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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Kentucky affirmed Demetrius Maurice Wilson's murder conviction and twenty-
one-year sentence. The court held that Wilson could not anticipatorily invoke Miranda rights before
custody and that his statements after arrest were admissible. It also held that evidence of Wilson's

marijuana possession was admissible under KRE 404(b) to establish motive and intent.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Wilson appealed as a matter of right from his conviction for

intentional murder and twenty-one-year prison sentence, challenging
the denial of his motion to suppress post-arrest statements and the

admission of evidence concerning his possession of marijuana.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The trial court's factual findings on a suppression motion are
conclusive if supported by substantial evidence under RCr 9.78; the
appellate court reviews de novo the application of law to those facts.
Admissibility of prior-bad-acts evidence under KRE 404(b) is

reviewed under relevance, probative-value, and prejudice principles.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Wilson's pre-arrest statement that police should contact his attorney constituted a valid
invocation of his Fifth Amendment rights under Miranda and required suppression of his subsequent

post-arrest statements.

2. Whether the trial court erred under KRE 404(b) by admitting evidence that Wilson possessed marijuana
on the night of the shooting.

HOLDINGS

1. Miranda rights attach only after a defendant is in custody and subjected to interrogation; an attempted
invocation before custodial interrogation is premature and ineffective.

2. The trial court properly admitted evidence that Wilson possessed marijuana because the evidence was
relevant to the Commonwealth's theory that the shooting arose from a drug deal gone bad and was

probative of motive and intent, with probative value substantially outweighing unfair prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Any attempt to invoke those rights prior to custodial interrogation is premature and ineffective.” (199
S.W.3d at 179)

“Thus, Appellant's Miranda rights had not yet attached, and he could not at that time make a valid assertion
of those rights.” (199 S.W.3d at 180)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

After a shooting in Paducah, police interviewed Wilson at the police station after he voluntarily arrived with
family members. Wilson gave an account claiming that the victim had attempted to rob him, and he
accompanied police to the crime scene to demonstrate his version of events. After lunch, Wilson returned to the
station and, through his stepfather and personally, stated that police should contact his attorney if they wished to
speak with him; he was then arrested, advised of his Miranda rights, and gave a second statement. At trial, the
Commonwealth also introduced Wilson's statement that the victim had taken money and marijuana from him,

arguing that the marijuana evidence supported a motive for the shooting.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Wilson was indicted for murder on September 5, 2003. After a two-day jury trial in July 2004, he was convicted
of intentional murder and sentenced to twenty-one years in prison. The Supreme Court of Kentucky affirmed the

judgment of the McCracken Circuit Court.
DISPOSITION

affirmed
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