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SUMMARY

The Montana Supreme Court reviewed Sharon Marie Olson’s appeal from the denial of her motion to

suppress evidence after she pleaded guilty to criminal possession of dangerous drugs. The court held

that statements Olson made to a detective during a custodial interrogation without Miranda warnings

had to be suppressed, but concluded that the remaining information established probable cause for the

search warrant and particularized suspicion for the investigative traffic stop. The court affirmed the

judgment while reversing in part the suppression ruling.
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Olson appealed after pleading guilty pursuant to an agreement
preserving her right to challenge the denial of her motion to suppress

statements and physical evidence.

The court reviews a denial of a motion to suppress to determine
whether the district court's factual findings are clearly erroneous and

whether those findings were correctly applied as a matter of law.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Detective Wells's statements to Olson constituted custodial interrogation requiring Miranda

warnings and whether Olson's resulting statements had to be suppressed.

2. Whether the search-warrant application established probable cause after Olson's statements were

excised.

3. Whether officers had particularized suspicion to justify the investigative traffic stop of Olson's vehicle.

HOLDINGS

1. Olson was in custody and Detective Wells's statements were interrogation because they were reasonably
likely to elicit an incriminating response. Because Olson was not given Miranda warnings, her
statements violated the Fifth Amendment and Article II, Section 25, of the Montana Constitution and had

to be suppressed.

2. The search-warrant application established probable cause to search Olson's vehicle even after Olson's

unwarned statements were excised.

3. The officers had particularized suspicion to justify the investigative traffic stop of Olson's vehicle.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“interrogation” in the context of the Fifth Amendment and Article II, Section 25, of the Montana Constitution,
refers not only to express questioning, but also to “any words or actions on the part of the police (other than
those normally attendant to arrest and custody) that the police should know are reasonably likely to elicit an

incriminating response from the suspect.” (9 18)

“the judge evaluates the facts asserted within the four corners of the [search warrant] application and makes
a practical, common-sense decision as to whether there is a fair probability that incriminating items will be

found in the place to which entry is sought.” (Y 24)

“First, the State is required to show objective data from which an experienced officer could make certain
inferences. Second, the State must show a resulting suspicion that the occupant of the vehicle in question is, or

has been, engaged in wrongdoing.” (9 32)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

An informant reported seeing a possible methamphetamine laboratory in a garage on Nora Smith's property and
described equipment, chemical odors, and a person apparently manufacturing methamphetamine. During
surveillance, officers observed people removing items from the garage and placing them in Olson's vehicle,
which officers then stopped. After Detective Wells told Olson he knew a meth lab was in her trunk and discussed
the health risks to her and her son, Olson admitted the equipment was in the vehicle; a warrant search discovered

methamphetamine, chemicals, glassware, tubing, and drug-manufacturing precursors.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



The Eighth Judicial District Court in Cascade County denied Olson's motion to suppress. Olson then pleaded
guilty to an amended charge of criminal possession of dangerous drugs, the remaining charges were dismissed,
and she was sentenced. The Montana Supreme Court reversed the portion of the suppression order concerning

her statements, upheld the warrant and traffic stop rulings, and affirmed the judgment.
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