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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF GREENE COUNTY, MISSOURI 

Associate Division 26 

 

STATE OF MISSOURI,    ) 

       ) 

     Plaintiff, ) 

       ) 

vs.       )   Case No. 1531-CR05275 

       ) 

CHELSEA DANIEL CORP,   ) 

       ) 

     Defendant. ) 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW  

AND ORDER 

 

 On the 4th day of February, 2016, Defendant appeared in person and with her 

attorney, Stacie Bilyeu.  State of Missouri appeared by Assistant Prosecuting 

Attorney Michael Jacobs.  Hearing was held on the record on Defendant’s Motion in 

Limine and Motion to Suppress Evidence and Defendant’s Motion to Suppress 

Statements.  The Court took the motions under advisement. 

 

Findings of Fact 

 

 Andrew Webb of the Greene County Sheriff’s Department testified that he 

was on patrol on January 18, 2015, at or near the intersection of St. Louis and 

Kimbrough in Springfield, Greene County, Missouri. 

 

 Officer Webb testified that he observed a vehicle drive from a parking lot and 

onto the sidewalk to access the street.  Subsequently, he made traffic stop of the 

vehicle and found the driver to be the Defendant.  Officer Webb testified that he 

believed that driving on the sidewalk was a traffic violation and that it was only 

later in his investigation that he discovered driving on the sidewalk was not a 

traffic violation.  When asked whether there was any other reason why he stopped 

the Defendant’s vehicle, Officer Webb stated he stopped the vehicle because of what 

he called “unsafe driving.”  Regardless of that description, Officer Webb stated he 

never saw the Defendant perform any traffic violations in the course of her 

operating her vehicle. 

  

Burden of Proof and Law as to Probable Cause 

 

 At hearings on motions to suppress evidence challenging whether probable 

cause existed, the State bears the burden of proving that the stop was 

constitutionally proper. 
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 In State v. Loyd, 326 S.W.3d 908 (Mo. App. 2010), the Missouri Court of 

Appeals delivered an opinion which clearly and concisely summarizes the law as to 

probable cause for a traffic stop:   

 

The Fourth Amendment to the United States Constitution  

guarantees that individuals will not be subject to unreasonable  

searches or seizures.  U.S. Const. amend. IV.  ‘A routine traffic  

stop based on the violation of state traffic laws is a justifiable  

seizure under the Fourth Amendment.’  State v. Granado, 148  

S.W.3d 309, 311 (Mo. banc 2004).  ‘So long as [law enforcement]  

are doing no more than they are legally permitted and objectively  

authorized to do, the resulting stop or arrest is constitutional.’  Id.   

‘As a general matter, the decision to stop an automobile is reasonable  

where [law enforcement] have probable cause to believe that a traffic 

violation has occurred.’  State v. Johnson, 148 S.W.3d 338, 340 (Mo. App. 

W.D. 2004)(internal quotation marks omitted).  ‘Where a driver’s actions  

are not proscribed by law and would not justify the issuance of a warning, 

however, there is no probable cause or reasonable suspicion to stop the 

vehicle.’  Id.  Whether probable cause existed is based upon the knowledge 

[law enforcement] had prior to the search or seizure.  Hack v. Vincent, 257 

S.W.3d 667, 670 (Mo. App.W.D. 2008). 

 

Id. at 911-912. 

 

Conclusions of Law 

 

In this case, the State provided no evidence of driving actions by the 

Defendant which were not proscribed by law.  Additionally, there was no evidence 

presented by the State that there was any action which would justify the issuance of 

a warning to the Defendant.  Officer Webb’s testimony, same being that it was not a 

violation of the law for the Defendant to drive on the sidewalk in the manner in 

which she did nor was there any other reason for her being stopped other than 

unspecified “unsafe driving,” results in the State being unable to meet its burden of 

proof that the stop of the Defendant’s vehicle was constitutionally proper.  The fact 

that there was no evidence that the Defendant cited for any traffic violation, nor 

evidence from Officer Webb that he could have cited the Defendant for a traffic 

violation, further establishes that there was not probable cause or reasonable 

suspicion to stop the Defendant’s vehicle. 
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Ruling 

 

 Defendant’s Motion to Suppress Evidence is granted due to there being 

no probable cause or reasonable suspicion to stop the Defendant’s vehicle.  

Consistent with that ruling, Defendant’s Motion to Suppress Statements is also 

granted. 

 

 

 

February 11, 2016     ____________________________________ 

       J. Ronald Carrier, Judge 
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