
SUPREME COURT OF MINNESOTA

Daniel Garcia-Mendoza v. 2003 Chevy Tahoe, VIN
#1GNEC13V23R143453, Plate #235JBM, et al.
852 N.W.2d 659 (Minn. 2014) · No. A13-0445 · Decided August 20, 2014

SUMMARY

The Minnesota Supreme Court held that Daniel Garcia-Mendoza had standing to challenge the civil
forfeiture of a vehicle and cash because he had a colorable interest in the seized property. The court
further held that the Fourth Amendment exclusionary rule applies to civil forfeiture actions under
Minn. Stat. §§ 609.531-.5319. The court reversed the court of appeals and remanded for further
proceedings.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Garcia-Mendoza had standing as an aggrieved party to challenge the civil forfeiture of the
vehicle and cash.

2. Whether the Fourth Amendment exclusionary rule applies to civil forfeiture actions brought under Minn.
Stat. §§ 609.531-.5319.

3. Whether the Supreme Court should reach the County's collateral-estoppel, plea-agreement, exclusive-
remedy, and challenge to the district court's dictum arguments when those issues were outside the scope
of the granted review.

HOLDINGS

1. A party has standing to challenge a civil forfeiture under Minn. Stat. §§ 609.531-.5319 when the party
has a colorable interest in the seized property. Garcia-Mendoza had such an interest because he was the
registered owner of the vehicle and possessed the vehicle and cash when they were seized.

2. The Fourth Amendment exclusionary rule applies to civil forfeiture actions brought under Minn. Stat. §§
609.531-.5319.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We conclude that a party is aggrieved and can challenge a civil forfeiture under Minn. Stat. §§
609.531-.5319 when the party has a colorable interest in the seized property.” (at 668)

“We conclude that the Fourth Amendment exclusionary rule applies to civil forfeiture actions brought under
Minn. Stat. §§ 609.531-.5319.” (at 676)

“If a precedent of this Court has direct application in a case, yet appears to rest on reasons rejected in some
other line of decisions, [courts] should follow the case which directly controls, leaving to this Court the
prerogative of overruling its own decisions.” (at 675)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Police stopped Garcia-Mendoza while he was driving a Chevrolet Tahoe after determining that neither occupant
appeared to have a valid driver's license. During an inventory search conducted before the vehicle was towed,
officers discovered approximately 225.9 grams of methamphetamine, and officers found $611 in cash on Garcia-
Mendoza. The vehicle and cash were seized, and the County pursued civil forfeiture under Minnesota's
controlled-substance forfeiture statutes.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

After police seized the vehicle and $611 in cash following a traffic stop and inventory search, Garcia-Mendoza
filed a civil forfeiture complaint seeking a judicial determination. The district court granted the County summary
judgment, and the court of appeals affirmed on the ground that the Fourth Amendment exclusionary rule did not
apply to civil forfeiture proceedings. The Minnesota Supreme Court granted review on standing and the



applicability of the exclusionary rule, reversed, and remanded to the court of appeals for further proceedings on
the County's remaining arguments.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remanded to the Minnesota Court of Appeals for further proceedings consistent with the opinion, including
consideration of the County's remaining arguments. The Supreme Court expressed no opinion on the merits or
preservation of those arguments and directed the court of appeals to determine whether to address each issue.
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