SUPREME COURT OF NEVADA

Camacho v. State, 119 Nev. 395

75 P.3d 370 (2003) - No. No. 39765 - Decided August 29, 2003

SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Nevada affirmed Ruben Camacho’s conviction after concluding that police
could not search his vehicle incident to arrest without both probable cause and exigent circumstances
under the Nevada Constitution. The court nevertheless held that the methamphetamine discovered in
the vehicle was admissible under the inevitable-discovery exception because the vehicle was lawfully

seized and would have been inventoried pursuant to department policy.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Nevada Constitution permits a warrantless search of an automobile incident to a lawful

custodial arrest when police have probable cause but no exigent circumstances.

2. Whether the evidence discovered during the warrantless vehicle search was admissible under the
inevitable-discovery exception because the vehicle was lawfully seized and would have been

inventoried.

HOLDINGS

1. Under the Nevada Constitution, police may not conduct a warrantless search of an automobile incident

to a lawful custodial arrest unless both probable cause and exigent circumstances exist.

2. Evidence discovered during an unlawful initial vehicle search remains admissible when the State proves
by a preponderance of the evidence that the evidence would inevitably have been discovered through a

lawful inventory search.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We now conclude that, under the Nevada Constitution, there must exist both probable cause and exigent
circumstances for police to conduct a warrantless search of an automobile incident to a lawful custodial
arrest.” (75 P.3d at 374)

“Here, if police did not recover the contraband in their initial search, they would have recovered it during
their later inventory search.” (75 P.3d at 376)

“Therefore, we affirm Camacho's conviction and sentence.” (75 P.3d at 376)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Police conducted three undercover methamphetamine purchases from Camacho using a confidential informant.
On May 17, 2001, police arranged another purchase at a Reno Wal-Mart parking lot, stopped Camacho as he
arrived, arrested him, removed him from the vehicle, and handcuffed him. Without a warrant, an officer searched
the immediate area of the vehicle and found methamphetamine beneath the driver's seat; police then seized and

towed the vehicle. The next day, an inventory search was conducted pursuant to department policy.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Camacho waived his preliminary hearing and was bound over on four felony trafficking charges. The district
court denied his motion to suppress on search-incident-to-arrest, inventory-search, and inevitable-discovery
grounds, after finding probable cause for the arrest and vehicle seizure and finding that the vehicle would be
inventoried. Camacho then pleaded guilty to three trafficking counts while reserving appellate review of the
suppression ruling. The Supreme Court of Nevada held that the search-incident-to-arrest rationale was

unavailable but affirmed because the evidence was admissible under the inevitable-discovery exception.

DISPOSITION



affirmed
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