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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of South Dakota affirmed Frankie Lee Bowker’s convictions for possession of a
controlled substance and possession of drug paraphernalia. The court held that exigent circumstances
justified the officers’ warrantless entry to check on the occupants’ well-being, and that Bowker’s
statements were not obtained through custodial interrogation requiring Miranda warnings. The court
also addressed the admissibility of documentary evidence and alleged prosecutorial misconduct.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the officers' warrantless entry into the house and apartment was justified by exigent
circumstances.

2. Whether Bowker's pre-arrest statements were obtained during custodial interrogation without Miranda
warnings.

3. Whether documentary evidence obtained from the apartment was relevant and properly admitted.

4. Whether the State's comments concerning Bowker's request for a warrant constituted plain error
requiring reversal.

HOLDINGS

1. The warrantless entry into the house and apartment was objectively justified by exigent circumstances
because the officers reasonably believed that a burglary or assault may have occurred and that someone
inside might need immediate medical assistance.

2. Bowker's statements were not obtained during custodial interrogation requiring Miranda warnings
because the officers' questioning was general, on-the-scene fact gathering and a reasonable person in
Bowker's position would have understood that she was free to leave before her arrest.

3. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by admitting the documentary exhibit because the State laid a
foundation showing that the documents had probative value concerning Bowker's presence, access to,
and joint possession of the apartment and the drug-related activity there.

4. The prosecutor's comments were not grounds for reversal under the plain-error standard because, despite
the court's disapproval of the conduct, Bowker failed to show prejudicial plain error affecting the
fairness, integrity, or public reputation of the proceedings.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“An action is 'reasonable' under the Fourth Amendment, regardless of the individual officer's state of mind,
'as long as the circumstances, viewed objectively, justify [the] action.'” (¶ 20)

“A reasonable person in Bowker's situation would not have considered herself in custody at that time.” (¶ 35)

“Plain error requires (1) error, (2) that is plain, (3) affecting substantial rights; and only then may we
exercise our discretion to notice the error if (4) it 'seriously affect[s] the fairness, integrity, or public
reputation of judicial proceedings.'” (¶ 46)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Police responded to a report that a man was on the roof of a house and encountered Shaun Corbine outside with
a bleeding hand, a broken second-story window, and inconsistent information about his residence and girlfriend.
Officers entered the house and second-floor apartment without a warrant to conduct a perceived emergency well-



being check, observed blood on a bedroom doorframe, and found three methamphetamine pipes in plain view.
Bowker was questioned about her connection to the apartment and the pipes, arrested, and later convicted after
additional evidence was obtained pursuant to a search warrant.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A Minnehaha County grand jury indicted Bowker on possession charges. The Second Judicial Circuit Court
denied her motions to suppress evidence obtained during a warrantless entry and statements allegedly obtained
without Miranda warnings. After a jury convicted her on both counts, the court imposed suspended sentences,
including 90 days in jail on the controlled-substance conviction and 30 days in jail on the paraphernalia
conviction. The Supreme Court of South Dakota affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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