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SUMMARY

The Second Circuit affirmed Luis Estela's conviction for conspiracy to distribute heroin (21 U.S.C. §
846) and his 51-month sentence. The court upheld the denial of his suppression motion, deferring to
the district court's credibility finding that he received and waived Miranda warnings before making
post-arrest statements. It also rejected challenges to the jury instructions, sufficiency of the evidence,
denial of a new trial, and the procedural and substantive reasonableness of his sentence, finding no
error or abuse of discretion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court erred in denying the motion to suppress post-arrest statements based on an
alleged lack of Miranda warnings.

2. Whether the district court erred in declining to give the proposed jury instruction on circumstantial
evidence.

3. Whether the district court erred in denying the Rule 29 motion for judgment of acquittal based on
insufficient evidence.

4. Whether the district court abused its discretion in denying the Rule 33 motion for a new trial.

5. Whether the sentence was procedurally or substantively unreasonable.

HOLDINGS

1. The district court did not err in denying the motion to suppress because the district court's credibility
finding that Estela received Miranda warnings and knowingly and voluntarily waived his rights was not
clearly erroneous.

2. The district court did not err in declining to give the proposed instruction because the instruction did not
accurately represent the law, and the charge as a whole properly instructed the jury on the burden of
proof and circumstantial evidence.

3. The district court properly denied the motion because the evidence was sufficient to support the
conviction; any rational trier of fact could have found the essential elements beyond a reasonable doubt.

4. The district court did not abuse its discretion in denying the motion for a new trial because there was no
manifest injustice; the evidence was substantial, and the brevity of jury deliberation did not indicate
error.

5. The sentence was both procedurally and substantively reasonable. The district court had a sufficient
factual basis for the drug quantity calculation, and the bottom-of-guidelines sentence was not an abuse
of discretion.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“he has a right to remain silent, that any statement he does make may be used as evidence against him, and
that he has a right to the presence of an attorney, either retained or appointed”

“during a custodial interrogation is inadmissible at trial unless the prosecution can establish that the accused
in fact knowingly and voluntarily waived Miranda rights when making the statement”

“any rational trier of fact could have found the essential elements of the crime beyond a reasonable doubt”

“The defendant bears the burden of showing that the requested instruction accurately represented the law in
every respect and that, viewing as a whole the charge actually given, he was prejudiced.”



“Brief deliberation, by itself, does not show that the jury failed to give full, conscientious or impartial
consideration to the evidence.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Estela was convicted of conspiracy to distribute heroin as part of a drug trafficking organization. Four co-
conspirators testified that they observed Estela packaging heroin or receiving heroin, and heard from Estela that
he acted as a lookout during heroin sales. One law enforcement officer testified that Estela admitted his
involvement after arrest. Another officer recognized Estela from a surveillance photograph of the area where
heroin sales were made. The district court found that Estela received Miranda warnings before making post-
arrest statements.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Defendant-appellant Luis Estela appeals from a judgment of conviction entered on November 17, 2017, by the
United States District Court for the Northern District of New York (Suddaby, C.J.), after a jury found him guilty
of conspiracy to possess with the intent to distribute and to distribute heroin, in violation of 21 U.S.C. § 846.
Estela also appeals from an order dated June 19, 2017, denying his motion to suppress post-arrest statements and
an order dated October 25, 2017, denying his motion for a judgment of acquittal pursuant to Federal Rule of
Criminal Procedure 29 and for a new trial pursuant to Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 33.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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