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GARWOOD, Circuit Judge:
Def endant s- appel | ants M guel Angel Aguero-M randa (Aguero-
M randa), Ricardo Vasquez (Vasquez), and Antonio |barra-Sanchez
(I barra- Sanchez) were indicted for conspiracy to possess mari huana

with intent to distribute in violation of 21 U S.C. 88 841(a)(1)



and 846. The appel |l ants noved to suppress approxi mately 344 pounds
of mari huana seized on January 6, 1998 fromthe van in which they
were riding, as well as incul patory statenents that they nade to
|aw enforcenent officials after their arrest. Fol l owi ng an
evidentiary hearing, the district court denied the notion. The
appel l ants thereafter were convicted on their pleas of guilty and
wer e subsequently sentenced. The guilty pleas each reserved the
right to appeal the denial of the notion to suppress. FED. R CRM
Proc. 11 (a)(2). The appell ants now appeal, challenging only the
denial of the notion. W affirm
Facts and Proceedi ngs Bel ow

Bet ween August, 1997, and January, 1998, speci al agents of the Drug
Enf orcenment Agency (DEA), | ed by Speci al Agent Steve Mattas (Mattas),
conducted intermttent surveillance of a residence | ocated at 1393
Copper Ridge in El Paso, Texas. This residence was the hone of
appel | ant Aguero-M randa, his w fe, Jacquel i ne Aguero, and her chil dren.
Based on t hei r observations over this five-nonth period, Mattas and t he
ot her agents suspected that the Copper R dge resi dence housed an on-
going illicit drug operation.

Fromtheir surveillance of the trash at t he Copper R dge resi dence,
Mattas and the DEA agents di scovered phone records revealing that
mul ti pl e cal | s had been nade t o phone nunbers associ ated wi t h ot her DEA
i nvestigations. Their searches al so reveal ed several five-pound zi p-
| ock baggi es covered with duct tape, a practice which in Mattas’s
experi ence was consi stent with the transportation of drugs and currency.

A police dog trained to detect the presence of currency positively



i dentifiedthe baggi es as havi ng cont ai ned currency. Q her suspi ci ous
trash findings included planetickets to Hawaii and Mexi co, bills that
were all in Ms. Aguero’s nanme, and bank statenents indicating |l arge
mont hly deposits, even though the residents at Copper Ridge had no
di scernabl e enpl oynent .

The trash searches also revealed utility bills and nortgage
statenents for aresidence on Rai nbowR dge, | ocated directly behindthe
Copper Ridge hone. H s attention drawn to t he Rai nbowRi dge r esi dence,
Mattas noted that it was unkenpt and run-down, whi ch was unusual for
that affluent part of El Paso. No one appeared to be living there on
any consi stent basis, and the agents observed heavy foot and vehicle
traffic between the two resi dences. Fromthese observations, Mattas
surm sed t hat t he Rai nbowRi dge resi dence was in all |ikelihood a “stash
house,” that is, an unoccupi ed house used for the storage of drugs.

I nthe course of his surveillance of the Copper R dge and Rai nbow
R dge resi dences, Mattas observed approxi mat el y si x vehi cl es, incl udi ng
t he bei ge van at i ssueinthis appeal, com ng and goi ng fromt he houses
at various tines. Sone of the vehicles had tenporary |icense tags, sone
had t ags t hat were associ ated with ot her DEAi nvesti gati ons, and sone
woul d remai n parked in front of the houses, virtually abandoned, for
weeks at atine. At the suppressionhearing, Mattas testifiedthat this
| arge nunber of vehicles was unusual even for an affl uent area-and
especi al | y unusual when t he resi dents did not appear to work. Mattas
concluded that this activity was consistent wwth drugtrafficking. He
al soidentifiedone of the nost frequent visitors tothe Copper R dge

house as G | berto Vil l anueava (Vi | | anueava), whomt he agents | ater (and



before January, 1998) determ ned was wanted for questioning in
connectionw th the abducti on of a DEA agent i n Mexi coin 1995, as wel |
as anot her DEAinvestigation. Accordingto Mattas, Vill anueava often
shuttl ed back and forth between the Copper R dge and Rai nbow R dge
resi dences, and unli ke nost of the other visitors, was actual |y al | owed
i nsi de the Copper Ri dge residence.

On the eveni ng of January 6, 1998, the beige van made its first
appearance inover anonth. Asthevanpulledintothedriveway of the
Rai nbow Ri dge r esi dence, Mattas observed the notion-sensitive |ight
above t he driveway go on and at | east two i ndividual s exit the van and
enter the residence. Amnute or two |later, the vanleft the Rai nbow
Ri dge residence; after approximately thirty mnutes, it returned.
Mattas t hen sawt hree nen | oadi ng several | arge objects, which appeared
to be duffel bags, intothevan. Hetestifiedthat sonetine duringthe
course of these events the notion-sensitivelight had been deacti vat ed,
and that the | oadi ng of the van took place in the dark. WMattas found
it suspicious that these individuals would | oad the van in the dark
“when t he aver age person woul d have wanted to have | i ght out there so
they could see what they were doing.”

Mattas followed the van as it departed from Rai nbow Ri dge.
Bel i eving that the van was | oaded with drugs, and t hat he woul d need
assistanceinstoppingit, Mattas contacted by nobi | e phone anot her DEA

agent and the El Paso Police Departnent (EPPD).! He instructedthe EPPD

1 At the suppression hearing, Mattas testified that he did not
attenpt to stop the van hi nsel f because hi s vehicl e was not equi pped
W th enmergency |lights or asiren, and because he di d not want to reveal
t he exi stence of the DEAi nvestigati onto Aguero-M randa or any of the
van’s ot her occupants.



di spatcher torelay a nessage to EPPDof fi cers t hat a DEA agent needed
assi stance i n stopping the van. Mattas al so request ed t he di spat cher
totell the officers to formtheir own reasonabl e suspici on before
stopping the van. The dispatcher failed to conmunicate this | ast
i nstruction, however, andinstead nerely issued aradiobulletinthat
a DEA agent had request ed assi stance i n st oppi ng t he bei ge van because
it was possibly transporting drugs or weapons.

After hearing the bulletin, EPPD Patrol man Jose Guerra (CGuerra)
observed t he van headi ng east on Interstate 10. QGuerra activated his
energency |lights and began his pursuit. Wile being foll owed on the
freeway by Guerra, the van passed an EPPD Speci al Weapons and Tacti cs
(SWAT) teamon its way hone froma training session at the police
acadeny. Aware of the di spatcher’s nessage, the SWAT teamjoinedinthe
chase and ai ded Guerra in making a “fel ony stop” of the van at an exit
of f the highway.? The SWAT team Querra, and Guerra’'s partner all
approached t he st opped van with pi stols and shot guns drawn. As they
drewnear, but beforethey | ookedinsideit, the officers could snell
a strong odor of mari huana emanating fromw thinthe van.® The officers
ordered t he t hree occupant s—dri ver appel | ant | barra- Sanchez, front seat
passenger appel | ant Aguer o- M randa, and back seat passenger appel | ant
Vasquez—t o exit the van and kneel down on t he ground. Querra handcuffed

the men and with the help of other officers placed themin the back

2 Wilenot entirely clear, it appears that a “felony stop” is a
detenti on procedure that i nvol ves orderi ng occupants of avehicleto
exit when police officers believe their safety is at risk.

3 One nenber of the SWAT team Law ence Lujan, testified at the
suppressi on hearing that he could snell the mari huana two or three feet
away fromthe van.



seats of three separate patrol cars. The officers then conducted a
“protective sweep” of the van for other occupants or weapons, and
di scovered three duffel bags, as wel|l as sone snmal | er bags, whi ch were
| ater determ ned to contain approxi mately 344 pounds of mari huana.

At sone point during this tinme period, Mttas arrived and
identified hinself as the agent who had requested the stop. The
of ficersinfornmed Mattas t hat t hey had conducted t he protective sweep
of the van and had di scovered a | arge anount of mari huana. Mattas | ater
testifiedthat he coul d snell the mari huana when he was five or ten feet
away fromthe van. After conferring with the EPPD officers, Mattas
sei zed t he mari huana. The appel lants were then formally arrested and
taken to EPPD headquarters, where Aguero-Mranda and Vasquez nade
i ncul patory statenents to EPPDof fi cers. |barra-Sanchez nade no post -
arrest statenents.

The appellants were charged in a one-count indictnment with
conspiracy to possess mari huanawithintent todistributeinviolation
of 21 U.S.C. 88 841(a)(1) and 846. Arguing that the initial “fel ony
stop” constituted an arrest and search for whi ch t here was no probabl e
cause, the appellants filed a notion to suppress the mari huana and
statenents. The district court conducted a suppressi on heari ng on June
12, 1998, and deni ed the notionon July 7, 1998 i n a nenor andumor der .
The appel | ants then pl eaded guilty to the indictnent, reserving the
right to appeal the denial of the notion. On Cctober 16, 1998, the
district court sentenced Aguero-M randa to si xty nonths of i npri sonnent,
fol |l oned by a four year period of supervisedrel ease; Vasqueztothirty-

seven nont hs of i nprisonnent and t hree years of supervi sed rel ease; and



| barra- Sanchez to thirty nonths of inprisonnment and three years of
supervi sed rel ease. The appel | ants now appeal , conpl ai ni ng only of the
deni al of their suppression notion.*
Di scussi on

The di strict court found that i nconductingthe “fel ony stop,” the
EPPDof ficers “effected awarrant| ess arrest of the van’s occupants and
then proceeded to searchit,” all w thout probabl e cause. The court
deni ed t he noti on, however, onthe basis of the “good faith” exception
to the exclusionary rul e of the Fourth Anendnent. See United States v.
Leon, 104 S. Ct. 3405 (1984); United States v. DeLeon-Reyna, 930 F. 2d
396, 400 (5th Cr. 1991) (en banc; per curian). According to the
district court’s interpretation of the events at issue, the EPPD
officers reasonably relied on the dispatcher’s erroneous relay of
Mattas’ s request, and t hus executed the “fel ony stop” of thevaninthe
“good faith,” though erroneous, belief that they were aut horizedto do
so. Wt donot address the district court’sreliance onthe “good faith”
exception to justify the officers’ conduct. Instead, we affirmthe
deni al of the notion to suppress because the officers had reasonabl e
suspicionto stop the van, and did not searchit until they had probable
causetodosoas aresult of having snelled the mari huana; i naddition,
any allegedillegality associatedwiththe “warrantl ess arrest” was t 0o
attenuated fromthe drugs or statenents to require suppression. The
evi dence on these issues is undisputed.

Whenreview ngadistrict court’srulingonanotionto suppress

“The separate appeal of |barra-Sanchez (No. 98-50999) has been
consolidated with that of Aguero-Mranda and Vasquez (No. 98-51044).
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based on live testinony at a suppression hearing, we will accept the
court’s factual findings “unless the findings are cl early erroneous or
i nfluenced by anincorrect viewof thelaw.” United States v. Lanford,
838 F. 2d 1351, 1354 (5th Gr. 1988). W review questions of |aw de
novo. “To the extent the underlying facts are undi sputed . . . we may
resol ve questi ons such as probabl e cause and reasonabl e suspi ci on as
questions of law.” Blackwell v. Barton, 34 F.3d 298, 305 (5th Cr.
1994). Finally, we may affirmthe district court’s decision on any
basi s establ i shed by therecord. See United States v. MSween, 53 F. 3d
684, 687 n.3 (5th Gir. 1995).
| . Reasonable Suspicion to Stop the Van

The appel l ants contend that the EPPDof fi cers | acked reasonabl e
suspicionto stop the van. W di sagree. Under the principlesof Terry
v. Chio, 88 S.Ct. 1868 (1968), it is now well-established that |aw
enforcenent officers may briefly detai n pedestrians and notoristsin
public, even wi thout probable cause to arrest them so |long as the
of fi cers have reasonabl e suspicionto believethat crimnal activityis
af oot. See Baker, 47 F.3d at 693. O ficers nust base their reasonabl e
suspi cion on “specific and articul abl e facts,” not nerely “inarticul ate
hunches” of wrongdoing. Terry, 88 S.Ct. at 1880. Moreover, the facts
giving riseto reasonabl e suspi ci on “nust be j udged agai nst an obj ecti ve
standard.” |d.

It isclear that when Mattas made the call to t he EPPD di spat cher,
he possessed reasonabl e suspicion to stop the van hinself. Over the
five-nonth period of surveilling the Copper R dge and Rai nbow Ri dge

resi dences, Mattas and the other agents discovered a veritable



cornucopi a of factors suggesting drug-rel ated activities: currency
wr appers; phone records connecting the residents to other DEA
i nvestigations; planetickets to at | east one known drug source country
(Mexico); the fact that the Copper Ri dge records were all in Aguero-
Mranda s wife’ s nane (thus insul ati ng Aguero-M randa’ s identity and
possi bly protectingthe house fromcrimnal forfeiture); thelack of any
vi si bl e enpl oynent on the part of the residents; the Rainbow Ri dge
“stash house” nearby; the notley fleet of vehicles appearing
sporadically at the two residences; and the regular presence of
Vi | | anueava, a suspected drugtrafficker. Onthe evening of January 6,
1998, Mattas and the other agents al so observed the bei ge van tw ce
arrive and depart fromt he Rai nbow R dge resi dence, and t he t hree nen
| oad the van with | arge duffel bags while in conpl ete darkness. Any
anal ysi s of reasonabl e suspicion is necessarily fact-specific, and
factors whi ch by t hensel ves may appear i nnocent, may i n t he aggregate
risetothe |l evel of reasonabl e suspicion. See id. at 1880-81l. See
also United States v. Holl oway, 962 F.2d 451, 459 (5th Cr. 1992).°
Taken toget her, these factors all presented objective indications not
only that the Copper R dge and Rai nbow Ri dge r esi dences wer e bei ng used
for narcotics trafficking, but al sothat the three nen had just | oaded
a substantial anount of drugs into the van. See United States v.

Col eman, 969 F.2d 126, 129-30 (5th Gr. 1992) (finding reasonable

> The reasonabl e suspi ci on st andard does not require. . . that the
ci rcunst ances be such that there i s noreasonabl e hypot hesi s of i nnocent
behavior.” United States v. Basey, 816 F. 2d 980, 989 (5th G r. 1987).
Qur determ nati on of reasonabl e suspicionis nmade by | ooking at all the
ci rcunst ances together to “weigh not the individual |ayers but the
‘lam nated’ total.” United States v. Edwards, 577 F. 2d 883, 895 (5th
Cr. 1978).



suspicionto make a Terry stop froma sim | ar conbi nati on of factors
consistent withdrugtrafficking). |ndeed, based on Mattas’ s experi ence
and the probability that a drug transacti on was about to t ake pl ace,
“[1]t woul d have been poor police work” for hi mnot to have call ed for

assi stance i n stoppi ng the van at that nonent. Terry, 88 S. Ct. at 1881.

We note that, notw thstanding the appellants’ argunent to the
contrary, the fact that Mattas had not previously obtai ned a search or
arrest warrant is not fatal to the propriety of the stop. Even if
Mat t as woul d have been successful in obtaining a warrant before the
stop, officers are not required to do so as soonas it is practicable
todoso. SeeUnited States v. Carillo-Mrales, 27 F. 3d 1054, 1063 (5th
Cr. 1994). Mattas and the agents had reasonabl e suspicionto stop the
van when it pull ed away fromt he Rai nbow Ri dge r esi dence; t he absence
of an earlier search or arrest warrant in no way renders that stop
illegal.

The actual stop of the van by the EPPD of fi cers was | awf ul because
under what is sonetines referred to as the “collective know edge”
doctrine, the officers shared Mattas’s reasonabl e suspicion. The
of ficers stopped the vaninreliance onthe di spatcher bulletin, and
t heref ore were not requiredto have personal know edge of the evi dence
that created Mattas’s reasonabl e suspicion. See United States v.
Hensl ey, 105 S. Ct. 675, 681-82 (1985). Instead, if Mattas possessed
sufficient reasonabl e suspicionto stop the van when he nade hi s call
to the di spatcher, thenthe actual stop by the EPPD of fi cers, acting on

t he di spatcher’ s bul | eti n, was al so supported by reasonabl e suspi ci on.
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Seeid. at 682 (“[I]f aflyer or bulletin has beenissued onthe basis
of articul abl e facts supporting areasonabl e suspi ci on t hat t he want ed
person has commtted an of fense, thenreliance onthat flyer or bulletin
justifiesastop. .. .”); United States v. Arnendari z- Mata, 949 F. 2d
151, 153 (5th Gr. 1991); see also United States v. Vasquez, 534 F. 2d
1142, 1145 (5th Gr. 1976) (discussing the “collective know edge”
doctrine). Mattas’ s request that the officers formtheir own reasonabl e
suspi ci on does not negate the fact that he had sufficient suspicionto
stop the van.® The “col | ective know edge” doctrine t herefore preserves
the propriety of the stop.
1. Probable Cause to Search

Appel | ants contend t hat the EPPD of fi cers had no probabl e cause to
conduct either asearchor anarrest, but infact it is quite clear that
the of fi cers had probabl e cause to search the van. After stoppingthe
van, the EPPDof ficers approachedit with their weapons drawn. As they
didso, they detected the distinct odor of mari huana wafti ng out. The
of ficers then ordered t he appel |l ants out of the van and conducted a
“protective sweep.” At the suppression hearing, a nenber of the SWAT
teamtestifiedthat he snelled the mari huana when he was two or three

feet away fromthe van, and Mattas testified that he could snell it from

6 The parties make nmuch of the dispatcher’s failure to relate
Mattas’ s instructionthat the EPPDofficers formtheir own reasonabl e
suspi cion before stopping the van. This argunent is inmmterial,
however, because under the “col |l ecti ve know edge” doctrine, the EPPD
of ficers did not needto formtheir own suspicion. The adm ssibility
of the evidence recovered during this |awful stop turns on whet her
Mattas, the of fi cer who nade t he request for assi stance, possessedthe
requi si te reasonabl e suspi ci on to make the stop. See Hensley, 105 S. C.
at 681 (discussingasimlar point inthe context of probabl e causeto
arrest). Having established that Mattas di d have suffici ent reasonabl e
suspicion to stop the van, the dispatcher’s error is irrelevant.

11



fivetoten feet away. Regardl ess of precisely hownear or far fromthe
van the of fi cers were when t hey detected t he odor, once they did so they
possessed probabl e cause to search the van. This Court has consistently
hel d t hat the snel | of mari huana al one may constitute probabl e cause to
search avehicle. See, e.g., McSween, 53 F. 3d at 686-87; United States
v. Reed, 882 F. 2d 147, 149 (5th G r. 1989) (observing that the snel |l of
mari huana “in itself would have justified the subsequent search of
Reed’ s vehicle”); United States v. Henke, 775 F. 2d 641, 645 (5th Gr.
1985) (“Oncethe officer snelledthe marijuana, he had probabl e cause
tosearchthevehicle.”); United States v. Villareal, 565 F. 2d 932, 937
(5th Gr. 1978) (“The odor of marijuana detected by [the officer] as
emanati ng fromthe car furnished hi mw th probabl e cause to search the
trunk.”). This probabl e cause arose before any appell ant exited t he
vehi cl e and before any officer touched it, and, as di scussed bel ow,

depended in no way on the subsequent conduct of the EPPD officers.

" W note that the subsequent “protective sweep” nmight al so be
justified under Mchigan v. Long, 103 S.Ct. 3469 (1983), as a “Terry
pat - down” of the van. In Long, the Suprene Court held that “the search
of the passenger conpartnent of an autonobile, limtedto those areas
i n whi ch a weapon nay be pl aced or hidden, is permssibleif the police
of fi cer possesses a reasonabl e bel i ef based on «pecific and arti cul abl e
facts which, taken together with the rational inferences fromthose
facts, reasonably warrant’ the officers inbelievingthat the suspect
i s dangerous and t he suspect may gai n i medi at e control of weapons.”
| d. at 3481 (quoting Terry, 88 S.Ct. at 1880). Inthis case, the EPPD
officersreceivedabulletinindicatingthat the vanin question m ght
be carryi ng drugs, weapons, or both. Mboreover, the officers snelled
mar i huana as soon as they drewnear to the van. These facts appear to
be obj ective, reasonabl e i ndi ci a of a dangerous situation andwouldin
all probability justify aweapons search of the passenger conpartnent.
See Baker, 47 F. 3d at 693-94 (uphol di ng protective search of passenger
conpartnent of vehicle based on officer’s
reasonabl e concern for safety); Coleman, 969 F.3d at 131 (sane).

12



I11. Detention vs. Arrest

The appel l ants further contend that evenif theinitial stopof the
van was |awful, the EPPD officers violated the appellants’ Fourth
Amendnent rights by ordering themout of the van, pointingtheir weapons
at them forcingthemto kneel on the ground, handcuffing them andthen
pl aci ng t hemi n t he back of police vehicles. The appel |l ants argue t hat
the EPPD of ficers converted a Terry st op based on reasonabl e suspi ci on
intoafull-blown arrest for which the of fi cers had no probabl e cause.
We concl ude t hat whether or not this show of force anbunted to a de
facto arrest is ultimately irrel evant because neither the evidence
sei zed fromthe van nor the appellants’ |ater statenents were not a
product of the alleged arrest.

The EPPD of ficers acted | awful | y by orderi ng the occupants to exit
the van after the stop. It issettledthat officers conducting al awful
Terry stop of a vehicle may order both the driver and t he passengers to
exit the vehicl e pendi ng conpl eti on of the stop. |n Pennsylvania v.
Mms, 98 S.Ct. 330, 333 (1977) (per curian), the Suprene Court held
that once a notor vehicle has been |awfully stopped for a traffic
violation, police officers may order the driver out of the vehicle.
Later, in Maryland v. Wlson, 117 S.C. 882, 886 (1997), the Court
extended M mms t 0 passengers. See Know es v. lowa, 119 S. . 484, 488
(1998). The touchstone of Mms and Wlsonis that officer safetyis
potential |y t hreat ened whenever of fi cers stop a vehicle. See M s, 98
S.C. at 333 (“[We have specifically recognized the inordinate risk
confronting an officer as he approaches a person seated in an

autonobile.”). Rarely are concerns for officer safety nore paranount

13



t han duri ng t he stop of a vehicl e suspected of transporting drugs. See
Col eman, 969 F.2d at 131 n. 20 (“Wapons and vi ol ence are frequently
associ ated wth drug transactions, of course.”) (citing United States
v. Wener, 534 F.2d 15, 18 (2d Cr. 1976)). In the present case, the
EPPD of ficers received abulletinalerting themto a possi bl e drug or
weapons scenario, and wereentirelywithintheir rightsinorderingthe
occupants out of the van.

Wet her the of ficers’ subsequent conduct—traini ngtheir weapons on
the appellants, ordering themto kneel, handcuffing them and then
pl aci ng t hemi n squad cars—anounted to a warrantl ess arrest i s uncl ear.
As we have observed, “[t]he | ine between avalidinvestigatory stop and
an arrest requiring probable causeis afineone.” United States v.
Hanson, 801 F.2d 757, 763 (5th Cr. 1986); conpare United States v.
Roch, 5 F. 3d 894, 897 (5th Gr. 1993) (finding that the defendant had
been “arrested or seized” when “the first words spoken by the police
of fi cer who had hi s gun drawn was a conmand for Roch to get face down
on t he ground and t hen, wi t hout further inquiry, Roch was handcuffed”)
with United States v. Sanders, 994 F. 2d 200, 207 (5th Gr. 1993) (“[I]n
and of itself, the nere act of drawi ng or pointing a weapon during an
i nvestigatory detention does not cause it to exceed the perm ssible
bounds of a Terry stop or to becone a de facto arrest.”) and United
States v. Canpbel |, 178 F. 3d 345, 349 (5th G r. 1999) (“[D rawn guns and
handcuffs do not necessarily convert a detention into an arrest.”).

We do not resolvethisissue, for evenif the showof force by the
officers constitutedanillegal arrest, it would not affect our ultimate

di sposi ti on because neit her the drugs nor the statenents were products

14



of the al |l eged post-stop arrest. To warrant suppression, the chall enged
evi dence nust have been obtai ned “by exploitation of [the all eged]
illegality” rather than “by neans sufficiently distinguishableto be
purged of the primary taint.” Wng Sunv. United States, 83 S. Ct. 407,
417 (1963). This Court has recogni zed t hat t he excl usi onary rul e’ s bar
toadmtting evidence “only extends fromthe ¢ree’ tothedruit’ if the
fruit is sufficiently connected to the illegal tree.” Passnman v.
Bl ackburn, 652 F. 2d 559, 564 (5th G r. 1981) (hol di ng t hat evi dence was
adm ssi bl e because it was not derived fromillegal police action); see
also United States v. Sheppard, 901 F.2d 1230, 1234 (5th Cr. 1990)
(findi ng evidence adm ssi bl eif causal connection between al | eged police
illegality and evidence introduced atrial is broken); United States v.
Nooks, 446 F.2d 1283, 1288 (5th Gir. 1971) (sane).

In this case, the mari huana and statenents were not gai ned by
“exploitation” of theallegedlyillegal arrest. As discussed above, the
EPPD officers snelled the mari huana as t hey approached the van and
t her eby had pr obabl e cause t o search t he van whi |l e t he appel | ants were
still inside. Smlarly, the statenents were taken at EPPD headquarters
after formal arrest based on the discovery of the marihuana. The
reasonabl e suspi cionto stop the van devel oped i nt o probabl e causeto
search it when the mari huana was snel | ed, and once the mari huana was
di scovered, the officerslawfully arrested the appell ants. After the
appel l ants were ordered out of the van, it nmade no difference to the
ultimate result whether they stood by the side of the road or sat
handcuffed in policecars: ineither situation, the officers woul d have

di scovered the mari huana and arrested them |In short, there is no

15



causal link between the alleged “arrest” of the appellants and the
evidence | ater introduced at trial; the drugs and st at enents wer e not
fruits of that particular tree. Therefore there is no reason to
suppress the mari huana or the statenents.
Concl usi on
The district court’s order denying the appellants’ notion to

suppress, and appellants’ convictions and sentences, are AFFI RVED
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