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SUMMARY

Melvin Stover appealed his Missouri conviction for first-degree drug trafficking involving

approximately 10 gallons of PCP. The Missouri Supreme Court held that sufficient evidence supported

an inference of knowing possession and that reasonable suspicion justified the continued traffic-stop

detention. The court nevertheless reversed and remanded because submission of the verdict-directing

instruction constituted plain error.
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Stover appealed his conviction and sentence for first-degree drug
trafficking. The Supreme Court of Missouri granted transfer after an

opinion by the court of appeals.

Sufficiency of the evidence is reviewed with deference to the fact
finder, asking whether sufficient evidence would permit a reasonable
juror to find guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. Suppression rulings are
reviewed in the light most favorable to the ruling, with deference to
credibility determinations and review for substantial evidence;
constitutional questions are reviewed de novo. Evidentiary rulings are
reviewed for clear abuse of discretion and prejudice. Unpreserved

instructional error is reviewed for plain error.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether sufficient evidence supported the finding that Stover knowingly possessed the PCP for

purposes of the charged first-degree trafficking offense.

. Whether the traffic-stop detention was supported by reasonable suspicion and lasted no longer than

reasonably necessary.

. Whether Stover’s statements made during the traffic stop before Miranda warnings were subject to

suppression.

. Whether evidence of Stover’s refusal to consent to a vehicle search was constitutionally inadmissible.
. Whether testimony about the arresting officer’s DEA commendation was inadmissible hearsay.

. Whether the verdict-directing instruction was plainly erroneous because it did not require the jury to find

that Stover knew the content and character of the PCP.

HOLDINGS

1.

The evidence was sufficient to support an inference that Stover knowingly possessed and controlled the

PCP found in the jointly controlled rental vehicle.

. The continued detention was reasonable under the Fourth Amendment because the officer developed

reasonable and articulable suspicion of criminal activity and diligently pursued an investigation,

including a canine sniff.

. Stover’s statements made during the traffic stop before he received Miranda warnings were not subject

to suppression because ordinary traffic-stop detention is not custody for Miranda purposes.

. The admission of evidence of Stover’s refusal to consent to a search was not constitutionally barred

where the evidence was used to explain subsequent police actions rather than to prove guilt.

. The verdict-directing instruction was plainly erroneous because it omitted the requirement that Stover

knew the content and character of the substance, an essential element of the charged offense.

. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by admitting testimony that the officer received a DEA

commendation for the seizure because the testimony was offered to show the large quantity of PCP and

its relevance to intent, not to prove the truth of an out-of-court assertion.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A verdict-directing instruction must contain each element of the offense charged and must require the jury to

find every fact necessary to constitute essential elements of [the] offense charged.” (154)

“The trial court’s failure to so instruct the jury relieved the state of its burden of proving each element of the

offense beyond a reasonable doubt.” (155)



“The noncoercive aspect of ordinary traffic stops prompts us to hold that persons temporarily detained

pursuant to [traffic stops] are not ‘in custody’ for the purposes of Miranda.” (155)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

During a traffic stop on Interstate 70, Corporal Brian Hagerty observed Stover and a passenger traveling in a
rental vehicle with California plates, no visible luggage, inconsistent travel accounts, and other circumstances he
regarded as indicative of drug trafficking. After approximately forty-nine minutes, a canine alerted to the trunk,
where officers found a suitcase containing approximately ten gallons of PCP and a newly purchased watch that
Stover acknowledged owning. Stover was arrested, advised of his Miranda rights, and later convicted after the
trial court admitted evidence of his pre-warning statements, refusal to consent to a search, and the officer’s DEA

commendation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The State charged Stover in 2007 with first-degree trafficking based on approximately ten gallons of PCP found
in the trunk of a rental vehicle. The trial court denied his suppression motions, admitted evidence concerning his
statements, refusal to consent, and the DEA commendation of the arresting officer, overruled his objection to the
verdict-directing instruction, and entered judgment after the jury found him guilty. The court sentenced him to
twelve years without probation or parole. The Supreme Court reversed because the verdict director omitted an
essential knowledge requirement and remanded for further proceedings, addressing several other issues likely to

recur on retrial.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The conviction and sentence are reversed, and the case is remanded to the trial court for further proceedings,

including retrial if pursued.
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