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Summary

Since the 1980s, the United States Supreme Court has issued a series of decisions narrowing the applicability of the exclusionary rule. As such, the exclusionary rule is inapplicable in civil cases, grand jury proceedings, and parole revocation hearings. Other exceptions to the exclusionary rule include inevitable or independent discovery, attenuation, and the good-faith exception. In Hudson v. Michigan, 126 S.Ct. 2159 (2006), the Court further narrowed the applicability of the exclusionary rule by finding that the rule was not an appropriate remedy when police officers fail to wait a few seconds after they knock and announce their presence while executing a valid search warrant. This report summarizes the Court's decision in Hudson and will not be updated.
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Summary

fes of decisions.

Since the 19805, the United States Supreme Court has ssued a
narrowing the applicabiliy of the exclusionary rule. As such, the exclusionary rule is
inapplicable in civil case. grand jury proceedings. and parole revocation hearings.
Other exceptions to the exclusionary rule nclude inevitable or independent discovery.
attenuation. and the good-futh exception. In Hudson . Michigan,126 5.C1. 2159
(2006),the Court futher nasrowed the applicability of the exclusionary rule by finding
that the rule was not an appropriate remedy when police officers fal to wait  few
seconds afte they knack and announce thei presence while executing a valid search
warrant. This report summarizes the Court's decision in Hudson and will not be
updated.

Legal Background. Becginning with the U.S. Supreme Courts decisionsn Weeks
. Unied Stases'and Mapp v O the mandates oF e Fourth Amendment have b
enforced through the appication of an exclusionary rle which generally states that
evidence llegally seized ay ot be sed against he defendant. I Weeks o federalsge
had conducted an ilegal warranless scarch for evidence of gambling in M. Weels's
Home. The evidence sized inthe search was used at il and Weeks was convicted. On
appea,the Supreme Court hld that the Fourth Amendsnt barred the use of evidence
sccured through 4 warranles scarch. Weeks's convicton was eversed. and thus the
federal exclusionary rle was developed. In Mapp. the Court held ha the exclusionary
suleshould and did apply o the sats. 1 was “ogically nd consitutionaly necessary
wene Justice Claek forthe majorkty. “that he exclusion doctine — an cssntial part of
e right o privacy — be also nsisted upon 4 anessental ingredient of the ght” (o b
sciures. “To hold otherviseis o grant the right

secure from unreasonable searches i

3mus

830914,

367US. 643 (1961,
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