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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of South Dakota affirmed the denial of Aria Meyer’s motion to suppress evidence
obtained after an SDSU police stop. The court held that the stopping officer had an individualized and
objectively reasonable suspicion of underage alcohol consumption and related criminal activity based
on the totality of the circumstances. The court concluded that the stop did not violate the Fourth
Amendment or Article VI, section 11 of the South Dakota Constitution.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Meyer appealed the denial of her motion to suppress evidence
obtained following an investigative stop. After the magistrate court
denied suppression, Meyer entered a stipulation under which the
underage-consumption charge was dismissed, she was convicted of
DUI after a court trial, and she preserved her right to appeal the
suppression ruling. The circuit court affirmed, and the South Dakota
Supreme Court affirmed.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The denial of a suppression motion alleging a constitutional violation
is reviewed de novo as a question of law. The lower court's factual
findings are reviewed for clear error, while its conclusions of law
receive no deference.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published South Dakota Supreme Court opinion; precedential.

PARTIES Aria M. Meyer v. State of South Dakota

TOPICS



suppression of evidence fourth amendment search and seizure reasonable doubt criminal procedure

PRACTICE AREAS

criminal procedure constitutional law appellate procedure

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the magistrate court clearly erred in finding that Officer Anderson, rather than a student patrol
officer, effectuated the stop.

2. Whether Officer Anderson had reasonable suspicion and an individualized, objective basis to stop Meyer
and investigate suspected underage alcohol consumption and related criminal activity.

HOLDINGS

1. The magistrate court's finding that Officer Anderson made the stop was not clearly erroneous.

2. Officer Anderson had an individualized, objective, and reasonable suspicion that Meyer was engaged in
criminal activity, so the investigatory stop did not violate Meyer's constitutional rights.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Therefore, upon consideration of the totality of the circumstances, we hold that Officer Anderson had an
individualized, objective, and reasonable basis to believe that she was engaged in criminal activity.” (¶ 19)

“A reviewing court must look to the ‘totality of the circumstances’ to determine whether the officer had a
‘particularized and objective basis’ for suspecting criminal activity.” (¶ 9)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Just after midnight, an SDSU student patrol officer observed approximately eight people gathered around the
open tailgate of a vehicle in a campus parking lot. He saw multiple alcohol containers in the vehicle, smelled
alcohol, and observed several group members stumble while walking toward a dormitory. A sworn officer
stopped the group based on the student officer's report, learned that all members were under twenty-one, and
identified Meyer as the vehicle's registered owner and driver. Meyer admitted consuming alcohol and driving;
she failed field sobriety and preliminary breath tests, and a later blood draw showed a blood alcohol
concentration of 0.169 percent.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

SDSU police stopped Meyer and other students after observing circumstances suggesting underage alcohol
consumption. The magistrate court denied Meyer's suppression motion, and she was later convicted of DUI
pursuant to a stipulation preserving appellate review. The circuit court affirmed the suppression ruling, and the
Supreme Court of South Dakota affirmed.
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