
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF GREENE COUNTY, MISSOURI 

Division 6 

 

 

STATE OF MISSOURI,    ) 

Plaintiff,     )      

      ) 

v.       )  Case No. 1931-CR01615   

      ) 

JAMES C JORDAN,   ) 

Defendant.     ) 
 
 

ORDER 

This matter now comes on for consideration of Defendant’s Motion to Suppress the 

arresting officer’s characterizations of defendant based on his observations following what 

defendant believed to be an unlawful stop and investigative detention; the defendant’s alleged 

performance on standardized field sobriety testing; the results of an administered blood test to 

determine defendant’s blood alcohol content, and any testimony regarding such evidence, 

including any alleged statements or admissions made by defendant. A hearing on the motion was 

held on January 24, 2020.    

 The Court has considered the testimony presented at that hearing and the arguments of 

counsel. After consideration of the same, the Court finds that the officer’s testimony was credible 

and that his actions with respect to the Defendant were reasonable.   

The Court finds that the officer’s initial contact with the Defendant was lawful given the 

fact that the road had been closed for the Presidential motorcade that day.  The purpose of the 

roadblock was to insure first, the safety of the President of the United States, and second, the 

safety of anyone who might inadvertently enter into the space of the President and be perceived 

as a threat by the security detail. The officer in question approached numerous cars that day to 

help them determine where to turn around and let them know why the road was closed.  In fact, 

the officer, who had many years of experience on the road, was at the time assigned in the 



administrative office of the Greene County Sheriff and had no pre-text for any of those 

encounters except to inform and protect  the public.  It was Defendant who stopped near the 

officer.  If he would have turned around and proceeded back he would not have ever encountered 

the officer.  The court finds specifically that the officer approached the vehicle as a public 

service, not as a pre-text to detain.  It was only after the officer smelled the odor of intoxicants 

and made observations of the defendant, did he have suspicions, which justified further inquiry 

by the officer.  

 WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, Defendant’s motion to suppress is denied. 

 

SO ORDERED. 

 

 

Dated:  January 31, 2020    ___________________________________ 

      Becky J.W. Borthwick 

Circuit Judge 

  


