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SUMMARY

The New York Appellate Division, Third Department, held that the People did not violate the
defendant's statutory speedy-trial rights. The court determined that the vehicle inventory search was
invalid because the People failed to establish a sufficiently standardized and regulated inventory-
search policy, and the search appeared directed toward discovering incriminating evidence. The
judgment was reversed, suppression was granted as to the heroin and two handguns, and the matter

was remitted for further proceedings.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant appealed from a judgment of the Sullivan County Court

entered after a jury convicted him of two counts of criminal possession
of a weapon in the second degree, criminal possession of a controlled
substance in the third degree, endangering the welfare of a child, and

three traffic infractions.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed the statutory speedy-trial calculation and
suppression ruling for legal error, determining whether the People
established excludable periods of delay and whether the inventory
search complied with constitutional and established-procedure

requirements. Unpreserved trial contentions were not reviewed.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the People violated defendant's statutory speedy-trial rights by declaring readiness 607 days

after commencement of the criminal action.

2. Whether the People's certificate of compliance and readiness declaration were rendered illusory by

subsequent disclosures.

3. Whether the searches of defendant's impounded vehicle qualified as constitutionally valid inventory

searches.

4. Whether defendant's remaining claims concerning Miranda warnings, jury instructions, and the recall of

a witness were preserved for appellate review.

HOLDINGS

1. The People did not violate defendant's statutory speedy-trial rights because 539 days were excludable,

leaving only 68 chargeable days before the People's readiness declaration.

2. The subsequent disclosures did not render the People's certificate of compliance and readiness
declaration illusory because fewer than six months of chargeable time had elapsed and the disclosures

were reasonable and made in good faith under the circumstances.

3. The inventory searches were constitutionally invalid because the People failed to establish a sufficiently
standardized and reasonable procedure limiting officer discretion, and the circumstances indicated that

the searches were a pretext for discovering incriminating evidence.

4. The claims that investigators were required to re-Mirandize defendant, that the Miranda jury instruction
was defective, and that County Court improperly permitted the People to recall an investigator were

unpreserved because they were not raised before the trial court.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“An inventory search is exactly what its name suggests, a search designed to properly catalogue the contents
of the item searched” ([*3])

“having "no policy whatever" is what causes the subject search to not be "sufficiently regulated to satisfy the
Fourth Amendment"” ([*5])

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On June 14, 2020, a state trooper stopped defendant for speeding and learned that the vehicle's dealer plate had

been reported stolen, the vehicle was unregistered and uninsured, and defendant's license was suspended.



Because defendant was arrested and no legally authorized driver was available, the vehicle was towed. Troopers
searched the vehicle and found a loaded magazine, Suboxone pills, ammunition, heroin, and two handguns,
including one found during a later search at the State Police barracks.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

After a traffic stop, defendant was arrested and charged by felony complaint, then indicted on offenses arising
from the stop. County Court denied defendant's motions to dismiss on statutory speedy-trial grounds and to
suppress evidence obtained from searches of his vehicle. A jury convicted defendant, and County Court
sentenced him as a second felony offender to concurrent terms, including 15 years' imprisonment followed by
five years of postrelease supervision. The Appellate Division rejected the speedy-trial claim but held that the
inventory search was unlawful, reversed the judgment, granted suppression of the heroin and two handguns, and

remitted for further proceedings.
DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The matter was remitted to the County Court of Sullivan County for further proceedings not inconsistent with

the Appellate Division's decision, after suppression of the heroin and two handguns.
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