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Introduction
The case I chose to discuss in this paper is Florida vs Jardines case which happed in 2012 in the state of Florida but proceeded to the federal supreme court for determination in 2013. This case is one of the cases that are fully entangled in the aspects of the fourth amendment of the U.S constitution. One of the pieces of legislation that are seriously debated in the U.S. courts is the issue of the privacy intrusion of the defendants. The U.S. constitution, through the fourth amendment, protects its citizens from the intrusion of their reasonable privacy by government agents such as police officers of author law enforcement persons. This has seen many policemen who conduct arrests face difficulties with defendants in cases who cite violations of their reasonable privacy by officers (Roth, 2013). This is as a result of the stipulations of the fourth amendment which shield against unwarranted seizures, searches or arrests of people without probable cause. Whether the Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA) officers violated the fourth amendment by using a sniffing dog is the main issue in this case. In my opinion, since the case at hand is a first-degree felony on the part of Joelis Jardines, it is unnecessary to engage in determining whether the sniffing dog that helped the officers to detect marijuana at the house of Jardines and as such, the officers did not violate the fourth amendment because as officers, they are charged with the responsibility of detecting and combating such crimes as the growing and trafficking of illegal drugs within the United States of America.
Reason for Choosing this Case
I chose to discuss this case because first, it is related to the topics we have studied in this course. Specifically, this case is a good example of a legal battle between Jardines and the State of Florida regarding the violation of the Fourth Amendment. The fourth amendment of the U.S Constitution provides that “the right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and effects, against unreasonable searches and seizures, shall not be violated, and no Warrants shall issue, but upon probable cause, supported by oath or affirmation, and particularly describing the place to be searched, and the persons or things to be seized” (Kim, 2017). The legal battle in Florida v. Jardines is fully based on this law because the officers insisted that they confirmed the presence of marijuana by small but only did the actual search, seizure and arrest after acquiring a search warrant. Therefore, I selected to discuss this case because it is fully related to the topic of the fourth amendment.
Furthermore, I selected this case because it experienced several reversals of court decisions in the state of Florida before a writ of certiorari was applied and the case taken to the Federal Supreme Court, which was a higher court than the courts that dealt with the case in Florida. Th fact that despite the evidence that was found at the house of Jardines, he successfully appealed for suppression of the case evidence, makes this case fascinating to explore and see what transpired and the reasons for such successful appeal on the part of the defendant as well as the part of the Florida Petitioner. This case is, therefore, an important milestone regarding the issue of the extent to which police operations can be described as violations of the fourth amendment within the United States of America. Moreover, this issue of the probable course which lacks a definite definition of what actually encompasses probable course also makes such a case interesting to stud and that is why I chose to discuss this case.
Analysis of the Florida v. Jardines Case as and How it Relates to the Elements of the Fourth Amendment
The case facts of this case indicate that on November 3rd, 2006, the DEA received an anonymous tip that the house of Joelis Jardines was being used as a marijuana grow house (Florida v. Jardines, 133 S. Ct. 1409, 569 U.S. 1, 185 L. Ed. 2d 495, 2013). Then on November 6th, 2006, in the morning, DEA agents conducted warrantless surveillance of Jardines home and they were accompanied by a sniffing dog trained to detect contraband drugs such as marijuana. The dog indicated that there were contraband drugs in his house. The officer with the dog also confirmed to have gotten the smell of marijuana while he stood at the porch of Jardines house. The DEA agents, therefore, obtained a search warrant to search the house of Jardines and found that indeed, his house was being used as a marijuana grow house (Florida v. Jardines, 133 S. Ct. 1409, 569 U.S. 1, 185 L. Ed. 2d 495, 2013). As a result, he was arrested and the marijuana seized. He was charged with growing an illegalized drug and drug trafficking of marijuana. However, Jardines applied for suppression of all the evidence obtained by the search citing that the initial use of the sniffing dog at his house to detect the existence of drugs was a violation of the fourth amendment (Steinberg, 2013). The Fourth Amendment states that the right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and effects, against unreasonable searches and seizures, shall not be violated, and no Warrants shall issue, but upon probable cause, supported by oath or affirmation, and particularly describing the place to be searched, and the persons or things to be seized”. The suppression was upheld. The Florida court then appealed that the search was not a fourth amendment search but the supreme court of Florida reversed that the use of a sniffing dog constituted a fourth amendment violation because it constituted an illegal intrusion of the privacy of Jardines by the government, represented by the DEA agents.
On whether the officers violated the fourth amendment by conducting warrantless surveillance of Jardines home using a sniffing dog, my opinion is that they did not. This is because the work of the DEA is to ensure that they keep the United States of America free from contraband drugs and drug trafficking. Furthermore, they did so because a U.S. citizen, even though hid his or her identity, reported to them that Jardines’ house was being used as a marijuana grow house. This means that The DEA agents that conducted a warrantless surveillance of Jardines home war responding to the concerns of American people represented by the anonymous person who tipped the DEA of the existence of marijuana at Jardines house. Therefore, even though they did not have a warrant to conduct search, the surveillance they did not necessitate a warrant because they were only doing their job. Furthermore, police officers are not required by law to cover their eyes while passing near any house of any citizen of the United States of America. Therefore, the fact that they did not conduct the search, even if they had a sniffing dog does not qualify a violation Jardine’s rights to be secure in his house.
The main borne of contention in this case was whether the evidence that was collected at Jardines house which included in the excess of 25 pounds of marijuana constitutes the fruit of a poisonous tree. In my opinion, I believe that such a huge amount of marijuana to be found at Jardines house contains a first-degree felony (Chase, 2014) and therefore, trying to find a way to suppress the evidence against such a person is unreasonable and uncalled for. The evidence collected at the house of Jardine should not be suppressed because this evidence was obtained after a legal such warrant had been obtained. The officer reported to have smelled the scent of live marijuana and his dog confirmed the presence of marijuana. This can be regarded as a substantial probable cause that meets the threshold required for a warrant to be issued. Furthermore, even if the officers had had a warrant at the first time that they did surveillance of the house of Jardines, they would still have acquired this evidence (Roth, 2013). Therefore, it is unfortunate the supreme court of Florida upheld Jardines application for suppression of the evidence collected at his house terming ais as fruit of a poisonous tree for having been obtained as a result of the perceived initial intrusion of Jardines reasonable privacy at his porch.
Even if the evidence is being termed as fruit of a poisonous tree for having been collected because of the illegal use of the sniffing dog without a warrant. The officer’s nose received a small of marijuana, It. is not right to dismiss this evidence saying that his statement confirming that he smelled the scent of live marijuana is not enough to be termed as probable cause that led to the issuance of the search warrant that led to the discovery of the marijuana at Jardines’ house. This Is because probable cause lacks a definite definition in the us constitution and therefore remains fluid and dependent on the context in which it is applied. As such, what constitutes probable cause is a matter of opinion, which can be right or wrong. The fact that a consecutive warranted search after the confirmation by the sniffing dog actually discovered that marijuana was indeed being grown at Jardines house gives a lot of weight to the officer’s suspicion (Leonetti, 2016). The officer claimed to have smelled the scent of fresh and live marijuana personally. Being a DEA agent, he has been trained to use his sense of smell to detect such drugs and therefore, it is unlikely that his nose would have cheated him, given that after the warrant was obtained, the same was confirmed. Therefore, the evidence collected ought not to have been suppressed by the supreme court of Florida because doing so would be complete disregard of existence of probable cause that led to the issuance of the search warrant.
It is also not correct to argue that the warrant was obtained after the sniffing dig confirmed the scent of marijuana. The officer that accompanied the dog confirmed it too through his nose. Being a trained DEA agent, this is his job to detect drugs even when they are hidden using his sense of smell. Therefore, the court cannot confirm that the DEA agents fully relied on the sniffing dog to suspect that there was marijuana at Jardines house for them to have obtained a search warrant (Leonetti, 2016). It is clear from the case facts that the detection of the drug was not 100% done by the sniffing dog. The dog was only and assistive canine officer.
Conclusion
In conclusion therefore, The Florida v. Jardines case is an example of the confusion that can occur when the constitution failed to fully define some legislative concepts attached to the specific laws. The lack an appropriate definition of probable cause in the fourth amendment is the main reason the legal battle between the petitioner and the respondent on this case engaged in a back and forth court process in Florida and even ended up in a Federal Supreme court. Therefore, moving forward, it would be helpful and vital to clearly state what constitutes probable cause so as to avoid challenging open cases with such overwhelming evidence. As Chase (2014) states, this kind of a situation can only lead to criminals being freed despite their crimes in society. This case is therefore related to the content covered in this course because it touches on the issue of privacy that is provided for in the fourth amendment and shows some loopholes that lie within the use of “probable cause” within the fourth amendment of the U.S. constitution.
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