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Kennet h ADAMS, a/k/a Christopher Hale, a/k/a Kenneth Gutheil,
a/ k/a Marvin Nei ghborgall; Judith Adans, a/k/a Jennifer More
al k/a Theresa Cornell, a/k/a Judith Gutheil, Defendants-Appell ees.

March 2, 1995.
Appeal from the United States District Court for the Mddle
District of Florida. (No. 93-225-CR-T-15C), Henry Lee Adans, Jr.,
Judge.

Bef or e BLACK and BARKETT, Circuit Judges, and RONEY, Senior G rcuit
Judge.

PER CURI AM

The Governnent challenges on this appeal the suppression of
certain evidence seized in the search of a notor honme at the tine
of the arrest of defendants Kenneth Adans and his wife Judith. W
affirm

The search and subsequent seizure occurred at a tinme when
state and federal |aw enforcenment officers assenbled to arrest
def endants on nunerous state and federal charges arising in part
fromthe all eged fraudul ent registration of two notor vehicles and
the falsification of wvarious identification docunents. In a
mul ti - count superseding indictnment, the defendant and his wife were
charged with, anong other things, obtaining a driver's |license by
using a false Social Security nunmber in violation of 42 U S.C. 8§
408(a) (7)(B)

We affirm the suppression of evidence in this case wthout

reaching any broad issues that would help define the dichotony



concerning the search of notor honmes. The | aw regardi ng whether to
apply to notor hones the established search and sei zure principles
applicable to notor vehicles, or those applicable to fixed pl aces
of residence has not been developed. This is not an appropriate
case for setting any precedent in this regard.

Reviewi ng the entire unusual circunstances and the peculiar
factual situation in this case, we cannot hold that the district
court erred in suppressing the evidence in this case. But for the
inplication that this decision mght inadvertently be interpreted
to carry sone weight as this area of the |aw devel ops, we would
have affirnmed the judgnent bel ow under our Rule 36.1, Rules of the
United States Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Crcuit.

AFFI RVED.



