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SUMMARY

The Indiana Supreme Court affirmed Darius V. Bowles's convictions, holding that the law-of-the-case

doctrine barred reconsideration of the trash-search issue under the later rule announced in Litchfield v.

State. The court concluded that Bowles's pre-Litchfield constitutional challenge was not substantially

the same claim required for retroactive application of Litchfield; two justices dissented.
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After the trial court denied Bowles's motion to suppress evidence and
certified the order for interlocutory appeal, the Court of Appeals
affirmed. Following remand, the trial court again denied suppression,
convicted Bowles after a bench trial, and the Court of Appeals

affirmed. The Indiana Supreme Court granted transfer.

The court applied the law-of-the-case doctrine to an issue previously

resolved in the same case.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Bowles could obtain the benefit of the new rule announced in Litchfield v. State concerning
warrantless trash searches when his pre-Litchfield motion raised a different constitutional theory.

2. Whether the prior Court of Appeals decision in Bowles's interlocutory appeal was dispositive under the

law-of-the-case doctrine.

HOLDINGS

1. Bowles could not obtain the benefit of Litchfield because the claim raised before Litchfield was not

substantially the same claim that would prevail under Litchfield.

2. The prior Court of Appeals decision resolving the validity of the search under the law existing at the
time of the search was dispositive under the law-of-the-case doctrine.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The decision of the Court of Appeals in Bowles's interlocutory appeal resolved his claim under the law as it
existed at the time of the search. Under the doctrine of the law of the case, that decision is dispositive of this

appeal.” (32)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A confidential informant told Detective Sergeant Garth Schwomeyer that the informant had purchased cocaine
from Bowles at Bowles's residence, but the informant had no established history of credibility. After surveillance
revealed no evidence of drug traffic, police searched Bowles's curbside trash and found marijuana seeds and
stems and plastic baggies containing cocaine residue. Based on that evidence, police obtained a warrant and

seized cocaine, marijuana, alprazolam, firearms, and cash from Bowles's residence.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Bowles moved to suppress evidence obtained from a warrantless trash search and a resulting search of his
residence. The trial court denied suppression, and the Court of Appeals affirmed the interlocutory order under
Moran v. State. After Litchfield v. State was decided, Bowles renewed his suppression motion, which was
denied; he was convicted of several drug offenses, and the Court of Appeals affirmed by applying Litchfield but
recognizing a good-faith exception. The Indiana Supreme Court granted transfer and vacated that decision.
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