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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Wyoming affirmed Jason Miller's convictions for controlled-substance offenses
in two consolidated cases. The court upheld the denial of his motions to suppress, concluding that
exigent circumstances justified securing his residence and that he lacked a reasonable expectation of
privacy in his fiancée's vehicle. The court also held that Miller waived or failed to preserve his speedy-
trial claims.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Consolidated appeal from the denial of motions to suppress in two
criminal cases. In docket no. 6171, Miller was convicted by a jury of
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STANDARD OF REVIEW Suppression rulings are reviewed de novo, with deference to the
district court's factual findings unless clearly erroneous. Unpreserved
claims are reviewed for plain error. Constitutional speedy-trial
questions are reviewed de novo, while underlying factual findings are
reviewed for clear error.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the warrantless protective sweep of Miller's residence violated the Fourth Amendment.

2. Whether Miller's detention during the protective sweep was unlawful and required suppression of the
evidence obtained under the later search warrant.

3. Whether Miller had a reasonable expectation of privacy, or standing, to challenge the search of his
fiancée's vehicle.

4. Whether Miller's statutory or constitutional right to a speedy trial was violated in either criminal case.

HOLDINGS

1. The protective sweep did not violate the Fourth Amendment because officers had probable cause and
exigent circumstances made it impracticable to obtain a warrant before securing the residence against
possible destruction of evidence.

2. Miller failed to establish the factual nexus necessary to suppress evidence based on his allegedly
unlawful detention.

3. Miller lacked a reasonable expectation of privacy in the vehicle and therefore lacked standing to
challenge its search.

4. Miller's statutory and constitutional speedy-trial rights were not violated. His conditional plea waived
the speedy-trial claim in docket no. 6192, and the Barker factors favored the State in docket no. 6171.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The presence of evidence that is easily destroyed does not, by itself, create an exigency justifying a
warrantless search.” (217 P.3d at 800)

“If a non-owner is not using the vehicle at the time of the search, he does not have a reasonable expectation
of privacy.” (217 P.3d at 803)

“In balancing the four factors, we must conclude that Mr. Miller's constitutional right to a speedy trial in
docket no. 6171 was not violated.” (217 P.3d at 806)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Law-enforcement officers obtained information from Randy Lowrey that Miller was supplying controlled
substances and had drugs in his nearby residence. Officers detained Miller, briefly swept his home to ensure that
no one remained who could destroy evidence or threaten officer safety, and then obtained a search warrant; the
warrant search produced marijuana, methamphetamine, psilocybin mushrooms, and paraphernalia. In a second
case, officers searched a vehicle associated with Miller's fiancée after her mother consented and a drug-detection
dog alerted, but Miller was not present during the search. The proceedings were substantially delayed by
multiple changes in defense counsel, a competency evaluation, continuances, and Miller's speedy-trial waivers.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The district court denied Miller's motions to suppress evidence in both cases. Miller appealed the jury
convictions in docket no. 6171 and appealed the suppression ruling after entering a conditional nolo contendere
plea in docket no. 6192. The Wyoming Supreme Court consolidated the appeals and affirmed, rejecting the
Fourth Amendment and speedy-trial claims.
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