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SUMMARY

The Pennsylvania Superior Court reviewed the Commonwealth’s interlocutory appeal from an order

suppressing evidence obtained during a traffic stop involving Andrew David Miller. The court held

that the troopers lawfully removed Miller from the vehicle and detained him based on reasonable

suspicion of criminal activity, but lacked an articulable basis to believe he was armed and dangerous,

making the Terry frisk unlawful. The court affirmed suppression of evidence obtained after the frisk,

reversed suppression of evidence obtained before it, and remanded.
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The Commonwealth took an interlocutory appeal from an order
granting Miller's suppression motion. The Commonwealth challenged
the suppression court's conclusions concerning Miller's removal from
the vehicle, investigative detention, Terry frisk, and the admissibility

of evidence recovered after Miller's arrest.

The appellate court determines whether the suppression court's factual
findings are supported by the record and whether the legal conclusions
drawn from those findings are proper. When the defendant prevailed
below, the appellate court considers the defense evidence and the
uncontradicted Commonwealth evidence. Factual findings supported
by the record bind the appellate court, but legal conclusions are

reviewed de novo.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Superior Court should remand because the suppression court did not expressly enter

findings of fact and conclusions of law on the record.
2. Whether the troopers lawfully removed Miller from the vehicle during the ongoing traffic stop.
3. Whether the troopers had reasonable suspicion to place Miller under investigative detention.

4. Whether the troopers had specific, articulable facts supporting a reasonable suspicion that Miller was

armed and dangerous so as to justify a Terry frisk.

5. Whether evidence recovered during the search incident to arrest was sufficiently disconnected from the

unlawful Terry frisk to avoid application of the exclusionary rule.

HOLDINGS

1. Remand was unnecessary because the suppression court's Rule 1925(a) opinion adequately explained the

factual and legal basis for its suppression ruling, permitting appellate review.

2. The troopers lawfully required Miller to exit the vehicle because the traffic stop was still ongoing; no

additional reasonable suspicion was required.

3. The initial investigative detention was lawful because the troopers had reasonable suspicion that

criminal activity was afoot.

4. The Terry frisk was unlawful because the troopers failed to articulate specific facts supporting a

reasonable inference that Miller was armed and dangerous.

5. The Commonwealth failed to establish that the evidence recovered during the search incident to arrest
was obtained independently of, and not through exploitation of, the unlawful Terry frisk; therefore, that

evidence remained suppressed.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We agree with the Commonwealth that Miller’s initial investigative detention dfter the troopers had him step

out of the vehicle was legal.” (at 10)

“However, based on the totality of the circumstances, we conclude the troopers failed to articulate specific
facts from which they could reasonably infer that Miller was armed and dangerous to justify a Terry frisk.” (at
12)

“Lastly, the Commonwealth failed to meet its burden that Miller’s arrest and search incident to arrest were

not tainted by the illegal Terry frisk.” (at 16)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On February 27, 2024, Pennsylvania State Police troopers stopped a vehicle after observing that its driver failed
to stop properly at a stop sign. Miller, the passenger, appeared nervous, and the troopers observed a small yellow
rubber band and a rolled paper containing marijuana in the vehicle's center console. During the ongoing traffic
stop, the troopers asked Miller to exit, detained him, and conducted a Terry frisk; Miller cooperated and
displayed no furtive or threatening behavior. The frisk located a hard plastic box-shaped object in Miller's groin
area, and the troopers later arrested and forcibly searched him, recovering drug paraphernalia, marijuana, and

methamphetamine.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Troopers stopped a vehicle in which Miller was a passenger, removed him during the traffic stop, detained him,
and frisked him. The suppression court granted Miller's motion and suppressed all evidence discovered after he
was required to exit the vehicle. The Commonwealth filed an interlocutory appeal after certifying that the order
terminated or substantially handicapped its prosecution. The Superior Court held that removal from the vehicle
and the initial investigative detention were lawful, but the Terry frisk was unlawful and the Commonwealth

failed to show that evidence recovered during the later search incident to arrest was untainted by the frisk.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The order was reversed in part only insofar as it suppressed evidence obtained before the Terry frisk. The
suppression of evidence obtained after the unlawful Terry frisk was affirmed. The case was remanded in

accordance with the opinion, and jurisdiction was relinquished.
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