


Blue to Gold Law Enforcement Training, LLC 

© 2023 Advanced Criminal Investigations 1 

Table of Contents 

Three Golden Rules ................................................................................................................................... 7 

Legitimate Privacy Interest ....................................................................................................................... 8 

Case: U.S. v. Byrd, 138 S.Ct. 54 (2017) .................................................................................................... 8 

Case: U.S. v. Cooper, 133 F.3d 1394 (1998)............................................................................................. 9 

Case: U.S. v. Mangum, 100 F.3d 164 (1996).......................................................................................... 10 

Case: State v. Codr, 782 P2.d 442 ......................................................................................................... 11 

Case: Illinois v. Gates, 462 U.S. 213 (1983) ........................................................................................... 12 

Case: Gerstein v. Pugh, 420 U.S. 103 (1975) ......................................................................................... 13 

Case: Texas v. Brown, 460 U.S. 730 (1983) ........................................................................................... 14 

Case: United States v. Ortiz, 669 F.3d 439 (4th Cir. 2012) ..................................................................... 15 

Single Purpose Container Doctrine ......................................................................................................... 16 

Case: State v Smith 306 NJ Super 370 (1996) ....................................................................................... 17 

Case: People v. Green, 115 Cal. App. 3d 259, 259–60, 171 Cal. Rptr. 210 (Ct. App. 1981)..................... 18 

Reasonable Suspicion ............................................................................................................................. 19 

Case: United States v. Hernandez-Alvarado, 891 F.2d 1414, 1418–19 (9th Cir. 1989) ........................... 21 

Case: State v. Flanagan, No. 20-0652 (Iowa Ct. App. Oct. 6, 2021) ....................................................... 22 

Case: Illinois v. Gates, 462 U.S. 213 (1983) ........................................................................................... 24 

N.E.R.D.S. ................................................................................................................................................ 25 

Anonymous Tips...................................................................................................................................... 27 

Unidentifiable Tipsters ........................................................................................................................ 27 

Case: Florida v. J.L., 529 U.S. 266 (2000) .............................................................................................. 27 

Case: Alabama v. White, 496 U.S. 325 (1990) ....................................................................................... 28 

Case: Babcock v. Olson, 2021 WL 4165344 (11th Cir. Sept. 14, 2021) ................................................... 29 

Case: Navarette v. California, 572 U.S. 393, 134 S. Ct. 1683, 188 L. Ed. 2d 680 (2014) .......................... 30 

Case: United States v. McCants, 952 F.3d 416 (3d Cir. 2020) ................................................................ 31 

Case: United States v. Watson, 900 F.3d 892 (7th Cir. 2018) ................................................................. 32 

Case: Ramirez v. State, 672 S.W.2d 480 (1984) ..................................................................................... 33 

Case: Florida v. J.L., 529 U.S. 266 (2000) .............................................................................................. 35 

Case: Harris v. Commonwealth, 276 Va. 689 (2008) ............................................................................. 36 

Identifiable Tipsters ............................................................................................................................ 37 



Blue to Gold Law Enforcement Training, LLC 
 
 

 
 

© 2023 Advanced Criminal Investigations 

 
2 

Case: Adams v. Williams, 407 US 143 (1972) ........................................................................................ 39 

Case: Comm. V. Allen, 555 Pa. 522 (1999) ............................................................................................ 40 

Case: State v. Paszek, 184 N.W.2d 836 (1971)....................................................................................... 42 

Case: State v. Evans, 692 So. 2d 216 (1997).......................................................................................... 43 

Case: Navarette v. California, 572 U.S. 393, 134 S. Ct. 1683, 188 L. Ed. 2d 680 (2014) .......................... 44 

Case: State v. Thompson, No. A-5530-17T1 (2020) .............................................................................. 46 

Criminal Informants ............................................................................................................................ 47 

Case: Aguilar v. Texas, 378 U.S. 108 (1964)........................................................................................... 47 

Case: United States v. Weaver, 99 F.3d 1372 (6th Cir.1996) .................................................................. 48 

Case: State v. Novembrino, 519 A.2d 820 (1987) ................................................................................. 49 

How to Articulate an Informant’s Probable Cause .................................................................................. 50 

Case: McCray v. Illinois, 386 U.S. 300, 87 S.Ct. 1056, 18 L.Ed.2d 62 (1967). .......................................... 50 

Case: People v. Williams, 16 Ill. App. 3d 440, 306 N.E.2d 678 (1973) ................................................... 51 

Case: State v. Alvarez-Mercedes, No. A-1201-20, (N.J. Super. Ct. App. Div. July 13, 2021) .................... 52 

Case: Draper v. United States, 358 U.S. 307, 79 S.Ct. 329, 3 L.Ed.2d 327 (1959). .................................. 53 

Collective Knowledge Doctrine ............................................................................................................... 54 

Case: Commonwealth v. Yong, 644 Pa. 613, 636–37, 177 A.3d 876, 889–90, cert. denied sub nom. Yong 

v. Pennsylvania, 139 S. Ct. 374, 202 L. Ed. 2d 286 (2018)...................................................................... 55 

Case: United States v. Williams, 627 F.3d 247 (7th Cir. 2010) ............................................................... 56 

Case: United States v. Ragsdale, 470 F.2d 24 (5th Cir. 1972) ................................................................. 57 

Case: U.S. v. Edwards, 885 F.2d 377 (7th Cir. 1989) .............................................................................. 58 

Constructive Possession .......................................................................................................................... 59 

Case: State v. Wallace, 372 Md. 137, 812 A.2d 291 (2002) ................................................................... 59 

Case: U.S. v. Samad, 754 F.2d 1091 (1984) ........................................................................................... 60 

Case: U.S. v. Jones, 308 F.2d 26 (1962) ................................................................................................. 61 

Case: U.S. v. Philips, 496 F.2d 1395 (1974) ........................................................................................... 62 

Case: State v. Gardner, 96 N.E.3d 925 (2017) ....................................................................................... 63 

Case: US v. Giannukos, 908 F.3d 649 (10th Cir. 2018) ........................................................................... 64 

Willful Blindness ..................................................................................................................................... 66 

Case: U.S. v. Morales, 577 F.2d 769 (1978) ........................................................................................... 67 

Case: US v. Milbrand, 58 F.3d 841 (2d Cir. 1995)................................................................................... 69 

How to Articulate Unprovoked Flight ..................................................................................................... 70 



Blue to Gold Law Enforcement Training, LLC 
 
 

 
 

© 2023 Advanced Criminal Investigations 

 
3 

Case: Illinois v. Wardlow, 528 U.S. 119 (2000) ...................................................................................... 70 

Case: U.S. v. Dykes (D.C. Cir. 2005) 406 F.3d 717................................................................................... 72 

Knock and Announce .............................................................................................................................. 73 

Dispensing with Knock and Announce ................................................................................................ 74 

Wrong Address Liability .......................................................................................................................... 75 

Case: Maryland v. Garrison, 480 U.S. 79 (1987) ................................................................................... 76 

Entries Based on Deception .................................................................................................................... 77 

Undercover Rule ................................................................................................................................. 78 

Creating Emergencies .......................................................................................................................... 79 

Case: Pagan-Gonzalez v. Moreno, 919 F.3d 582 (1st Cir. 2019) ............................................................. 80 

Case: United States v. Harrison, 639 F.3d 1273 (10th Cir. 2011) ........................................................... 81 

Case: United States v. Hardin, 539 F.3d 404, 424-25 (6th Cir. 2008) ..................................................... 82 

Known-Officer Rule ............................................................................................................................. 83 

Case: U.S. v. SPIVEY. 861 F.3d 1207 (2017) 11th Cir............................................................................... 83 

Case: Sec. & Exch. Comm'n v. ESM Gov't Sec., Inc., 645 F.2d 310, 316 (5th Cir. 1981) .......................... 84 

Case: U.S. v. Watzman, 486 F.3d 1004 (2007) ....................................................................................... 85 

Case: Whalen v. McMullen, 907 F.3d 1139, 1147 (9th Cir. 2018) .......................................................... 86 

Case: United States v. Crisolis-Gonzalez, 742 F.3d 830 (8th Cir. 2014), as corrected (Feb. 11, 2014) ..... 87 

Case: People v. Villa, 125 Cal. App. 3d 872, 874, 178 Cal. Rptr. 398 (Ct. App. 1981) ............................. 88 

Case: U.S. v. Berg, 196 P.3d 547 (2008) ................................................................................................ 89 

Freezing Homes in Anticipation of a Warrant ......................................................................................... 90 

Three Types of Home Freezes ............................................................................................................. 90 

Case: State v. Juarez-Godinez, 326 Or 1, 942 P2d 772 (1997) ............................................................... 91 

Prohibiting Entry ................................................................................................................................. 92 

Case: U.S. v. Song Ja Cha, 597 F.3d 995 (9th Cir. 2010). ........................................................................ 93 

Case: US v. Shrum, 908 F.3d 1219 (10th Cir. 2018) ............................................................................... 94 

Maintain Status Quo ........................................................................................................................... 95 

Case: U.S. v. Doubet, 969 F.2d 341 (7th Cir. 1992). ............................................................................... 96 

Case: Illinois v. McArthur, 531 U.S. 326, 121 S. Ct. 946, 950, 148 L. Ed. 2d 838 (2001). ........................ 97 

Entry and Exclusion ............................................................................................................................. 98 

Case: US v. Dessesaure, 429 F.3d 359 (1st Cir. 2005) ............................................................................ 99 

Case: McNairy v. State, 835 S.W.2d 101 (Tex. Crim. App. 1991) .......................................................... 101 



Blue to Gold Law Enforcement Training, LLC 
 
 

 
 

© 2023 Advanced Criminal Investigations 

 
4 

Case: United States v. Meyer, 19 F.4th 1028 (8th Cir. 2021) ................................................................ 102 

Case: State v. Rice, 251 N.J. Super. 136, 597 A.2d 555 (App. Div. 1991) .............................................. 103 

Detaining Occupants ............................................................................................................................. 105 

Case: Michigan v. Summers, 452 U.S. 692 (1981) ............................................................................... 106 

Immediate Vicinity ............................................................................................................................ 107 

Case: Bailey v. U.S., 568 U.S. 186 (2003)............................................................................................. 108 

Case: US v. Taylor, 716 F.2d 701 (9th Cir. 1983)................................................................................... 109 

Nexus to Home .................................................................................................................................. 110 

Case: United States v. Martinez-Cortes, 566 F.3d 767 (8th Cir. 2009) ................................................. 110 

During Search .................................................................................................................................... 111 

Case: US v. Davis, 530 F.3d 1069 (9th Cir. 2008) ................................................................................. 111 

Dealing with Hotel Rooms .................................................................................................................... 112 

Case: Com. v. Brundidge, 620 A.2d 1115 (1993) ................................................................................. 113 

Case: U.S. v. Huffhines, 967 F.3d 314 (1992)....................................................................................... 114 

Patdowns .............................................................................................................................................. 115 

Case: State v. Privott, 203 N.J. 16 (2010) ............................................................................................ 116 

Case: State v. Bruzzese, 94 N.J 210 (1983).......................................................................................... 117 

Case: State v. Williams, 312 S.W.3d 276 (Tex. App. 2010) ................................................................... 118 

Case: US v. Davis, 530 F.3d 1069 (9th Cir. 2008) ................................................................................. 120 

Criminal History Alone ...................................................................................................................... 121 

Case: US v. Hammond, 890 F.3d 901 .................................................................................................. 122 

Case: US v. Davis, 530 F.3d 1069 (9th Cir. 2008) ................................................................................. 124 

Armed and Dangerous ...................................................................................................................... 125 

Case: US v. Hammond, 890 F.3d 901 .................................................................................................. 126 

Plain Feel ............................................................................................................................................... 127 

Case: Minnesota v. Dickerson, 508 U.S. 366 (1993) ............................................................................ 128 

Case: U.S. v. Rogers, 129 F.3d 76 (2d Cir. 1997) .................................................................................. 130 

Case: State v. Jackson, 276 N.J. Super. 626, 629, 648 A.2d 738, 740 (App. Div. 1994) ......................... 132 

Case: Ex parte Warren, 783 So. 2d 86 (Ala. 2000) .............................................................................. 133 

Case: State v. Cargill, 312 N.J. Super. 13, 17, 711 A.2d 318, 320 (App. Div. 1998) ............................... 134 

Case: State v. Wehr, 2014-Ohio-4396 (2014) ...................................................................................... 136 

Case: State v. Ahumada, 225 Ariz. 544 (Ct. App. Div. 2 2010) ............................................................. 137 



Blue to Gold Law Enforcement Training, LLC 
 
 

 
 

© 2023 Advanced Criminal Investigations 

 
5 

Vehicle Sweeps...................................................................................................................................... 138 

Case: Michigan v. Long, 463 U.S. 1032 (1983) .................................................................................... 139 

Conventional Weapons ..................................................................................................................... 141 

Case: People v. Lafitte, 211 Cal. App. 3d 1429 (1989) ......................................................................... 142 

Case: Padilla v. State, 454 P.3d 705 (Nev. 2019) .................................................................................. 144 

Case: Padilla v. State, 454 P.3d 705 (Nev. 2019) .................................................................................. 145 

Case: Michigan v. Long, 463 U.S. 1032 (1983) .................................................................................... 147 

Non-Conventional Weapons ............................................................................................................. 148 

Case: People v. Avila, 58 Cal. App. 4th 1069 (1997) ............................................................................ 149 

Arrest Warrants ..................................................................................................................................... 151 

Search Incident to Arrest ...................................................................................................................... 152 

Case: State v. Nye, 136 Nev. Adv. Op. 48, 468 P.3d 369 (2020) ........................................................... 153 

Case: United States v. Davis, No. 20-4035, 2021 WL 1826255 (4th Cir. May 7, 2021) ......................... 154 

Case: Birchfield v. North Dakota, 136 S. Ct. 2160, 2179-80, 195 L.Ed.2d 560, 582 (2016) ................... 155 

Miranda Requirements ......................................................................................................................... 156 

Case: California v. Beheler, 463 US 1121 (1984) ................................................................................. 157 

Case: Illinois v. Perkins, 496 U.S. 292 (1990)....................................................................................... 159 

Case: People v. Orozco (2019) 32 Cal.App.5th 802 ............................................................................. 160 

Case: People v. Prysock, 127 Cal.App.3d 972 (1982) .......................................................................... 161 

Six Miranda Issues................................................................................................................................. 162 

Coercive Factors ................................................................................................................................ 163 

Waivers ............................................................................................................................................. 164 

Invocations ........................................................................................................................................ 166 

Case: People v. Peracchi, 86 Cal.App.4th 353 (2001) .......................................................................... 167 

Case: Davis v. U.S. 512 U.S. 452 (1994)............................................................................................... 168 

Reinitiating ........................................................................................................................................ 169 

Case: Minnick v. Mississippi, 498 US 146 (1990) ................................................................................ 170 

Case: Maryland v. Shatzer, 559 U.S 98 (2010)..................................................................................... 171 

Case: Michigan v. Mosley, 423 U.S. 96 (1975) .................................................................................... 172 

Case: People v. Enraca, 53 Cal.4th 735 (2012) .................................................................................... 173 

Case: U.S. v. Jennings, 515 F.3d 980 (2008) ........................................................................................ 174 

Exceptions ......................................................................................................................................... 175 



Blue to Gold Law Enforcement Training, LLC 
 
 

 
 

© 2023 Advanced Criminal Investigations 

 
6 

Case: New York v. Quarles, 467 U.S. 649 (U.S. 1984) .......................................................................... 176 

Violations .......................................................................................................................................... 177 

Case: Missouri v. Seibert, 542 U.S. 600 (U.S. 2004) ............................................................................ 178 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Blue to Gold Law Enforcement Training, LLC 
 
 

 
 

© 2023 Advanced Criminal Investigations 

 
7 

Three Golden Rules 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. The more you articulate why you did 

something, the more likely it will be upheld 

in court. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2. The more serious the crime, the more 

reasonable your actions are likely to be 

viewed. 

 

 

 

 

 

3. Conduct all warrantless searches and 

seizures in the same manner as if you had 

judicial pre-approval. 

 

 

 

 

        

The more you articulate
why you did something,
the more likely it will be
upheld in court.

                             

        

The more serious the
crime, the more reasonable
your actions are likely to be
viewed.

                             

          

Conduct all warrantless
searches and seizures in
the same manner as if you
had  udicial pre-approval.
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Legitimate Privacy Interest 

 

Case: U.S. v. Byrd, 138 S.Ct. 54 (2017) 

Issue: Whether unauthorized driver have 

standing? 

Training points: 

In the unanimous opinion United States v. 

Byrd, the Supreme Court abrogated law in a 

number of circuits by holding that the driver 

of a rental car had standing to challenge a 

search even if he was not named in the rental 

agreement. As a general rule someone in 

otherwise lawful possession and control of a 

rental car has a reasonable expectation of 

privacy in it even if the rental agreement 

does not list him or her as an authorized 

driver. A breach of the rental agreement, 

standing alone, did not eliminate any 

expectation of privacy that the driver had. 

After all, many non-authorized drivers wind 

up driving, for example, when the renter is 

drowsy or inebriated. 

 

 

Notes: 

Terrence Byrd and Latasha Reed rented a car 

from Budget in New Jersey. The rental 

agreement restricted who could drive the 

car, but Reed did not list Byrd as an 

additional driver. Byrd drove the car and was 

stopped by police for a possible traffic 

infraction. Byrd was not listed as an 

additional driver on the rental agreement, 

and the police searched the car, finding 

heroin in the trunk. Byrd was arrested, and 

the case went to court. 

 

 

 

 

Unauthorized driver
have standing?
U.S. v. Byrd, 138S.Ct. 54 (2017)
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Case: U.S. v. Cooper, 133 F.3d 1394 (1998) 

Issue: Whether the district court erred in 

concluding that he lacked standing to 

challenge the search of the rental car and the 

items therein? 

Training points: 

Defendant had reasonable expectation of 

privacy in rental car four days after rental 

contract expired, and had Fourth 

Amendment standing to challenge 

warrantless search of car's glove 

compartment during traffic stop; defendant 

had paid his rental bill in full, rental company 

had not taken any steps to repossess car, and 

defendant could have extended rental 

contract past date of search by making 

simple telephone call to rental company. 

 

 

 

Notes: 

Dwayne Cooper rented a car from Budget 

Rent-A-Car with a due date of January 20th, 

1996. Cooper knew that Budget's policy was 

to extend the due date if requested by the 

renter over the telephone, as long as 

sufficient funds exist on the renter's credit 

card. On January 24th, Cooper was pulled 

over by a Florida Highway Patrol trooper for 

driving a rental car that was four days 

overdue. The trooper found a loaded firearm 

and drugs in the car. The car was towed and 

returned to Budget, and Cooper's credit card 

was charged for use of the car through 

January 25th. 

 

 

 

 

Overdue by four days?
U.S. v. Cooper, 133 F.3d 1394 (1998)
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Case: U.S. v. Mangum, 100 F.3d 164 (1996) 

Issue: Whether the scope and duration of 

the investigatory stop of the vehicle 

reasonable in which the defendant was a 

passenger? Also, whether the defendant 

lacked standing to challenge the search of 

the knapsack as they denied ownership of it 

in response to the officer's question? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Training points: 

 Scope and duration of investigatory stop 

were reasonable when, based on their 

corroboration of tip that defendant carried 

firearm in knapsack to and from work, police 

officers had reasonable, articulable suspicion 

sufficient to stop vehicle in which defendant 

was passenger, complete protective 

weapons search, and conduct reasonable 

further investigation of knapsack in trunk, 

officers performed further investigation 

promptly, searching knapsack after driver 

and defendant denied ownership, and no 

threats or use of force existed to convert stop 

into arrest. 

Defendant lacked standing to challenge on 

Fourth Amendment grounds search of his 

knapsack after he denied ownership when 

asked if knapsack was his by police officers 

conducting investigatory stop of vehicle in 

which defendant was passenger, thereby 

abandoning knapsack and waiving any 

legitimate privacy interest in it. 

Notes: 

In 1994, a confidential informant told 

Detective Andre Williams that Kevin 

Mangum carried a gun in his knapsack to 

work at a barbershop in Washington D.C. On 

September 3, 1994, the police saw Mangum 

leaving the barbershop carrying a knapsack 

and putting it in the trunk of a black Nissan. 

The police stopped the car, searched the 

knapsack and found a loaded handgun. 

Mangum denied owning the knapsack and 

was convicted of firearm possession by a 

convicted felon. 

 It s not mine, it s the drivers 
U.S. v. Mangum, 100 F.3d 164 (1996)
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Case: State v. Codr, 782 P2.d 442 

Issue: Whether cops had P.C despite 

defendant providing a bill of sale? 

Training points: 

Continued inquiry of defendant suspected of 

unlawful entry of vehicle, after she had 

produced documentation for car and 

explained her relationship with owner was 

reasonable; documents themselves did not 

connect defendant to car and officer was not 

required to accept as true her explanation of 

reasons she was not named in documents. 

Probable cause to make arrest for unlawful 

entry of vehicle existed where defendant 

acted suspiciously in car, was unable to 

establish definitive connection between 

herself and car, failed to identify person for 

whom she was supposedly waiting or to 

provide information as to where that person 

was, and policeman was aware that a 

number of similar offenses had occurred in 

immediate. 

 

Notes: 

In 1987, a woman was caught by security 

officers in a poorly lit section of a hospital's 

parking structure using a flashlight to tamper 

with the wiring under the dash of a 1972 

Cadillac with the engine running. The 

security officers called for assistance and 

asked the woman for identification when she 

could not prove that she was the registered 

owner of the car. She claimed that the 

purchaser named in the bill of sale was her 

boyfriend. Two police officers arrived later 

and found fresh needle marks on her arms. 

They arrested her for violating a city 

ordinance and did not find any signs of 

forced entry into the car. 
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Case: Illinois v. Gates, 462 U.S. 213 (1983) 

Issue: Whether the anonymous letter 

established probable cause? 

Training points: 

Probable-cause for warrant authorizing 

search of defendants' home and automobile 

was established by anonymous letter 

indicating that defendants were involved in 

activities in violation of state drug laws and 

predicting future criminal activities where 

ma or portions of the letter's predictions 

were corroborated by information provided 

to affiant by federal agents. 

It is enough, for purposes of assessing 

probable-cause for issuance of search 

warrant, that corroboration of informant's 

tip through other sources of information 

reduced the chances of reckless or 

prevaricating tale, thus providing substantial 

basis for crediting the hearsay. 

 

Notes: 

In 1978, the police in Bloomingdale, Illinois 

received an anonymous letter stating that a 

couple was selling drugs and that they would 

be driving their car to Florida to load it with 

drugs. The police officer determined the 

couple's address and discovered that the 

husband had made a reservation for a flight 

to Florida. The DEA was notified and 

arranged for surveillance. The husband was 

seen taking the flight and leaving the next 

day with a woman in a car. The police 

obtained a search warrant based on the 

police officer's affidavit and the anonymous 

letter, and they found drugs in the couple's 

car trunk and home. 

 

 

 

                              
                                     

 In dealing with probable cause,
however, as the very name implies,
we deal with probabilities. These are
not technical; they are the factual and
practical considerations of everyday
life on which reasonable and prudent
men, not legal technicians, act. 
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Case: Gerstein v. Pugh, 420 U.S. 103 (1975) 

Issue: Whether the Fourth Amendment 

requires a prompt  udicial determination of 

probable cause following a warrantless 

arrest? 

Training points: 

The Court reasoned that the Fourth 

Amendment requires that persons be free 

from unreasonable seizures, and that a 

warrantless arrest is a seizure that must be 

based on probable cause. The Court further 

reasoned that the Fourth Amendment 

requires that any seizure be followed by a 

prompt  udicial determination of its legality. 

The Court found that the traditional 

common law rule requiring a prompt  udicial 

determination of probable cause was 

consistent with the Fourth Amendment, and 

that the delay in providing such a 

determination in this case was a violation of 

Pugh's constitutional rights. 

 

 

Notes: 

The case arose when the respondent, Pugh, 

was arrested without a warrant and detained 

for several days before being formally 

charged. Pugh challenged the detention on 

the grounds that he was denied a prompt 

 udicial determination of probable cause, 

which he claimed was a violation of the 

Fourth Amendment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                              
                                     

 P robable cause  does not require
the fine resolution of conflicting
evidence that a reasonable-doubt or
even a preponderance standard
 more likely than not demands. 
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Case: Texas v. Brown, 460 U.S. 730 (1983) 

Issue: Whether an officer, relying on years of 

practical experience and knowledge 

commonly accepted, has probable cause to 

seize the balloon in plain view? 

Training points: 

“Probable cause” for search is flexible, 

common-sense standard, merely requiring 

that facts available to officer would warrant 

man of reasonable caution in belief that 

certain items may be contraband or stolen 

property or useful as evidence of crime, and 

it does not demand any showing that such 

belief be correct or more likely true than 

false, a practical, nontechnical probability 

that incriminating evidence is involved being 

all that is required, and it is not necessary 

that officer be possessed of near certainty as 

to seizable nature of items. 

 

 

Notes: 

In 1979, during a routine driver's license 

checkpoint, a police officer stopped an 

automobile driven by Brown and asked him 

for his driver's license. While doing so, the 

officer saw Brown withdraw his right hand 

from his right pants pocket with an opaque, 

green party balloon. The officer, aware that 

narcotics are often packaged in balloons like 

that, found several small plastic vials, 

quantities of loose white powder, and an 

open bag of party balloons. Brown was 

instructed to get out of the car, and the 

officer picked up the green balloon with 

powdery substance in it. After displaying it to 

another officer, both officers arrested Brown 

and discovered several plastic bags 

containing a green leafy substance and a 

large bottle of milk sugar. A police 

department chemist testified that the 

substance in the balloon seized by the officer 

was heroin. 

                              
                                     

Probable cause  merely requires that the facts
available to the officer would  warrant a man
of reasonable caution in the belief that certain
items may be contraband or stolen property or
useful as evidence of a crime; it does not
demand any showing that such a belief be
correct or more likely true than false.  
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Case: United States v. Ortiz, 669 F.3d 439 (4th 

Cir. 2012)  

Issue: Whether the police had P.C. that there 

was contraband in the vehicle? 

Training points: 

Probable cause to search is flexible standard 

that simply requires reasonable ground for 

belief of guilt, and more than bare suspicion. 

Suspect's consent to search provides 

exception to Fourth Amendment's warrant 

and probable cause requirements, and once 

defendant voluntarily gives consent, search 

that falls within scope of that consent is 

constitutionally permissible. 

Probable cause standard for search does not 

require that officer's belief satisfy 

preponderance of evidence standard. 

 

 

Notes: 

The Maryland State Police received a tip that 

a white Mitsubishi car suspected of carrying 

drugs and money was heading south on I-95. 

Trooper Decker stopped the vehicle, driven 

by Lenny Ortiz, for speeding and suspected 

drug trafficking. Trooper Gussoni arrived and 

requested to search the vehicle, but they 

waited until after the traffic stop was 

completed and Ortiz had been given a 

warning ticket. Ortiz consented to the 

search, and the officers found a hidden 

compartment containing six kilograms of 

cocaine. Ortiz was arrested. The officers 

searched the vehicle for signs of tampering 

or theft and to locate the concealed vehicle 

identification number. 

 

 

 

                              
                                     

Probable cause is more than a bare
suspicion. It is a  reasonable
ground for belief of guilt but does
not rise to a preponderance of the
evidence or  more-likely-true-than-
false standard.
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Single Purpose Container Doctrine 
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Case: State v Smith 306 NJ Super 370 (1996) 

Issue: Whether officer had P.C. to make an 

arrest? 

Training points: 

Search and seizure of duct-taped parcels 

between passenger's legs after car was 

stopped for suspected traffic law violation 

was sustainable under plain view doctrine, 

as trooper's vantage point from passenger 

side of car was lawful for his observations, 

and his training and experience led him to 

reasonable belief that packages in plain view 

contained drugs. 

Trooper had probable cause to arrest 

passenger for suspected contraband on his 

person, where trooper, who had stopped car 

for traffic violations and approached car 

from passenger side, had seen plastic bag 

protruding from passenger's right front 

pocket which appeared to contain 

mari uana. 

 

Notes: 

On January 14, 1994, Trooper Long was 

driving on Route 95 when he noticed a car 

with Pennsylvania license plates swerving 

between lanes. He stopped the car and 

smelled alcohol and saw a bag of mari uana 

in the passenger's pocket. He also found two 

packages wrapped in silver duct tape 

between the passenger’s legs, which he 

suspected contained cocaine. Long arrested 

both the driver and the passenger and later 

found out they had purchased eight ounces 

of cocaine for $3,500 with the intent to sell 

it. The driver was also charged with traffic 

violations and driving with a suspended 

license. 

 

 

 

State v Smith 306 NJ Super
370 (1996)
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Case: People v. Green, 115 Cal. App. 3d 259, 

259–60, 171 Cal. Rptr. 210 (Ct. App. 1981) 

Issue: Whether the gun case had a 

reasonable expectation of privacy? 

Training points: 

The trial court correctly denied the 

defendant's motion to suppress evidence 

seized from his car, including a gun case, a 

loaded gun, and bullets. The police officer 

observed the closed gun case in plain sight 

and immediately recognized it as a gun case, 

which did not have a reasonable expectation 

of privacy. The officer had the right to open 

the case without a warrant as the loaded 

revolver was contraband and could be 

visually identified from its exterior. 

Therefore, the seizure of the gun case and its 

contents was legally and constitutionally 

privileged. 

 

 

Notes: 

On July 7, 1979, San Fernando Police Officer 

Burns arrested the defendant on a traffic 

warrant and placed him in the back of his 

police vehicle. As Burns walked past the 

defendant's parked vehicle, he noticed a 

black opaque case on the front seat which he 

recognized as a gun case. Without a search 

warrant or the defendant's permission, 

Burns opened the case and found a loaded 

.32 caliber revolver. The defendant and 

another individual in the car were arrested 

for unlawful carrying of a loaded firearm in a 

vehicle on a city street. 

 

 

 

 

 

People v. Green, 115 Cal. App. 3d 259,
259 60, 171 Cal. Rptr. 210 (Ct. App.
1981)



Blue to Gold Law Enforcement Training, LLC 
 
 

 
 

© 2023 Advanced Criminal Investigations 

 
19 

Reasonable Suspicion 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                     
                               
              

          

                            

                                 

          

                               
                                 

          

                                      
                               
                                    
              

       



Blue to Gold Law Enforcement Training, LLC 
 
 

 
 

© 2023 Advanced Criminal Investigations 

 
20 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                       
                                    
                                          
                                     
                                        
                                          
            

                                              

                           
                             
                         
                  



Blue to Gold Law Enforcement Training, LLC 
 
 

 
 

© 2023 Advanced Criminal Investigations 

 
21 

 

Case: United States v. Hernandez-Alvarado, 

891 F.2d 1414, 1418–19 (9th Cir. 1989) 

Issue: Whether the factors considered  ointly 

are sufficient to  ustify an investigatory stop? 

Training points: 

Considered  ointly, these factors are 

insufficient to  ustify an investigatory stop. 

While they may allow certain inferences to 

be drawn, they describe too many 

individuals to create a reasonable suspicion 

that this particular defendant is engaged in 

criminal activity. For example, while the car 

dealership in question has been associated 

with drug activity, many citizens with no 

connection to drug trafficking also have 

purchased family vehicles there. Likewise, 

many law-abiding motorists have two-way 

antennas installed on their cars, live near the 

Mexican border, and reduce their speed on 

the freeway when being followed by a law 

enforcement vehicle. Thus, these facts in 

combination do not constitute reasonable 

suspicion. 

 

Notes: 

In 1987, Border Patrol Agents Truty and 

Smith pulled over defendant Hernandez-

Alvarado's car on Interstate Highway 19 near 

Nogales, Arizona. Truty noticed the car's 

large trunk capacity and the suspicious 

behavior of the occupants, including 

Hernandez-Alvarado reducing his speed and 

not making eye contact with the agents. 

Truty also noticed a license plate frame from 

a dealership known for narcotics activity and 

an antenna protruding from the trunk. After 

checking the registration and finding 

connections to a neighborhood under 

investigation for narcotics activity, the agents 

found 258 pounds of mari uana in the trunk.  

 

 

 

 

             
                                     

Considered  ointly, these factors are
insufficient to  ustify an investigatory stop.
While they may allow certain inferences to be
drawn, they describe too many individuals to
create a reasonable suspicion that this
particular defendant is engaged in criminal
activity.

U.S. v. Hernandez-Alvarado, 891 F.2d 1414 (1989) (Different case)
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Case: State v. Flanagan, No. 20-0652 (Iowa 

Ct. App. Oct. 6, 2021) 

Issue: Whether stop was based on 

reasonable suspicion? 

Training points: 

The record shows the trooper knew (1) the 

registered owner of the vehicle had a 

protective order in force against him; (2) the 

protected person was a woman; (3) the 

driver and the registered owner were likely 

the same person; and (4) the passenger was 

a woman. But roughly half of the population 

is a woman. So being with someone of the 

same sex as a protected party, without more, 

was not enough for reasonable suspicion. 

 

 

 

Notes:  

Police officers observed a vehicle driven by a 

person that was sub ect to a protective 

order. The victim was a female. There was a 

female passenger. A stop was made to 

confirm whether the passenger was the 

victim. 
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Case: Illinois v. Gates, 462 U.S. 213 (1983) 

Issue: Whether the anonymous letter 

established probable cause? 

Training points: 

Probable-cause for warrant authorizing 

search of defendants' home and automobile 

was established by anonymous letter 

indicating that defendants were involved in 

activities in violation of state drug laws and 

predicting future criminal activities where 

ma or portions of the letter's predictions 

were corroborated by information provided 

to affiant by federal agents. 

It is enough, for purposes of assessing 

probable-cause for issuance of search 

warrant, that corroboration of informant's 

tip through other sources of information 

reduced the chances of reckless or 

prevaricating tale, thus providing substantial 

basis for crediting the hearsay. 

Notes: 

In 1978, the police in Bloomingdale, Illinois 

received an anonymous letter stating that a 

couple was selling drugs and that they would 

be driving their car to Florida to load it with 

drugs. The police officer determined the 

couple's address and discovered that the 

husband had made a reservation for a flight 

to Florida. The DEA was notified and 

arranged for surveillance. The husband was 

seen taking the flight and leaving the next 

day with a woman in a car. The police 

obtained a search warrant based on the 

police officer's affidavit and the anonymous 

letter, and they found drugs in the couple's 

car trunk and home. 

                                     

 In dealing with probable cause,
however, as the very name implies,
we deal with probabilities. These are
not technical; they are the factual and
practical considerations of everyday
life on which reasonable and prudent
men, not legal technicians, act. 
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