utter indifference to or conscious disregard for the safety of others or their property.” § 1-210.   Whether a police officer's actions amount to willful and wanton conduct is typically a question reserved for the trier of fact. But it may be resolved on a motion for summary judgment “when all the evidence viewed in the light most favorable to the nonmovant so overwhelmingly favors the movant that no contrary determination based on that evidence could ever stand.” 

ISSUE #1:   Was the conduct of the Officers in pursuing Birdette willful and wanton because they suspected Birdette for the minor traffic violation of having the wrong license plate?   FINDINGS:  In this case, the appellate court declared that initiating a pursuit in an attempt to apprehend a fleeing offender even for minor traffic violations does not constitute willful and wanton conduct. Further. contrary to Hinton-Goodwin's contention that Birdette's vehicle only had the wrong license plate, the Court noted that the Officers believed the car may have been stolen and/or involved in a shooting or an aggravated battery, not minor traffic violations.

ISSUE #2:  Was Officer One’s conduct willful and wanton because the Officer violate Department Policy by failing to activate his siren during the entire pursuit?   FINDINGS:  The Court declared that failing to activate emergency equipment, such as a siren, does not constitute willful and wanton conduct.  Specifically, the Court noted that a “(v)iolation of self-imposed rules or internal guidelines *** ‘does not normally impose a legal duty, let alone constitute evidence of negligence, or beyond that, willful and wanton conduct.’ *** [A] police officer cannot be found to have acted willfully and wantonly when he pursues a vehicle driven recklessly as long as the officer does not pursue the vehicle in a reckless fashion.”  
The Appellate Court concluded that the trial record in this case did not present a genuine issue of material fact as to whether the officers pursued Birdette in a reckless fashion. The weather was clear; the roads were dry. At 11 p.m., traffic was light. And the critical events were captured on video. 

ISSUE #3:  Was Officer One’s conduct willful and wanton because the Officer deflated three of Birdette’s tires prior to the chase?   [Hinton-Goodwin and the Dissent suggest Officer One made the vehicle more dangerous by deflating three of its tires.]   FINDINGS:  The Majority of this appellate court noted that Goodwin cited no authority holding that puncturing tires to stop or slow down potential flight constitutes willful and wanton conduct and no evidence that doing so caused the crash in this case. According to the Majority, the dissent noted that Birdette was driving on rims and missing one tire, which could “reasonably contribute” to his losing control of the vehicle, making it more dangerous. However, the Majority responded by concluding that nothing in the record suggested Birdette lost control or that the punctured tires, as opposed to his running a red light, led to the accident.

ISSUE #4:  The Dissent argued that perhaps the Officers could have chosen a less dangerous alternative to chasing Birdette such as blocking him in.   Did this argument show that the conduct of the Officers was willful and wanton?  FINDINGS:  The Majority in this case declared that “neither hindsight alternatives nor the resulting accident, which was catastrophic, rendered the officers’ conduct in the moment willful and wanton. The Court concluded that it must evaluate willful and wanton “in light of the circumstances in which the Officers found themselves and not under ‘the unassailable illumination of hindsight’ ”. Thus, the willful and wanton inquiry is objective, focusing on the Officers’ conduct at the time, not on possibilities conceived after the fact.

ISSUE #5:  Should this Court follow prior cases and find the conduct of these Officers to be willful and wanton?  Goodwin and the Dissent cited two cases in support of their argument that the conduct of these Officers was willful and wanton:  Suwanski v. Village of Lombard, 342 Ill. App. 3d 248 (2003), and Winston v. City of Chicago, 2019 IL App (1st) 181419.  In Suwanski, an officer attempted to stop a vehicle traveling below the speed limit with a partially obstructed windshield. The vehicle drove through a stop sign and weaved. The pursuit lasted over eight minutes, covered 6½ miles, and reached speeds of 100 miles per hour. The police continued the pursuit after the fleeing vehicle collided with another vehicle. Ultimately, the suspect crashed again, killing the drivers of both vehicles.  In Winston, officers pursued a vehicle with a missing front license plate. The chase reached speeds of 70 to 80 miles per hour down a two-lane residential street with a 30-miles-per-hour speed limit. The suspect ran two stop signs and a red light before crashing into and injuring the plaintiff.    FINDINGS:  The Majority noted that Birdette was not traveling at a high rate of speed and never exceeded 40 miles per hour. Although he drove into an oncoming traffic, no vehicles were present. Further, unlike in Winston, this pursuit was not initiated for merely a missing license plate, but due to the plates not matching the vehicle, leading the officers to believe it might be stolen. More telling, they believed the vehicle might have been involved in a shooting or attempted carjacking.  Finally, the Majority declared that not only are the facts in this case far removed from those in Suwanski, they are wholly consistent with common police practice, as the many cases granting summary judgment under circumstances similar to those found in this case clearly demonstrated. What rendered the circumstances in Suwanski “unique” was not the severity of the outcome, i.e., the crash, but rather the extraordinary nature of the police conduct.  The Court concluded that the conduct of the Officers in this case was clearly not “extraordinary.”

CONCLUSION:  The Appellate Court found that because no reasonable jury could find the officers’ conduct in this case willful and wanton, it would therefore affirm the Circuit Court’s Order granting summary judgment to the Officers.

QUIZ QUESTIONS FOR THE MONTH OF APRIL – 2026 
Angjell Hinton-Goodwin v. The City of Harvey, et al., 2026 IL App (1st) 241320, March 20, 2026.

1.	In Illinois, police officers are not held liable for their acts or omissions in the execution or enforcement of any law unless such acts or omissions constitute willful and wanton conduct.

a.         True.  

	b.	False.   
 
	 
2. 	In order for an Officer’s conduct to be considered to be “willful and wanton,” must the Officer intend to cause harm or damage?   

a.	Yes.  

b.	No.    

3.	Hinton-Goodwin argued that the Officers acts of pursuing Birdette based only on a minor traffic violation constituted willful and wanton conduct.  Did the appellate court agree with this argument?

a.	Yes.   

b.	No.  
  
		
4.	The Arresting Officer admitted failing to follow Department Policy by failing to activate his siren during the entire chase.  The appellate court concluded that this failure to follow Department policy constituted willful and wanton conduct.
   

a.	True.  
 
b.	False.   











QUIZ ANSWERS AND DISCUSSION FOR THE MONTH OF QUIZ QUESTIONS FOR THE MONTH OF APRIL – 2026 
Angjell Hinton-Goodwin v. The City of Harvey, et al., 2026 IL App (1st) 241320, March 20, 2026.

1.	In Illinois, police officers are not held liable for their acts or omissions in the execution or enforcement of any law unless such acts or omissions constitute willful and wanton conduct.

a.         True.  Section 2-202 of the Tort Immunity Act provides that “[a] public employee is not liable for his act or omission in the execution or enforcement of any law unless such act or omission constitutes willful and wanton conduct.” 745 ILCS 10/2-202 (West 2024).

	 
2. 	In order for an Officer’s conduct to be considered to be “willful and wanton,” must the Officer intend to cause harm or damage?   

b.	No.    While the conduct of an Officer that causes harm or damage may be committed intentionally, conduct that is not intentionally committed may still be considered to be “willful and wanton.”  Consider the statutory definition:  ““Willful and wanton conduct” as used in this Act means a course of action which shows an actual or deliberate intention to cause harm or which, if not intentional, shows an utter indifference to or conscious disregard for the safety of others or their property.  [This would be the definition of “Reckless Conduct.”]

3.	Hinton-Goodwin argued that the Officers acts of pursuing Birdette based only on a minor traffic violation constituted willful and wanton conduct.  Did the appellate court agree with this argument?

b.	No.  The majority of the appellate court concluded that initiating a pursuit in an attempt to apprehend a fleeing offender even for minor traffic violations does not constitute willful and wanton conduct. See Laco v. City of Chicago, 154 Ill. App. 3d 498, 506 (1987) (pursuing vehicle driving wrong way down one-way street was not willful and wanton conduct). Further, the Court noted that contrary to Hinton-Goodwin's contention that Birdette's vehicle only had the wrong license plate, the officers believed it may have been stolen and involved in a shooting or an aggravated battery, not a minor traffic violation.
  
		
4.	The Arresting Officer admitted failing to follow Department Policy by failing to activate his siren during the entire chase.  The appellate court concluded that this failure to follow Department policy constituted willful and wanton conduct.
   
b.	False.   The appellate court declared that failing to activate emergency equipment, such as a siren, does not constitute willful and wanton conduct.  Specifically, the Court noted that the “(v)iolation of self-imposed rules or internal guidelines *** ‘does not normally impose a legal duty, let alone constitute evidence of negligence, or beyond that, willful and wanton conduct.’ *** [A] police officer cannot be found to have acted willfully and wantonly when he pursues a vehicle driven recklessly as long as the officer does not pursue the vehicle in a reckless fashion.” Wade v. City of Chicago, 364 Ill. App. 3d 773, 781-82 (2006).

LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER TRAINING CASE OF THE MONTH

Month of April - 2026  - ALTERNATIVE 

People v. Andre White, 2025 IL App (2d) 240477, December 30, 2025.

THE CASE:  The Officer in this case used an “upholstery tool” to assist in searching an area behind a panel in White’s car during a consent search.  Was that search legal?  [This was a Majority Decision with one Justice dissenting (the Dissent.]  

FACTS:   The arresting Officer saw a black Chevrolet SUV that “appeared to be speeding in the left lane on a three-lane highway.” He used his radar and determined that the vehicle was going 75 miles per hour in a 70 miles per hour zone. The Officer activated his lights, and the driver of the vehicle, White, pulled over immediately. White was alone. The Officer told White that he had stopped him for speeding and a left-lane violation. At the Officer 's request, White produced his driver's license, proof of insurance, and a rental agreement for the vehicle. The Officer directed White to step out of the vehicle and noted the odor of raw cannabis. The Officer added that “[u]pon approaching the vehicle, [he] smelled an odor of unburned cannabis in the vehicle.” White was cooperative.

The Officer asked White to sit in the front seat of his squad car. While in the front seat, the Officer asked White about where he lived, his criminal history, and his destination. White “cooperatively answered [his] questions.” The Officer asked if there was anything illegal in the vehicle and whether there was any cannabis in the vehicle. White stated that there was not but admitted smoking some cannabis in the vehicle earlier. The Officer asked whether the vehicle contained cocaine, heroin, methamphetamine, or guns. White replied that it did not. The Officer testified that he “asked [White] if [he could] search his vehicle to make sure there's nothing illegal in the vehicle and [White] responded, yeah, [the Officer could] search.” The Officer did not tell White that he would be using a tool during the search.  Before beginning the search, the Officer went to the passenger side of his squad car to make sure White did not possess a weapon. He asked White if he had cannabis on him, as “it smelled like he had marijuana on his person.” White answered, “No.”

The Officer searched the front passenger compartment of White's vehicle. He checked whether any panels were loose on the front console using a “plastic upholstery tool.” He denied the tool was a “small hand-held crowbar” (at trial, the Officer testified that it was “a blue Desert Snow plastic upholstery tool designed to remove panels in vehicles safely and without causing damage.”). The Officer removed a panel where the airbag and glove compartment met. Defense counsel asked, “And you used your upholstery tool to break that off of the side?” Weston replied, “Not to break it, to pry it off, yes.” Defense counsel then queried, “Well, the plastic tabs broke when you removed it, correct?” Weston answered, “I'm not sure they broke. I believe they came open.” Weston was unable to access the glove compartment.  He then searched the rear of the passenger compartment. The Officer sat in the rear passenger-side seat. He noted that “the rear climate control of the back of the center console where the air conditioning comes out was pried at the bottom and appeared to be loose.” He used the upholstery tool to remove the panel, where he observed a “vacuum-sealed bag that contained what looked like a white powdery substance.”  That bag contained various controlled substances.

Thereafter, White was charged with multiple counts of the possession of controlled substances with the intent to deliver.  Prior to his trial, White moved to suppress all evidence discovered by the Officer and argued that the Officer’s search was illegal because, by using a “tool” to remove panels, the search exceeded the consent White had given.   Following a hearing, the trial court denied White’s motion to suppress and thereafter convicted him as charged.  White filed a post-trial motion and attacked the trial court’s judgment.  The trial court denied White's posttrial motion. White then brought this appeal.  

ARGUMENT:  On appeal, White raised a single, overarching issue: whether the Officer's search of his vehicle was constitutionally unreasonable. He argued that the Officer's use of a “pry bar” to remove the rear of the center console was beyond the consent he granted to search his vehicle. He also argued that the Officer lacked probable cause to search the vehicle, that the search conducted by the Officer was unreasonable in that it was “invasively executed,” and that the search could not be justified as being a search incident to arrest.

THE LAW:  Motion to Suppress:  When a defendant moves to suppress evidence, he or she bears the burden of proof at a hearing on that motion.   Defendants must make a prima facie case that the evidence was obtained by an illegal search or seizure; the defendant meets this burden by showing that a warrantless search was conducted.  If a defendant is successful in making a prima facie case that the evidence was obtained by an illegal search or seizure, the burden shifts to the People to go forward with evidence to counter the defendant's prima facie case.  Warrant Exceptions:  A warrantless search is generally considered unreasonable unless it falls within one of several well-established exceptions.  Automobile Exception:  The automobile exception to the Fourth Amendment's search warrant requirement permits a warrantless search of a vehicle so long as probable cause for a search exists.  Consent Exception:  A warrantless search is not considered unreasonable where a defendant consents to the search.  An individual may consent to a search conducted without a warrant, thereby eliminating the need for probable cause and a search warrant.  The standard for measuring the scope of a suspect's consent to a search is that of objective reasonableness, which requires consideration of what a typical reasonable person would have understood by the exchange between the officer and the suspect.  The scope of consent to a search is ordinarily defined by the express object or purpose of the search to which a defendant has consented.  By stating the intended object of the search either directly or by revealing a suspicion of specific criminal activity, a police officer not only apprises the suspect that his constitutional rights are being impacted, but he also informs the suspect of the reasonable parameters of his inquiry.  A defendant's general consent to search a vehicle does not necessarily authorize an officer to break into locked containers or otherwise do physical damage to the vehicle in carrying out the search.  Consent to search for drugs entails consent to search where drugs may be found.  The disassembly of a vehicle does not render a search unreasonable as long as the vehicle is not damaged during the Officer’s search.  

ISSUE:  Did the Officer's use of an upholstery tool to remove a panel on the center console of White's car fall within the scope of White's consent to the officer's search of his car?   

KEY CASE FOR THE PEOPLE:  People v. Kats, 2012 IL App (3d) 100683.  In Katz, a police officer discovered cannabis behind the panel of the rear passenger-side door during a search of the defendant's vehicle. The officer used a screwdriver and an “upholstery tool” to pry open the door panel. The defendant had assented when the officer asked if he could search the defendant's “vehicle and its contents” for “contraband.” The Kats court held that the search was within the scope of the defendant's consent, explaining:  “Under the facts presented here, we hold that [the officer's] search was within the scope of the consent given by the defendant. [The officer] asked the defendant if [he] could search the ‘vehicle and its contents’ for ‘contraband.’ The defendant answered ‘yes.’ It would be reasonable to find contraband hidden behind a removable door panel. Thus, a reasonable person in the defendant's position would have understood that he had authorized [the officer] to search behind the vehicle's door panels, particularly where (as here) the panels could be easily removed and replaced, and the search could be accomplished without causing any structural damage to the car. [The officer] did not alter or damage the vehicle or remove anything that could not be easily replaced. Rather, he merely used a screwdriver to pry open a door panel—a panel which he testified was already slightly ajar—so that he could peer into the space behind it. Given the minimally invasive manner in which this search was conducted and the unlimited consent given by the defendant, we hold that [the officer's] search did not exceed the scope of consent.” 

ARGUMENT:  In response to Katz, White argued that the Officer in his case damaged his car when he pried off the panels in order to discover the contraband.   

FINDINGS:  The appellate court noted that White offered no citation to the record to substantiate this proposition, which was perhaps unsurprising, for, the trial court expressly declined to find that the Officer damaged White's vehicle and the evidence of record indicated otherwise. In short, the appellate court rejected White’s  attempt to distinguish Kats.

KEY CASE FOR WHITE:  People v. Davis, 2019 IL App (1st) 160408.   In Davis, a police officer asked the defendant if there were any drugs in the vehicle the defendant was operating. The defendant replied, “ ‘There's no drugs in the car, go ahead and search it ***.’ ” The First District found that this grant of consent did not authorize the officer to search a secret compartment in the back of the passenger compartment. The Davis court stated that the officer “had no objective information leading him to reasonably believe *** that he had been given permission to remove interior panels.”  The Court in this case disagreed with the Davis Court and concluded that it is well established that consent to search for drugs entails consent to search where drugs may be found.  The Court concluded that “(b)y consenting to a search after the officer inquired about illegal drugs, a reasonable person in the position of the defendant in Davis surely would have realized that the search in question would encompass hiding places that could hold drugs.”  The Court therefore declined to follow Davis.

EDITOR’S NOTE:  What we have here is a conflict of Districts.  It would appear that in the First District (at least according to Davis), the search of White’s car would have been illegal.  However, in the Second District, (according to this case), the search of White’s car was legal.  In the other Districts (Third, Fourth & Fifth), where this issue has not yet been confronted, the trial court can choose which case (White or Davis) to follow.  Those Districts could then decide this issue.

CONSLUSION:  The Appellate Court concluded that the Officer's search of White's vehicle did not exceed the scope of White's consent. Therefore, the Officer’s search was legal, and the trial court correctly denied White’s motion to suppress.  The Dissent disagreed with the Majority, and concluded that the search in this case went beyond White’s consent.


QUIZ QUESTIONS FOR THE MONTH OF APRIL – 2026 - ALTERNATIVE

People v. Andre White, 2025 IL App (2d) 240477, December 30, 2025.

1.	In Illinois, a warrantless search is considered to be illegal unless that search falls within one of the recognized exceptions to the Fourth Amendment’s warrant requirement.

a.	True.   

	b.	False.

3. 	Can a suspect voluntarily consent to a warrantless search of his or her property?   

a.	Yes.    

b.	No.   

3.	In this case, the Arresting Officer asked, “[defendant] if [he could] search his vehicle to make sure there's nothing illegal in the vehicle and [defendant] responded, yeah, [the Officer could] search.”  This request of the Officer constituted a valid request for consent to search White’s car for illegal drugs and White’s affirmative response constituted a valid consent to that search.

a.	True.   

b.	False.

4.	While searching White’s car, the Officer used a “tool” to assist him in prying off a panel inside the car.  Did the Officer’s search of the area behind the panel and his use of a “tool” to access that area exceed the scope of White’s consent to search and, therefore, did the search of the area behind the panel constitute an illegal search of White’s car.

a.	Yes.   

	b.	No.    
		


















QUIZ ANSWERS FOR THE MONTH OF APRIL – 2026 - ALTERNATIVE

People v. Andre White, 2025 IL App (2d) 240477, December 30, 2025.

1.	In Illinois, a warrantless search is considered to be illegal unless that search falls within one of the recognized exceptions to the Fourth Amendment’s warrant requirement.

a.	True.   As this court noted:  “A warrantless search is generally considered unreasonable unless it falls within one of several well-established exceptions. People v. Eubanks, 2024 IL App (1st) 221229, ¶ 13, 481 Ill. Dec. 585, 255 N.E.3d 378.

3. 	Can a suspect voluntarily consent to a warrantless search of his or her property?   

a.	Yes.    “It is well settled that an individual may consent to a search conducted without a warrant, thereby eliminating the need for probable cause and a search warrant” People v. Ledesma, 206 Ill. 2d 571, 592, 276 Ill. Dec. 900, 795 N.E.2d 253 (2003).

3.	In this case, the Arresting Officer asked, “[defendant] if [he could] search his vehicle to make sure there's nothing illegal in the vehicle and [defendant] responded, yeah, [the Officer could] search.”  This request of the Officer constituted a valid request for consent to search White’s car for illegal drugs and White’s affirmative response constituted a valid consent to that search.

a.	True.   This Court concluded that under the circumstances of this case, the Officer asked for and received a valid consent to search White’s car.  Therefore, pursuant to the “consent” exception to the Fourth Amendment’s warrant requirement, the warrantless search White’s car was legal.

4.	While searching White’s car, the Officer used a “tool” to assist him in prying off a panel inside the car.  Did the Officer’s search of the area behind the panel and his use of a “tool” to access that area exceed the scope of White’s consent to search and, therefore, did the search of the area behind the panel constitute an illegal search of White’s car.

	b.	No.    The appellate court gave two responses to this question.  First, the Court held that a suspect’s consent to the search of a vehicle specifically looking for contraband or illegal substances must include consent to search areas where those items could be found.  The Court in this case declared that since areas behind a vehicle’s removable panels are often used to hide contraband, White’s consent to search specifically for illegal drugs must have included consent to search behind the removal panels.   Second, the Court noted that, as a general rule, the disassembly of a vehicle during a consent search does not violate a valid consent to search as long as the conduct of the Officers does not damage the vehicle being searched.  In this case, the Court noted that White failed to show that his car was damaged when the Officer used a tool to pry off the panel in order to conduct the search.  Therefore, the Court held that since the use of a tool to assist in disassembling White’s car did not damage White’s car, the use of the tool did not exceed White’s consent to search and was not illegal.
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