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SUMMARY

The Mississippi Court of Appeals affirmed Ray Charles Lenoir's convictions for trafficking
methamphetamine and possessing cocaine. The court rejected challenges to the search warrant, the
absence of a constructive-possession jury instruction, the sufficiency and weight of the evidence, the
trafficking indictment, and the amendment of the sentence for the cocaine conviction. The court held
that probable cause supported the warrant or, alternatively, that the good-faith exception applied, and
that the evidence established constructive possession.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Lenoir appealed his felony convictions and consecutive sentences for
trafficking methamphetamine and possessing cocaine after the Monroe
County Circuit Court denied his motion for a judgment
notwithstanding the verdict or a new trial.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed the probable-cause determination under the
substantial-basis and totality-of-the-circumstances standards; denial of
jury instructions for abuse of discretion, reading the instructions as a
whole; sufficiency of the evidence de novo; denial of a new trial on
weight-of-the-evidence grounds for abuse of discretion; and
procedural plain-error claims under the plain-error standard.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the search warrant was supported by probable cause and whether the trial court erred by
denying suppression of the drugs and other evidence.

2. Whether the trial court plainly erred by failing to give a separate constructive-possession jury
instruction.

3. Whether the evidence was legally sufficient to prove Lenoir constructively possessed the controlled
substances.

4. Whether the jury's verdicts were against the overwhelming weight of the evidence.

5. Whether Count I of the indictment adequately charged trafficking methamphetamine.

6. Whether the trial court's amendment of Lenoir's Count II sentence during the same term of court violated
double jeopardy.

HOLDINGS

1. The search warrant was supported by probable cause because the affidavit described a controlled
purchase of methamphetamine from Lenoir at the residence, giving the issuing judge a substantial basis
to find a fair probability that contraband would be found there. The denial of the motion to suppress was
proper; alternatively, the good-faith exception would prevent application of the exclusionary rule.

2. The trial court did not commit reversible or plain error by failing to give a separate constructive-
possession instruction because the jury was instructed on the essential elements of possession—
knowledge and possession—and the manner of possession, actual or constructive, is not itself an
essential element under the statute.

3. The evidence was sufficient for a rational jury to find beyond a reasonable doubt that Lenoir
constructively possessed the methamphetamine and cocaine.

4. The verdicts were not against the overwhelming weight of the evidence, and the trial court did not abuse
its discretion by denying a new trial.

5. Count I adequately charged trafficking methamphetamine because it identified the applicable statutory
provisions, the Schedule II controlled substance, and the quantity of thirty grams or more.

6. The amendment of Lenoir's Count II sentence to add five years of post-release supervision did not
violate double jeopardy because the circuit court amended the sentence during the same term of court



and acted within its inherent authority to alter the sentence before the term expired.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The task of the issuing magistrate is simply to make a practical, common-sense decision whether, given all
the circumstances set forth in the affidavit before him, including the “veracity” and “basis of knowledge” of
persons supplying hearsay information, there is a fair probability that contraband or evidence of a crime will
be found in a particular place.” (¶20)

“The way in which a defendant “possesses” a particular controlled substance is not an essential element of
the crime.” (¶30)

“Accordingly, it did not constitute double jeopardy.” (¶52)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Law enforcement investigated and surveilled a residence at 603 Clayton Street in Aberdeen, Mississippi, where
Lenoir lived with his brother. Based on a controlled purchase arranged by narcotics agents, a justice court judge
issued a search warrant. During the search, agents found methamphetamine, powder cocaine, and crack cocaine
in the bedroom Lenoir identified as his, along with documents, mail, and a prescription bottle bearing his name.
Lenoir gave a statement acknowledging that drugs had been found at the residence.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A Monroe County grand jury indicted Lenoir for trafficking methamphetamine and possessing cocaine.
Following a jury trial on October 8, 2024, the circuit court entered convictions and sentenced Lenoir to forty
years for trafficking and twenty years suspended for possession, to run consecutively. The court amended the
possession sentence the next day to include five years of post-release supervision. After denial of post-trial relief,
Lenoir appealed, raising issues through appointed counsel and a pro se brief.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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