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SUMMARY

The Minnesota Supreme Court held that a police officer conducted an unlawful Fourth Amendment
search by entering the curtilage of the defendant’s home and inspecting a camper without a warrant.
Although the driveway was impliedly open to the public for visitors seeking access to the home or
garage, the officer exceeded that implied license by proceeding directly to and examining the camper.
The court affirmed the court of appeals’ decision, including its conclusion that the unlawful search
tainted the defendant’s subsequent consent to a search of his home.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the camper was located within the curtilage of Chute's home and therefore protected by the
Fourth Amendment.

2. Whether the officer's warrantless entry onto the property and examination of the camper fell within the
scope of an implied license to approach the home or otherwise constituted a Fourth Amendment search.

3. Whether the plain-view doctrine authorized the officer's conduct.

HOLDINGS

1. The camper was parked within the curtilage of Chute's home and was therefore protected by the Fourth
Amendment.

2. The officer's warrantless entry onto the curtilage and examination of the camper exceeded the spatial,
purposive, and temporal limits of any implied license to approach the home and constituted an
unreasonable Fourth Amendment search.

3. The plain-view doctrine did not authorize the officer's examination of the camper because that doctrine
supplies an exception for warrantless seizures, not for an otherwise unlawful search, and the officer was
not lawfully in a position to inspect the camper.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We conclude that because the officer's conduct objectively amounted to a search and was not a permissible
"knock-and-talk," the warrantless search violated Chute's Fourth Amendment rights.” (at 581)

“Applying the Dunn factors to the unique facts of this case and then balancing them, we conclude that the
area of Chute's backyard on which the camper was parked was "so intimately tied to the home itself that it
should be placed under the home's 'umbrella' of Fourth Amendment protections."” (at 585)

“Anyone observing the officer's actions objectively would conclude that his purpose was not to question the
resident of the house, but to inspect the camper, "which is not what anyone would think he had license to
do."” (at 587)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A stolen pop-up camper was visible at the end of a well-worn dirt driveway in the backyard of Chute's suburban
home, an area bordered on several sides by a privacy fence, pond, and trees. After confirming from the road that
the camper matched the reported stolen trailer, a police officer drove onto the property, walked directly to the
camper, inspected its license-plate area and VIN, entered it, and located the victim's property. The officer then
contacted Chute, obtained consent to search the garage and home, and found additional stolen property.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Chute was charged with and convicted by a jury of possessing stolen property. The district court denied his
motion to suppress, concluding that the driveway was impliedly open to the public and that the plain-view
doctrine authorized the officer's access to and seizure of the camper. The Minnesota Court of Appeals reversed,
holding that the officer lacked a lawful right of access because the camper was within the home's curtilage and



that the unlawful search tainted Chute's subsequent consent to search his home. The Minnesota Supreme Court
granted the State's petition for review and affirmed the court of appeals.

DISPOSITION

affirmed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The court affirmed the court of appeals' decision. The supplied opinion does not state additional remand
instructions beyond the court of appeals' remand to the district court.
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