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This opinion is subject to revision before final
publication in the Pacific Reporter.

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE CF UTAH

----00(0oo----

State of Utah, ‘ No. 20000026
Plaintiff and Appellee,

v.
FILED
Russell Eugene Bisner, :
Defendant and Appellant. November 20, 2001

Third District, Salt Lake County
The Honorable J. Dennis Frederick

Attorneys: Mark L. Shurtleff, Att’y Gen., Jeffrey W. Gray, Asst.
Att’y Gen., Robert L. Stott, Lana Taylor, for
plaintiff
Richard P. Mauro, Michael R. Sikora, for defendant

RUSSON, Associate Chief Justice:

91 Defendant Russell Eugene Bisner (“Bisner”) appeals from
convictions of murder, a first degree felony, in violation of
Utah Code Ann. § 76-5-203 (1999), and aggravated robbery, also a
first degree felony, in violation of Utah Code Ann. § 76-6-302
{1999). We affirm.

BACKGROUND
I. FACTS

92 On the night of January 5, 1999, sometime between 9:00
and 10:30, Bisner and his friend Derek Pearson (“Pearson”)
7isited Christopher Lyman (“Lyman”) at Lyman’s apartment to
curchase LSD. While at Lyman’s apartment, Bisner told Lyman that
ne was going to meet somebody later that night who owed him
“something in th{e] area” of $300. Then, as Bisner and Pearson
left Lyman’s apartment, Bisner declared, "“Somebody is going to
die tonight.”
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.” At the party, the friends consumed alcohol and used
illegal drugs, including marijuana and LSD. During cne
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tne conversations at the party, Bisner mentioned to his

ends that he was owed a $350 drug debt by Darby Golub

olub”). Shortly thereafter, Bisner telephoned Golub and left
him a message that the drug debt was suppcsed to have kteen paid
that day. Subsequently, at approximately 2:00 on the morning of
January 6, Golub called Koontz’s house. Golub first spoke with
Koontz, and after an angry exchange then spoke with Dustin Symes
("Symes”), another of Bisner’s friends attending the party.
Golub and Symes also engaged in a vehement argument about the
late nature of the calls to the respective residences. This
conversation ended with the parties agreeing to meet at a nearby
strip mall to settle the dispute.

94 Following his conversation with Golub, Symes informed
Bisner, Koontz, and Pearson of the result of the discussion.
Anticipating a fight, the four considered but eventually decided
against taking guns with them to the strip mall. Instead, they
quickly left in Symes’s truck to meet Golub.

95 When the friends arrived at the strip mall, Golub was
not there. Symes therefore drove his truck to a neighboring
convenience store where Koontz’s mother was working and from
which the strip mall could be seen. Approximately five minutes
later, Golub arrived and parked his own truck in the parking lct
of the strip mall. Upon seeing this, Symes called, "“There he
is.” The four friends waiting at the convenience store then
reentered Symes’s truck and drove together to the strip mall.

96 At the strip mall, Symes parked his truck approximately
twenty feet from Golub’s truck. After Symes parked, Golub
stepped just outside of his truck and stood alone with an assault
rifle cradled in his arms. Bisner and his friends then exited
Symes’s truck and advanced on Golub. As the group approached,
Golub backed away, neither firing his rifle nor threatening to do
so. Then, Symes, who was carrying an aluminum baseball bat,
thrust the bat at Golub, cutting his head, knocking him down, and
causing him to drop the assault rifle. Koontz followed Symes’s
lead by punching Golub in the leg. Golub responded to this
attack with confusion, asking, “Why are you doing this?”

17 Having disarmed Golub, Koontz and Symes retreated to
Symes’s vehicle. Meanwhile, Bisner and Pearson remained at
Golub’s truck, forcing him to the ground and beating on him for
approximately thirty to forty-five seconds. At that point, Symes
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r ot r.2nds to return to the vshicle., =2
with Symes’s request, and just as he, Kocnt

mplls and Zymes
vere climbing into their vehicle, Golub llfged himself Ifrom the
sround and began speeding away in his truck. As Golub began o
flze, Bisner took the assault rifle freom the ground, cockad it,
and fired three times at Golub. Bisner’s shots missed, but as
Golub continued to speed away through the parking lot, Bisner
fired the rifle three additional times. One of those rounds
struck Golub 1n the back of the head and killed him.

98 Less than an hour later, at approximately 2:40 a.m.,
Sandy City Police Officer Greg Severson (“Officer Severson”)
arrived at the strip mall in response to the shooting. At the
scene, Qfficer Severson learned from Koontz’s mother, who
remained at the convenience store, that Bisner, Koontz, Pearson,
and Symes had been involved in a confrontation that ultimately
led to the shooting. Accordingly, Officer Severson proceeded to
Koontz’s home, where Koontz and Pearson were taken into custody.
While at the Koontz residence, QOfficer Severson further learned
that Bisner had just telephoned Koontz. Using the number that
Bisner had called from, which was recorded on the Koontzes’
caller identification service, Officer Severson obtained Bisner’s
address and traveled there with another Sandy City officer and
three sheriff’s deputies.

19 The police arrived at Bisner’s home at approximately
5:00 a.m. They then secured the premises, called Bisner on the
telephone, and took him into custody at gunpoint after he exited
the house. With Bisner safely in custody, Officer Severson and
the Sandy City officer accompanying him holstered their weapons
and approached the house to speak with Bisner’s mother. The two
officers explained that they were still looking for one suspect
involved in the shooting and asked Bisner’s mother for permission
to search her home. Bisner’s mother gave her permission for the
search, telling the two officers to “go ahead.”

910 Beginning their search, the two officers moved to the
basement of the house, where, Bisner’s mother had informed them,
Bisner lived. Bisner’s room had been created at the end cf a
hallway in the basement, and was separated from the adjoining
room by a cloth that had been draped from the ceiling and hung
the length of the wall. As the officers descended the stairway
into the basement, Officer Severson observed through an opening
in this draped entry to Bisner’s bedroom a shotgun and an assault
rifle resting in a gun rack on the floor of the room. In the
basement, Cfficer Severson also examined, but did not enter, a
doorless closet leading out of the hallway adjacent to Bisner’s
room. However, seeing “just clothing” inside the closet, the
officers proceeded to search the house for Symes.

3 No. 2000C02¢
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1.1 Having Cleared the house for any pcssible susgec:ts,
lcar Severson determined an additional search would ke
ssary due to his discovery of the twO weapons in Bisner’s
Cfficer Severson therefore contactasd his commanding

car and requested that a detective be sent to assist him in
the search. While Officer Severson was waiting for the detective
to arrive, he obtained a “permission to search” form from his
patrol car and regquested that Bisner’s mother sign it so that he
could again search her home. The form stated in pertinent part:

i

=3

O 230
tn O D tn
Hh O (O My

D

Knowing of my . . . CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT not
to have a search made of the premises and
property owned by me [without a search
warrant] . . . , I willingly give my
permission to the above named officer(s) to
conduct a complete search of the premises and
property, including all buildings and
vehicles, both inside and outside of the
property [referred to herein].

Bisner’s mother read the permission form and signed.it at
approximately 5:30 a.m. Bisner’s sister, who had been present
throughout both the search and her mother’s conversations with
Officer Severson, also signed the form as a witness thereto.

Y12 When Detective Mark Soper ("“Detective Soper”) arrived
at approximately 5:35 a.m., Officer Severson advised him of the
progress of the search. Detective Soper then asked to speak
privately with Bisner’s mother. During their conversation,
Cetective Soper reviewed the permission to search form that she
had signed. Bisner’s mother reaffirmed that she had read and
signed the form, and indicated that she did not have any
questions about its meaning. Detective Soper then verbally
requested permission to search her home, and Bisner’s mother
again consented to the search. However, Bisner’s mother further
advised Detective Soper that Bisner was “supposed to pay rent”
for his room but had not done so for “the last two months because
he was unemployed.”

913 Upon learning of Bisner’s arrangement to pay rent to
his mother for use of his room, Detective Soper determined that
he would search the house without entering the areas occupied
exclusively by Bisner until he could obtain a search warrant
allowing him to do so. Commencing his search, Detective Soper,
like QOfficer Severson, was able to view through an opening in the
draped entry to Bisner’s room the shotgun and assault rifle
discovered there in the earlier search. Detective Soper also
examined, but did not enter, the doorless closet near Bisner’s
rocm. Looking into the closet, Detective Soper saw various
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ZlZTnlnz That matzhed a descripticn of 3 =
day c¢f znh2 shooting Zarrtially underres I,
Cetective Scper observed the “black stoc 3
z2 _Zhe mid-section of] an assault-type

1.+ CSubsequently, 2t approximately 32 chat morIning,
_er=ctive Zcrer cbtained 3 dgl/ executed 3=2arch warrant
sommanding 2 Zaytime search oI Bisner’s residence for,
ther things, "“‘ajny firearms,” “[la;ny ammuniticn,” 7
snell casings,” the clothes Bisner was described =2 na
wearing ust prior to the shootiln and “[alny other £
*132:_men*al;:ie that are =vidence of the crime of cr:
homicide. Using this search warrant, Cetective Sccer
£o Bisner’s pasement bedrocm and confiscated various evidencs,

cluding the shotgun and assaulit rifle seen in Bisner’s rccm zanz
“n2 assault rifls 1in cthe nearby clcoser The assauls rifls
confiscated Ircm 2isner’s clcset was -“he weapon used =2 <11l
Golub.
Il PRCCECURAL HISTCRY

115 Cn Jarnuary 11, 1999, the State charged Bisner oy
information witn murder and aggravated robbery, both first degrse
felonies. Cn February 22, 1999, Bisner served the Stats with a
written request for discovery. In the 1lnterrcgatocry, Sisner
requested prcoducticn of, among cther things, a

(1]ist of all witnesses the [S]tate intends

to call at the preliminary hearing, including

information regarding the details of
. any cooperation agreements (written or

unwritten) between either police officer{s]

or the ([district attcrney]’s cifice and

potential witnesses, including offers of

immunity, cffers of leniency(,] or cthe

incentives designed to elicilt cooperation

such as the threat c¢f prosecutiion] for the

homicide as a party.
The Ztate answered this request on March 16, 1399, noting, “"The
State nas not yet determined 1ts witnesses for the preliminary
nearing.”

915 Cn May 10, 1999, Bisner rext reguestad frcm the 3tats
production 2f a “[llist of all wiznesses the 3tate intends =c
call st tr:izl, ircluding . . any information regarding the
detall of any written or c¢ral ccoperation agreement cetwsen any
tcllce agency cor officer, the State(,] and rozential wiznesses.”
Th2 3State answered this request cn May 13, 1332, infcrming 2lsnsr

S No. 20000020
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Tnat 1t wculd previde its list of likely witnesses “({w)hen
finalized.”

117 Subsequently, on May 11, 1599, Bisner moved the trial
court o “suppress all evidence found in [Bisner]’s hcuse,

including the gun allegedly used by him irn this case.” According
to the motion, all of the evidence seized from Risner’s residence
was inadmissible since the search warrant Detective Soper used to
confiscate the evidence was based on information gained during
Officer Severson’s “warrantless search,” which violated Bisner’s
Fourth Amendment right against unlawful searches and seizures.

In response to this motion, the State argued that Detective
Soper’s search warrant was valid and constitutional because it
was obtained only on the basis of information gathered during
searches conducted with the express consent of Bisner’s mother,
who owned the home at issue.

918 On May 17, 1999, the trial court held a preliminary
hearing to consider Bisner’s motion to suppress the evidence
obtained from his residence. After considering evidence on the
matter from both sides, the court denied Bisner’s motion to
suppress, concluding that his mother, as owner of the house,
voluntarily consented to both of the pre-warrant searches that
vielded the information from which Detective Soper ultimately
obtained his search warrant and seized the evidence at issue. In
its subsequent findings of fact and conclusions of law on the
matter, the trial court found:

[Bisner’s mother] gave her permission

(for the officers] to make a cursory search
of her home to determine if any other
suspects were inside. . . . [Following this
preliminary search, Bisner’s mother again]
willingly gave her permissicn for the police
to complete a search of her premises and
property and to take any property which they
desired as evidence.

The court therefore ruled, “From the totality of circumstances,
[Bisner’s mother]’s consent to search on both occasions was given
voluntarily. . . . {Thus,] (bJoth pre-warrant searches conducted
by Officer Severson and Detective Soper were valid and lawful.
Neither violated any of the defendant’s constitutional rights.”

919 Thereafter, on RAugust 19, 1999, less than a week before
trial, Bisner moved to exclude “{a]ny evidence as to a monetary
debt from a drug deal” between Bisner and Golub. In support of
this motion, Bisner asserted that evidence of the drug debt was
irrelevant, constituted “inadmissible character evidence”

No. 20000026 . 6
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920 Then, approximately three days before trial, 3isner’s

zgreements Nlth the prosecuticn for his “nstlmony in Bisner’s
trial. Specifically, after learning from the State that Lyman
would ze testifying at trial,

A defense investigator contacted Lyman to
discuss his expected testimony and learned
that at the time Lyman first spoke to police
he had a pending misdemeanor charge, and that
after he gave his statement [to the police],
somecne spoke to the judge on his behalf and
he got eight days off of a ten day sentence,
the dismissal of a fine[,] and “something
else.”

Bisner’s attorney suspected that the “something else” referred to
by Lyman possibly included a ™“no prosecution” agreement frcm the
State on potential drug distribution charges arising out of his
sale of LSD to Bisner and Pearson. Accordingly, on the first day
of trial, August 24, 1999, Bisner moved to have the trial court
exclude the testimony of “any ([S]tate witness [for] whom the
State has not provided full disclosure of any agreements,
inducements, offers of leniency, or other understandings that the
witness would receive some benefit for cooperating or testifying”
in Bisner’s trial. The basis for this motion was that by failing
to disclose any cooperation agreements it had made, the State
violated Bisner’s due process rights in contradiction to Brady v.
Marvland, 373 U.S. 83 (1963).

721 After the jury had been impaneled for trial, the trial
court conducted a hearing on Bisner’s motion to exclude evidence
of the drug debt Golub owed Bisner. Ruling that the drug debt
evidence was admissible to demonstrate “the purpose of the]
gathering that resulted in Golub’s death,” the trial court denied
Bisner’s motion.

922 At trial, the State first called Lyman to the witness
stand. On cross-examination, Bisner’s attorney questioned Lyman
at length about any incentive he received for testifying in
Bisner’s trial. Bisner’s attorney first asked Lyman whether he
had received “any sort of a deal” for testifying, and Lyman
responded: “No, I was not given immunity or any kind of written
statement . . . that I would not be prosecuted.” Bisner’s
attorney then questioned Lyman about any incentives he had

7 No. 2000CC0Z5%
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2r Zlving h1s statsment ccnCsrningd the ca

pclice. Lyman stated:

Ui
[}

When I gave the statsment [to the police],
there really was no agreement. They told me
(that they] couldn’t promise anything . . . ,
[that] they wouldn’t even be able to tell me
whether or not they could knock any time off.
I basically told [them] what I told you so
far{,] and they said they’d see what they
could do. I wasn’t guaranteed anything at
the time of the statement.

However, after further questioning Lvman admitted that for giving
his statement to the police, he did ewentually have to serve only
“two days [in jail] instead of ten da 3” for a misdemeanor he had
committed in events unrelated to Goluc’s death, and that he
“apparently” also avoided imposition of a fine for that crime.

923 As a result of this admission, Bisner moved the trial -
court to strike Lyman’s testimony from the record. Bisner’s
attorney argued:

The [basis] for the motion . . . to strike
the testimony of Chris Lyman ([is] on due
process grounds due to an undisclcsed
cooperation agreement for his testimony

. (Tlhere is a . . . dispute as to
whether there was any deal in this case. The
Prosecutor has indicated to me that there was
none. The evidence elicited from Chris Lyman
himself was that there was none. [But 1]t 1is
my view that his testimony indicates a de
facto deal.

Mr. Lyman agreed that he stated to my

investigator that there was [(a] . . . jail
sentence that he got help on, a fine, and
something else . . . . [And] I believe that

Mr. Lyman was told, perhaps through
counsel, that he would not be prosecuted for
certain admitted drug distribution charges
(arising from his sale of LSD to Bisner and
Pearson], which would be second degree
felonies.

No. 20000026 ' - 8
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Yes, Mr. Lyman’s attorney was concerned [that
Lyman would be prosecuted for drug
distribution based on his testimony at
trialj. I told him simply that because we

had no . . . corpus of this crime, we
wouldn’t be able to prosecute his client
because we had no evidence other than his
statements that there was a crime committed.
So there was no inducement. I didn’t promise
him I wouldn’t prosecute him for his
testimony. I just told him a simple fact[:]
I couldn’t prosecute him.

After considering this evidence, the trial court denied Bisner’s
motion to strike Lyman’s testimony. Finding that Bisner’s
attorney knew of any potential agreement between Lyman and the
authorities involved in his unrelated misdemeanor charge prior to
trial--and that it was "“quite clear” Lyman had not received “an
inducement encouraging him to testify” from the State--the court
concluded, “I am just not persuaded that there has been a [due
process] violation (in this case] ” The court therefore
also denied a motion for directed verdict Bisner had made on the
basis that without Lyman’s testimony, the State could only prove
Bisner had committed manslaughter and not murder because intent
could not be established.

924 Bisner then rested without presenting evidence, and the
jury was sent out. Following its deliberations, the jury found
3isner guilty of both murder and aggravated robbery. The jury
further found that Bisner had used a dangerous weapon in the
commission of Golub’s murder.

425 Subseguently, on September 14, 1599, Bisner moved the
trial court to merge his aggravated robbery and murder
convictions. To support this motion, Bisner argued that despite
thnis court’s holding to the contrary in State v. McCovey, 803
P.2d 1234 (Utah 1990), “aggravated robbery is a lesser included
ocffense of murder,” and thus, he could not “be convicted of both
cffenses” pursuant to section 76-1-402(3) of the Utah Cocde.
Relying on McCovey, the court denied Bisner’s motion.

926 Thereafter, on October 1, 1999, the trial court
sentenced Bisner to an indeterminate prison term of not less than
five years for murder and not less than five years for aggravated

9 No. 2000002%
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927 Fecllowing his sentencing, Bisner moved for a new trial
on the ground that the State vioclated his due process rights by
“"faill[ing] to disclose a cooperation agreement for Chris Lyman
. in which the State agreed not to prcsecute Lyman for drug
distripbution charges.” The court denied Bisner’s motion £or a
new trial in a ruling dated November 23, 1999.

928 Accordingly, on December 1, 1999, Bisner moved the
trial court to reconsider his motion for a new trial pursuant to -
Utah Rule of Criminal Procedure 24. To support this motion, v
Bisner argued first that his previous motion “was denied without
the hearing requested,” and second, that he subsequently '
“obtained new evidence that the State also failed to disclose
cooperation agreements” with Koontz and Pearson.

929 However, before the trial court could rule on Bisner’s
motion to reconsider, he appealed his conviction on December 30,
1999. Then, attempting to obtain a ruling on his motion to
reconsider, Bisner moved to have his appeal dismissed without
prejudice, and we denied his motion in an order dated August 31,
2000:

Defendant’s motion to dismiss this appeal
without prejudice while the trial court
considers defendant’s motion to reconsider

is denied. . . . Dismissal of this
appeal would necessarily be with prejudice,
resulting in loss of defendant’s appeal. The
trial court lacks jurisdiction to consider
anything further in this case because
defendant timely filed his notice of appeal
on December 30, 19989.

Consequently, Bisner’s appeal of his conviction is now before us.
ANALYSIS

430 On appeal, Bisner raises numerous claims of error:
(1) that the trial court erred by refusing to grant a new trial,
since the State violated Bisner’s due process rights by failing
to disclose its alleged cooperation agreements with Koontz,
Lyman, Pearson, and Symes; (2) that the court committed
reversible error by failing to exclude from evidence all
information obtained pursuant to Detective Soper’s search
warrant, which Bisner contends was gained “in violation of the
Fourth Amendment”; (3) that the court erred by refusing to

No. 20000026 10

Digitized by the Howard W. Hunter Law Library, J. Reuben Clark Law School, BY U.
Machine-generated OCR, may contain errors.



2xZl22s 2vidsnce of the drug debt Golub cwed Bisner: id)
court alsled the jury by giving a “confusing” instruction
concerning the necessity of cenvicting Bisner of manslaughter
ratner than murder if he was found to have been acting “under an
2X~reme =moticnal disturbance”; and (3) that the trial ccourt
snculd nave merged his charges for aggravated rocbery and murder.
Ne address each issue in turn.

~ -
agac LoT

I. DUE PROCESS

931 Bisner first contends that by failing to disclose
alleged cooperation agreements it entered into with Koontz,
Lyman, Pearson, and Symes, the State violated his due prccess
right to a fair trial, and thus, the trial court should have
granted his motion for a new trial made on that basis. “When
reviewing a trial court’s denial of a motion for a new trial, we
will not reverse ‘absent a clear abuse of discretion by the trial
court.’” 3State v. Colwell, 2000 UT 8, 9 12, 994 P.2d 177
(quoting State v. Harmon, 956 P.2d 262, 265-66 (Utah 1998)); see
also State v. Bakalov, 1999 UT 45, 9 28, 979 P.2d 799; State v.
Thcmas, 830 P.2d 243, 245 (Utah 1992). At the same time,
however, we review the legal standards applied by the trial court
in denying such a motion for correctness. Bakalov, 1999 UT 45 at
M 28; see_also State v. James, 819 P.2d 781, 793 (Utah 1991).

132 Under both the Utah and United States Constitutions,
the prosecution bears a "“fundamental” duty “to disclose material,
exculpatory evidence to the defense” in criminal cases. Bakalov,
1999 UT 45 at 9 30. This duty, enunciated first by the United
States Supreme Court in Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83, 87
(1963), arises regardless of whether the defense requests
production of the favorable evidence at issue, United States v.
Bagley, 473 U.S. 667, 682 (1985), since failure to disclose such
evidence “violates due process . . . irrespective of the good
faith or bad faith of the prosecution.” Brady, 373 U.S. at 87.
Likewise, the duty applies both to substantively exculpatory
evidence and to that which may be used for impeachment. Bagley,

473 J.3. at 676; Giglio v. United States, 405 U.S. 150, 154-55
{1972); Bakalov, 1999 UT 45 at 9 30.

933 Despite the strictures imposed on prosecutors by this
constitutional duty of disclosure, the United States Supreme
Court has held that it 1is in the specific instance where there is
“disccvery, after trial, of information which had been known to
the prosecution but unknown to the defense” that reversal of a
cenviction for nondisclosure 1s required. United States v.
agurs, 427 U.S. 97, 103 (1976) (emphasis added); see also Bagley,
473 U.S. at 678. Accordingly, courts universally refuse to
cverturn convictions where the evidence at issue is known to the

11 No. 20000026
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defansa pricr T2 or during rrial, where the defzrndant =
should have xnown ¢f the evidence, or where the defanse n
crportunlty to use the evidence to 1ts advantage during t

failed to do so.- As the Sixth Circult held in United Statss v.
Malling,
! See, e.g., Unjited States v. Wadlington, 233 F.3d 1067,

1076 (8th Cir. 2000) (refusing to find a 3Brady violation where
the defendant “was already aware of the substance of the .
[undisclosed] statements prior to trial”); United States <. e
Quintanilla, 193 F.3d 1139, 1149 (10th Cir. 1999) (holding that a
defendant’s “independent awareness of the exculpatory evidence is
critical” because “[i]f a defendant already has a particular
vpiece of evidence,” production by the prosecution “is considered
cumulative”); Rector v. Johnson, 120 F.3d4 551, 560 (5th Cir.

1997) (finding that evidence i1s not suppressed if the defendant
“knew, or should have known of the essential facts permitting him
to take advantage of any exculpatory evidence”); United States v.
Zackson, 6 F.3d 911, 919 (2d Cir. 1993) (rejecting a claim of a
Brady violation because the defendant “was . . . aware that (a
witness’s] cooperation may have warranted some additional
investigation”); United States v. Aichele, 941 F.2d 761, 764 (9th
Cir. 1991) (“When . . . a defendant has enough information to be
able to ascertain the supposed Brady material on his own, there
is no suppression by the government.”); United States v. Perdomo,
929 F.2d 967, 973 (3d Cir. 1991) (employing the Rector standard):
United States v. Clark, 928 F.2d 733, 738 (6th Cir. 1991) (using
the Mullins standard); United States v. Wilson, 901 F.2d 378, 380
(4th Cir. 1990) (following the Eleventh Circuit’s approach in
Davis); United States v. Pandozzi, 878 F.2d 1526, 1528 (1st Cir.
1989) (finding no Brady violation where defense could have
cbtained the information “‘with any reasonable diligence’”
(quoting Jarrell v, Balkcom, 735 F.2d 1242, 1258 (llth Cir.
1984)); United States v. Adams, 834 F.2d 632, 634 (7th Cir. 1987)

(“Brady . . . does not mandate pretrial disclosure. Instead,
‘the appropriate standard to be applied . . . is whether the

disclosure came so late as to prevent the defendant from
receiving a fair trial.’” (citations omitted)); United States v.
Cavis, 787 F.2d 1501, 1505 (1l1lth Cir. 1986) (“[Tlhe Brady rule
does not apply if the evidence in question is available to the
defendant from other sources.”); Xydas v. United States, 445 F.2d
660, 668 (D.C. Cir. 1971) (holding that the prosecution’s failure
“to disclose the contested grand jury statement was not
reversible error, since under the circumstances . . . reasonable
pre-trial preparation by the defense would either have confirmed,
denied, or rendered immaterial” the evidence in dispute).
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.T.he government’s Zailure to disclcse
potentially exculpatory information does not
violate Brady “where a defendant ‘knew or
should have known the essential facts
permitting him to take advantage of any
exculpatory information,’ or where the
avidence is available to defendant from
ancther source.”

22 F.3d 1365, 1371 (6th Cir. 1994) (quoting United States v.
Clark, 928 F.2d 733, 738 (6th Cir. 1991) (quoting United States
V. Grossman, 843 F.2d 78, 85 (2d Cir. 1988))). Indeed, any
mandate to the contrary would belie the fundamental objective of
the prosecution’s duty to disclose, for the purpose of this
requirement is to ensure a fair trial. The United States Supreme
Court has itself observed: “[The] purpose [of the Brady rule] is
not to displace the adversary system as the primary means by
which truth is uncovered, but to ensure that a miscarriage of
justice does not occur. Thus, the prosecutor is not required to
deliver his entire file to defense counsel, but only to disclose
evidence favorable to the accused that, if suppressed, would
deprive the defendant of a fair trial{.]” Bagley, 473 U.S. at
675 (footnotes omitted); see also United States v. LeRoy, 687
F.2d 610, 619 (2d Cir. 1982). In short, a Brady violation occurs
only where the state suppresses information that (1) remains
unknown to the defense both before and throughout trial and

(2) 1is material and exculpatory, meaning its disclosure would
have created a “reasonable probability” that "“the result of the
proceeding would have been different.” Bagley, 473 U.S. at 682.

934 In this case, Bisner contends that the State committed
multiple due process violations in contravention to the Brady
rule, requiring us to overturn his convictions on appeal.
Specifically, Bisner argues that the State failed to disclose
cooperation agreements it allegedly entered into with a number of
its witnesses, including Lyman, and also Koontz, Pearson, and
Symes.

A. Nondisclosure of the Alleged Agreement with Lyman

935 Bisner asserts that the State failed to disclose two
separate incentives it allegedly provided to Lyman for testifying
in Bisner’s trial: first, a reduction in the jail time Lyman was
required to serve and the fine he was ordered to pay for an
unrelated misdemeanor he committed, and second, a “promise not to
prosecute” Lyman for selling Bisner and Pearson LSD on the night
of Golub’s death. According to Bisner, the State’s failure to
disclose these alleged incentives “is reversible error.”

()
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135 Howevar, as explained above, prosecutorial
nondisclosure of informaticn favorable to the accused does nc:
itself cconstitute prejudicial error requiring reversal of a
cenviction. See, e.g., Bagley, 473 U.S. at 675; LeRoy, 687 F.24d
at s619. Rather, nondisclosure violates due process under Rradv
only if the evidence at issue is material and exculpatory, and if
the defense did not become aware of the evidence until arfter
trial. 3ese Bagley, 473 U.S. at 678; Agurs, 427 U.S. at 103;
Mullins, 22 F.3d at 1371; see also supra note 1. Accordingly,
even assuming that the cooperation agreements alleged here by
Bisner actually existed--and observing that their substance would
qualify by definition as Brady material for its impeachment
value, see Giglio, 405 U.S. at 154-55--the State’s nondisclosure
of such evidence necessitates reversal only upon a determination
that the defense was never afforded an opportunity to impeach
Lyman with the information because the defense did not kbecome
aware of it until after Bisner’s trial ended.

@]

137 Importantly, there is no question in this case that the
defense knew days before trial about the State’s alleged
agreement to reduce the jail sentence and fine imposed in Lyman’s
unrelated misdemeanor in exchange for his testimony in Bisner’s
trial. The defense itself admitted in its motion for a new
trial:

A few days prior to trial, . . . [a] defense
investigator contacted Lyman to discuss his
expected testimony and learned that at the
time Lyman first spoke to police he had a
pending misdemeanor charge, and that after he
gave his statement [to the police]l, someone
spoke to the judge on his behalf and he got
eight days off of a ten day sentence, the
dismissal of a fine[,] and “scmething else.”

Indeed, it was because he was aware of the possibility of this
agreement with Lyman that Bisner’s attorney was able to use this
information extensively at trial in an attempt to impeach Lyman’s
testimony. Bisner’s attorney asked Lyman whether he received
“any sort of deal for . . . giving th(e] information” about what
Bisner had said to him earlier that night, whether he had
“talk({ed] [with the police] about getting out of some jail time
if [he would] cooperate,” and whether it was his “understanding
that if [he] cooperate(d] and g(a]ve a statement to the police[,]
that (he] would ncot have to serve . . . eight [additional] days”
in jail. In fact, Lyman conceded during this questioning that he
had received a reduction in his sentence, stating that he had to
serve only “two days [in jail] instead of ten” and that he
“apparently” also avoided an imposition of a fine for his
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,,,,,,,, ss.zn 22 = isdameancr. ~S 3 CZnseguencs, 2isnmar’s cl:
~hat his due przcass rights were 7violated by the Starce’s farl.r=
0 disclcocse this alleged agreement with Lyman is wholly witnzus
merilt Not only dces the defense admit that 1t knew about tn:.s

all2ged agreement days tefore trial, btut Bisner’s attorney
actually used the infcormaticn IO0r the precise purpose the
Constitzution requires its disclosure: impeachment. Sese Giglizs,
405 U.5. at 154-55. Therefore, the State’s nondisclosure of irts
alleged agreement to seek a reduction in Lyman’s misdemeanor
sentence in exchange for his testimony does not constitute a
Brady violation. See Mullins, 22 F.3d at 1371; Grossman, 943
F£.2d at 85; see also, e.g., United States v. Grintijes, 237 F.2d
876, 880 (7th Cir. 2001) (“Brady applies only where the allegedl:
exculpatory evidence was not disclosed in time for the defendant
to make use of it.”); United States v. Adams, 834 F.2d 632, 634-
35 (7th Cir. 1987) (same):; United States v. Sweeney, 688 F.2d
1131, 1141 (7th Cir. 1982) (holding that the defendants’ due
process rights were not violated by the nondisclosure of evidenca
because the defense used the same evidence to impeach the
witnesses at issue during trial).

938 Likewise, Bisner has no claim that the State’s failure
to disclose its alleged promise not to prosecute Lyman for drug
distribution violated his right to a fair trial. While the
record does not reflect the precise moment at which the defense
became aware of this alleged promise, it is clear that the
defense knew about the possibility of the inducement well before
the trial concluded--at the very least, by the end of the State’'s
case in chief. In the hearing on his motion to strike Lyman’s
testimony, held just after the State examined its last witness,
Bisner’s attorney specifically alleged it was his “view that
(Lyman’s] testimony indicates a de facto deal” on the State’s
part not to prosecute Lyman for drug distribution. Bisner’s

attorney stated further, “I believe that . . . Mr. Lyman was
told, perhaps through counsel, that he would not be prosecuted
for certain admitted drug distribution charges . . . .” In

response, counsel for the State acknowledged that he had told
Lyman’s attorney that the State “wouldn’t be able to prosecute
(Lyman] because [the State] had no evidence other than his
statements that there was a crime committed.” However, despite
the State’s acknowledgment in this regard--and despite Bisner’s
assertion that Lyman had received a “de facto deal” of
nonprosecution in exchange for his testimony--the defense utterly
failed to make use of this knowledge during trial. Ffollowing the
hearing on his motion to strike Lyman’s testimony, Bisner could
have recalled Lyman as a witness to gquestion him specifically
about the nature of the alleged “de facto deal” guaranteeing that
the State would not prosecute him for drug distribution. Bisner
similarly could have sought a continuance or recess in order to
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osecuta Lyman did not violate Bisner’s due process rignts.
ams, 834 F.2d at 6395; see a.so Grinties, 237 F.3d at 380

~

I.LTOSILnv23T.33T2 Tnhne SXCulgfatory Cotantial 1f sma svLIsncs
2ut <R Zsfansa 2id not capitallize cn elther of zhese
ccssipilizias. Instead, wnen asked Dy the trial court wnether o=
wi3ned 72 call any wiznesses, tne desfense declined, noting zha:t
27 was “satisfisd with the state c¢f the evidence.” Ccnseguentl.y,
%2 n2ld that tecause the defense was affcrded a full cpportunizty
“t5 maxe use of the . . . disclosed informaticn,” but failed t2
0 5o, the State’s nondisclosure of its allsged promise not to

r

d

h

failed to use the allegedly exculpatory information disclosed
during trial); Mullins, 22 F.3d at 1371-72 (finding no Brady
violation where information “was known” by the defendant “in tims
for him to attempt to make use of 1it”),; United States v. Ramirsgz,
§10 F.2d 1338, 1343 (5th Cir. 1987) (same).

B. VNondisclcsure of the Alleged

Agreements with Koontz, Zearson, and Svmes

39 Bisner also claims that the State viclated his due
process rights under Brady by failing to disclose leniency
agreements it allegedly entered into with Koontz, Pearson, and
Symes concerning the charges they faced for their actions in the
events leading to Golub’s death. However, Bisner failed to
properly preserve this claim at the trial level, and thus waived
his right to raise the issue on appeal. While Bisner did move
for a new trial on the basis that the State had failed to
disclose the inducements it allegedly offered Lyman for his
testimony, Bisner never properly raised before the trial court
his assertion, made now on appeal, that the State also failed to
disclose cooperation agreements it allegedly entered into with
Koontz, Pearson, and Symes. Indeed, the only time Bisner ever
crought the issue of the alleged agreements with Koontz and
Psarson before the trial court was in his December 1, 1999,
moticn requesting that the court reconsider its decision denying
his initial motion for a new trial. Significantly, the trial
court never ruled on this motion to reconsider, as Bisner filed
his notice of appeal on December 30, 1999, divesting jurisdicticn
frzm the trial court. See Hi-Country Estates Homeowners Ass’n ~.
corhills Water Co., 942 P.2d 305, 306 (Utah 1996) (holding that
iling notice of appeal “divests the trial court of jurisdiction

nd transfers it to the appellate court”); see also Cheves v.
Williams, 1999 UT 86, 9 45, 993 P.2d 191; White v. State, 795

.2d 548, 650 (Utah 1990). In fact, we have already ruled in

nNis case that the trial court lacks jurisdiction to consider
isner’s motion to reconsider since Bisner filed notice of appeal
pefore the trial court could enter a final order on the issues.
Sse supra 1 29 (“Defendant’s motion to dismiss this appeal
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WLTOIUT £rEsuZiIe whiL® the trial court considers zsfsnzancs
mSITlon To racconsider . . . 1s denied. The <riai ccouzs
lacks jurisdiction to <consider anything further in tnis case
cecause defendant timely filed his notice c¢f appeal zn

“ecamper 30, 13599.7”). Similarly, Bisner did not argue avan cncs2
t0 the trial court that the State had failed to disclose a

cooperation agreement with Symes.? Accordingly, tecause Bisner
failed tc preserve the issue below, he cannot now claim that zhe
State violated his due process rights by failing to disclose
alleged leniency agreements with Koontz, Pearson, and Symes. 322
State v. Holgate, 2000 UT 74, 9 11, 10 P.3d 346 (“(C]laims nct
ralised before the trial court may not be raised cn appeal.
{This] preservation rule applies to every claim, including
constitutional questions . . . .”); Monson v. Carver, 928 P.2d
1017, 1022 (Utah 1996) (holding that constitutional claims not
raised in the district court are deemed to be waived); see also
State v. Thomas, 1999 UT 2, 1 29, 974 P.2d 269; State v. Lcpez,
886 P.2d 1105, 1113 (Utah 1994).

40 Moreover, even if Bisner did not waive his right to
raise the issue on appeal, the State’s nondisclosure of its
alleged leniency agreements with Koontz, Pearson, and Symes did
not violate Brady. As with the inducements allegedly promised to
Lyman, the State’s alleged leniency agreements with Koontz,
Pearson, and Symes fall within Brady’s purview solely for their
impeachment wvalue. See Giglio, 405 U.S. at 154-55. However,
both Koontz and Pearson admitted at trial that they had pled
guilty to reduced misdemeanor charges despite the fact that they
had initially been charged with felonies, and Symes testified at
Bisner’s preliminary hearing that the State would inform his
sentencing judge that he had testified cooperatively in Bisner'’s

2 In fact, even Bisner’s December 1, 1999, motion to
reconsider addressed only the testimony of Lyman, Koontz, and
Pearson. Yet two months after Bisner filed his motion to
reconsider, he submitted to the trial court a document entitled
“supplement to record of motion for new trial,” which included a
transcript of Symes’s sentencing hearing that Bisner now relies
cn in support of his argument that Symes entered into a leniency
agreement with the State. However, at no point in this
“supplement” does Bisner ever assert that the alleged agreement
between Symes and the State violated his due process rights.
Instead, as explained above, Bisner so argues for the first time
on appeal. See supra 9 39. Further, Bisner submitted this
“supplement” to the trial court on February 1, 2000--more than 2
month after he filed his notice of appeal on December 30, 1399,
and thus well after the trial court had been divested of
urisdiction to consider the matter. See supra ¥ 39.
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Zz3=2 S;e:;:;:a;;y, ¥oontz ackncwWledgsd that ha nad c2=n Inarza:
~i-n “murder” fut “anded up rleading to attempted rioting, Slass
A, and a class 3 assault.” Pearson likewise testified zhat ne
nad cean charged with “felony riot” but “plad guilty to . . . a
"c.ass 2 and a class A . . . attempted riot and simple assault.”
Aand Symes testified that the State had agreed to “(i]nfzorm the
court cf my testimony and [that] I was cooperative” following his
-

appearancs 25 a witness in Bisner’s case. Accordingly, because
the necessary information from which the credibility of their
testimony could be guestioned actually came out at trial and
cefore, the State cannot be said to have withheld exculpatory
information. The defense could have further exposed any o
potantial leniency agreements with the smallest amount cf
“reasonable diligence” by simply asking Koontz and Pearson why
their charges had been reduced, and Symes had already disclosed
the nature of his agreement with the State in the presence of
Bisner’s attorney and while under ocath. Se2e United States v,
Campagnuoleo, 592 F.2d 852, 8€1 (5th Cir. 1379); see also, =.3.,
Srint-es, 237 F.3d at 880; Jarrell v. Balkcom, 735 F.2d 1242,
1258 (1llth Cir. 1984). Givern these circumstances, the defense
reasonably should have known of the possibility of the alleged
agreements, as Bisner’s attorney possessed the “essential facts
permitting ([Bisner] to take advantage of any exculpatory
evidence” related to Koontz’s, Pearson’s, and Symes’s testimony.
Rector, 120 F.3d at 560. Thus, no Brady violation could have

occurred. See United States v. Zackson, © F.3d 911, 919 (2d Cir.
1993) (rejecting a claim of a Brady violation because the
defendant “was . . . aware that (a witness’s] cooperation may
have warranted some additional investigation”); United Statss +v.
Aichele, 941 F.2d 761, 764 (9th Cir. 1991) (“When . . . a

defendant has enough information to be able to ascertain the
supposed Brady material on his own, there is no suppression by

the government.”); see also, e.g., United States v. Perdomo, 229
£.2d 967, 973 (3d Cir. 1991); LeRoy, 687 F.2d at 618.° .

Bisner also urges that the State’s failure to disclose its
2ged cooperation agreements with Koontz, Lyman, Pearson, and

all

Symes violated his constitutional right to confront these
witnesses and his discovery rights pursuant to Utah Rule of
Criminal Procedure 1l6(a). However, Bisner did not lcdge these
arguments before the trial court. Thus, he has waived his right
£> raise them on appeal. See State v. Holgate, 2000 UT 74, 9 11,

0 P.3d 346; State v. Thomas, 1999 UT 2, 1 29, 974 P.2d 269;
Monson v. Carwver, 928 P.2d 1017, 1022 (Utah 199¢); Stats 7.

L-.zez, 386 P.2d 1105, 1113 (Utah 19%4).
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941 Bisner’s second centention <n appeal is that the criz.
2urt 2rred in denying his moticn to suppress the evidence
ramevad IZrom his living guarters in 113 nother’s bassement,
namely, the assault rifle used to kill Golub. Bisner premises
this contention on the argument that the warrant employed to
confiscats the assault rifle was ineffactive because the
information used to secure the warrant was obtained
unconstitutionally. Specifically, Bisner asserts (1) that his
mother did not give Officer Severson “voluntary consent to
ceonduct [the] . . . search” of her home immediately follcwing
Bisner’s arrest, and (2) that the subsequent search conducted by
Cetective Soper also was unconstitutional since the written
consent given by Bisner’s mother was involuntary, as it “was
obtained by exploiting the prior unlawful, warrantless search.”

942 The question of whether a par-y has consented to a
search 1s a guestion of law, and we the.efore review it for
correctness. State v. Harmon, 910 P.2d 1196, 1199 (Utah 19995):
see also Landes v. Capital Ci Bank, 795 P.2d 1127, 1129 (Utah
1990). Conversely, we will reverse the trial court’s factual
findings only if they are clearly erroneous. Hagmon, 910 P.2d at
1199; see alsq State v. Arroyo, 796 P.2d 684, 687 (Utah 1990).

In determining whether a trial court’s factual findings are
clearly erroneous, we reject those findings that are not
“supported by substantial, competent evidence.” Arroyo, 796 P.2d
at 687.

A. Aggiicable Law

143 Warrantless searches are per se unconstitutional under
the Fourth Amendment unless conducted zursuant to a recognized
2xception to the warrant requirement. Katz v. United States, 389
J.S. 347, 353 (1967); State v. Brown, 853 P.2d 851, 855 (Utah
1992). One such exception includes searches conducted pursuant
Zo consent. Washington v. Chrisman, 455 U.S. 1, 9-10 (1982);
State v. Harris, 671 P.2d 175, 179 (Utah 1983). However, for a
consent search to be valid, consent must have been given
voluntarily and not have been “obtained by police exploitation of
. . . prior illegality.” State v, Thurman, 846 P.2d 1256, 1262
{Utah 1993).

744 In support of his contention that his mother did not
voluntarily consent to Officer Severson’s initial search of her
nouse, Bisner urges that consent is voluntary only 1if

“(1) [tlhere [is] clear and positive
testimony that the consent was ‘unequivocal

[0 )Y
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3 sgecfiilc’ and 'Irsely and intelligenzly

ven’; (2) the government . . . prove(s]

nsent was given without duress or ccercion,
ress or mplied; and (3) . . . there [is]

constituticnal right against
ascnable searches and seizures].”

T (M Oyl ow
O X O

P
nvincing evidence that [the party] waived
ts
rs

-

cats v. dam, 210 P.2d 433, 439 (Utah Ct. App. 1996) (citaticns
cmicted). This test for determining voluntariness was adcpted &y
the Utan Court of Appeals in $tate v. Marshall, 791 P.24 5§30,
387-83 (Utah Ct. App. 1990), and has been applied in myriad of
that court’s cases over the past decade.! While this test
correctly rsquires absence of duress or coercion for consent =2
te deemed voluntary, it also mandates a shcwing that the

(/)

Y

3 +
against unreasonable searches and seizures. See Ham, 910 2.2d at -
439. In fact, in adopting this test the ccurt of appeals
axpressly relied on the Tenth Circuit’s decision in Villano v.
Cnited States, 310 F.2d 680, 584 (10th Cir. 1962), which also
required affirmative waiver for consent to be voluntary.

145 However, eleven years after the Tenth Circuit handed
down Villang, the United States Supreme Court flatly rejected the
requirement that the prosecution establish waiver in order to
demonstrate voluntariness. In Schneckloth v. Bustamonte, the
Court held: ™Nothing, either in the purposes behind requiring a
‘knowing’ and ‘intelligent’ waiver of trial rights, or in the
practical application of such a requirement suggests that it
ought to be extended to the constitutional guarantee against
unreasonable searches and seizures.” 412 U.S. 218, 241 (1373).
Consequently, the Court ruled that voluntariness must be
determined, not from a demonstration of waiver, but from “the
totality of all the circumstances.” Id. at 227.

946 As a result of the Supreme Court’s decision in

Schreckloth, the Tenth Circuit has since abardoned the Villano
zast. See United States v. Price, 925 F.2d 1268, 1271 (1l0th Cir.
2391) (“In light of the 3chneckloth decision, we . . . find

the Villano test’s application of the presumption against waiver
improper.”). Likewise, this court has itself repeatedly fcllowed

‘! See, e.g., State v. Hansen, 2000 UT App 353, 99 18-25, 17

2.3d 1135; Ham, 910 P.2d at 439; State v. Genovesi, 871 P.2d t47,
51 (Utah Ct. App. 1994); State v. Carter, 812 P.2d 460, 467
;Jtah Ct. App. 1991), cert. denied, 836 P.2d 1383 (Utah 13992);
Stat=a v, Grovier, 808 P.2d 133, 136 (Utah Ct. App. 1991); Stats
7. Sterzer, 808 P.2d 122, 127 (Utah Ct. App. 1991).
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h "totality of all the clrcumstances” anal.s
tential wailver test. S2e, 2.3., Harmen, 310 =5..3
7. 2unn, 330 2.2d4 1201, 1217-13 (Utah 1593);
.24 at 1262-63; Arrovo, 796 P.2d at £389. Indeed,
must follow Schneckloth’s interpretation zf zonsent
Fourth Amendment, for the United States Supreme Court
vested with final authority in lntnrpret*ng the federal
tutisn since the inception of our republic.® 3ee U.S.
Censt. art. III, § 2, cl. 1; Marbury v. Madison, 5 U.S. (1
Cranch) 137, 177 (1803) (“It is emphatically the province and
duty of the judicial department to say what the law is.”).
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947 Accordingly, to the degree it hinges consent upon
waiver--and to the extent our prior cases have not made our
position perfectly clear--we today explicitly reject the court ¢t
appeals’ voluntariness test as enunciated in Marshall and its
progeny. When assessing whether consent to a warrantless search
was given voluntarily, courts in Utah must follow the same
analysis we have repeatedly applied since Schneckloth: Consent
1s not voluntary if it is obtained as “the product of duress or
coercion, express or implied.” Schneckloth, 412 U.S. at 227; see
also, e.g., Harmon, 910 P.2d at 1206; State v. Whittenback, 621
P.2d 103, 106 (Utah 1980). Factors indicating a lack of duress
or coercion, which should be assessed in the “totality of all the
surrounding circumstances,” include

1) the absence of a claim of authority to
search by the officers; 2) the absence of an
exhibition of force by the officers; 3) a
mere reguest to search; 4) cooperation by the
owner of the [property]:; and 5) the absence

* In addition to his claim that the searches at issue
violated his rights under the Fourth Amendment of the federal
Constitution, Bisner claims that the searches also constituted
viclations of his rights pursuant to article I, section 14 of the
Jtah Constitution. However, Bisner neither proffers any
2xplanation as to how this court’s analysis should be conducted
under this section nor cites even one case in support of this
argument. We have repeatedly reminded that this court “'is not
simply a depository in which the appealing party may dump the
burden of argument and research.’” State v. Bishop, 753 P.2d
439, 450 (Utah 1988) (quoting Williamson v. Opsahl, 416 N.E.2d
783, 784 (Ill. App. Ct. 1981)); see also MacKay v. Hardy, 973
P.2d 941, 948 n.9 (Utah 1998). Accordingly, we decline to
address this claim separately. State v. Xohl, 2000 UT 35, 1 12
n.3, 999 P.2d4 7. _
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8. Zcnsent

943 Arplying these factors to the case at hand, we ncw turn
t2> the questiocn of whether Bisner’s mother vocluntarily consanted
to Officer Severson’s search. Bisner asserts that the polic
ccerced his mother’s consent to this search by making a “shcw of
authority” and an “exhibition of force,” which in turn
transformed their petition to search her house into “more than a
‘mere request’ to search.” Specifically, Bisner argues that the
tolice exhibited force and showed authority by having “several
uniformed officers” present during Bisner’s arrest, by
"ohysical(ly] touching” Bisner and drawing their weapons while
taking him into custody, by stepping “inside the front door [of
~he house] before asking permission to search,” and by telling
3lsner’s mother and sisters to stay in their kitchen while
Cfficer Severson searched the house.

943 Despite Bisner’s contention to the contrary, however,
the officers’ actions directed at him during his arrest are
wholly irrelevant to whether the officers exhibited force toward
his mother. While we do review the totality of the circumstances
in assessing whether the officers used duress or ccercion to
obtain consent to search, that examination is limited to whether
duress or coercion was exerted on the person who consented to the
search, Bisner’s mother, not to an entirely separate person,
3isner. See Harmon, 910 P.2d at 1206-08; Thurman, 846 P.2d at
1262-63. Moreover, Bisner does not challenge the trial court’s
factual findings in respect to the search, and those findings
indicate that the officers did not exhibit force against Bisner’s
mother during her son’s arrest: The officers telephoned Bisner
froem outside the house, requesting that he come outside and
surrender himself, which he did. When Bisner exited the house,
~he officers had their weapons drawn, but they were pointed at
2isner, not at his mother. Indeed, Bisner’s mother remained in
her nouse throughout Bisner’s arrest. And when Officer Severson
and his assisting officer approached the house, their guns were
nolstered, where they remained throughout the officers’
discussion with Bisner’s mother.

150 Similarly, there is no indication that the officers’
possible stepping inside the house’s front door constituted a
“show of authority” as Bisner contends. In support of this
arzument, Bisner relies entirely on Officer Severson’s statement
-hat he “was just inside the door” when he asked Bisner’s mother
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ZIn3snT TO search. Hewever, 31srer takes ThiLs stzcamanc
ccntaxt L1n order to assert zhat Cificer Severson 2ntarsz
use intending to search btefore asking permissiocn to d¢ sc.
Qfficer Severson repeatedly characterized the discussicn
wlth Bisner’s mother as occurring “at the dcor” 2f the

s When asked where their discussion took place, Cfficer
verscn stated, "“We were at the door.” He also averrsd that
their discussicn occurred “on the front of the step” of the hcuse
and “on the porch.” Indeed, when stating that their discussion
may have gone on inside the house, Officer Severson testified
that he “d[id]n’t remember if [he] was inside” the house, but
that “if [he] was inside, [he] was just inside the door”--a
conclusion entirely in conformity with his other statements that
the discussion occurred “at the door.” Importantly, these
statements amply support the trial court’s factual finding that
Cfficer Severson merely "“spoke to (Bisner’s mother,] who
identified herself as the home owner,” in an effort to tell her
that “he wanted to make a cursory search of her home,” not that
he barged into her home without permission as Bisner implies.
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951 Finally, the record does not support Bisner’s argument
that the "“police used ‘commanding language’” by “ordering (his]
family to stay in the kitchen during (Officer Severson’s]
search.” Although Officer Severson testified that he and his
accompanying officer “had all of the family members stay up in
the kitchen and living room area,” nothing in his testimony
indicates that he “commanded” or “ordered” them to do so.

Rather, the only testimony Bisner cites in support of this
contention is his mother’s. But she simply stated that she had
asked the police if she could accompany them on their search,
since she was afraid their presence would “frighten (her] mother
{who was] in bed.” When the officers declined her request, she
cpened the door to her mother’s bedroom and stated, “[(Mlom, stay
calm. Just stay in bed. . . . [T]he police are here.”
Subsequently, the police “told [her] to go back in the kitchen.”
Again, nothing in these statements indicates that Officer
Severson “commanded” or “ordered” Bisner’s family members to
remain in their kitchen in an effort to coerce Bisner’s mother
into consenting to the search. To the contrary, Officer Severson
specifically testified that Bisner’s mother had told the officers
=% “go ahead” with their search. Moreover, the statements of
coth Officer Severson and Bisner’s mother in regard to the
cfficers’ instructions that the family should stay in the kitchen
reflect, not the officers’ use of authority and force, but their
desire to protect Bisner’s family, as the officers "believed that
three [suspects] were in custody [but that] one was still
cutstanding” and may have been inside the house.
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Consent for Detective Soper’s Search

953 Bisner also argues that the written consent fzcm
8isner’s mother for Detective Soper’s subsequent search of the
house was given involuntarily. However, Bisner does not argue
that the police exercised duress or coercicn 1n securing this
consent, only that it “was obtained by exploiting the pricr
unlawful, warrantless search.” While Bisner correctly states
that consent obtained “by exploitation of . . . prior police
illegality” may be deemed involuntary under certain conditions,
2.g., State v. Arroyo, 796 P.2d 684, 688 (Utah 1990), we have
already determined 1in this case that the search by Officer
Severson was entirely proper and legal. See supra 99 48-32.
Consequently, we find Bisner’s argument that the consent for
Detective Soper’s search was given involuntarily tc be without
merit, and thus, hold that the trial court did not err in denying
his motion to suppress the evidence seized from his livirg
guarters in his mother’s basement.

III. PRIOR BAD ACTS EVIDENCE

954 Bisner’s third contention on appeal is that the trial
court erred by denying his motion to exclude evidence of the drug
debt Golub cwed him. We review a trial court’s decision to admic
evidence of prior crimes or other bad acts under an abuse of
discretion standard. State v. Widdison, 2001 UT 60, 9 42, 28
P.3d 1278; State v. Decorse, 1999 UT 57, 9 18, 993 P.2d 837,
cart. denied, 528 U.S. 1164 (2000). “However, in the proper
exercise of that discretion, trial judges must ‘scrupulously’
examine the evidence before it is admitted.” Widdison, 2001 UT
£ at 9 42 (quoting Degogrso, 1999 UT 57 at 1 18).

155 Utah Rule of Evidence 404 (b) prohibits admissicn of
“felvidence of other crimes, wrongs or acts” if offered "to prove
~he character of a person in order to show action in conformity
rherewith.” Utah R. Evid. 404(b). Such evidence, however, 1is
admissible to prove “motive, opportunity, intent, preparaticn,
clan, knowledge, identity, or absence of mistake or accident” so
long as it is also relevant and more probative than prejudicial.
Id.; see Utah R. Evid. 402, 403. Accordingly, when deeming
evidence of prior bad acts admissible, the trial court must f:irst
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56 In this case, Bisner argues that evidence of Golub’s
drug debt to him “was not relevant because the shooting and
confrentation [at the strip mall] were unrelated to any alleged
drug deal.” Therefore, Bisner contends, evidence of the drug
debt was inadmissible because it could only prove his propensity
to commit crime, and was thus “unfairly prejudicial, confusing(,
and misleading.” Conversely, the State advanced the position at
trial that the drug debt owed by Golub provided Bisner with the
motive and intent to assault and kill Golub. In support of this
theory, the State questioned Lyman about his meeting with Bisner
just prior to Golub’s death, and the following colloquy occurred:

Q: What else was said by Mr. Bisner?

A: He mentiocned that someone cwed him a
small amount of money, $300, something in
that area, and that they were going to be
meeting with this individual that night.

Q: He say anything else about that?

A: Yeah . . . , kind of on the way out he
said, "“Somebody is going to die tonight”

. .

In addition to Lyman’s testimony, Pearson and Symes stated at
trial that Bisner had informed his friends at the party that
Golub owed him $350 for drugs. Bisner moved the trial court to
exclude this evidence, but the court ruled that it was admissible
to cemonstrate “the purpose of th(e] gathering that resulted in
Golub’s death.”

137 We agree with the trial court that the evidence of the
drug dept between Bisner and Golub was admissible under rule
404(b). There was no question in this case about Bisner’s
identity or acts. The only gquestion for the jury was whether
Bisner killed Golub intentionally or, as the defense asserted,
~was instead acting “under an extreme emotional disturbance”

O
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958 Similarly, evidence of the drug depbt was relevant as =3
meTive and Inzent. Evidence is relevant under 404(b) 1f i<
“'‘tends to prove some fact that is material to the crime
charged.’” Nelson-Waggoner, 2000 UT 59 at 9 26 (gquoting 2 Iy
1999 UT 57 at 91 22). Here, Lyman’s testimony, particularl n
tuttressed by the testimony of Pearson and Symes, tended to por
the material fact of Bisner’s motive by presenting the jury wi
a reason Bisner had to kill Golub, thus making “more plausibls
. the State’s theory that he did so intentionally rather
than” under a drug-induced emotional disturbance. Pearson, 943
P.2d at 1351; see also Mead, 2001 UT 58 at 9 63; Nelson-Waggonsar,
2000 UT 59 at € 27.

459 Finally, the probative value of the drug debt svidence
was not substantially outweighed by 1its prejudicial impactc. As
explained above, evidence of Golub’s drug debt to Bisner was
highly probative of Bisner’s motivation to kill Golub
intentionally--especially given that Bisner mentioned the debt
repeatedly during the night of Golub’s death and that he also
told Lyman, "“Somebody is going to die tonight.” Moreover,
Bisner’s prior crime, selling illegal drugs, was guite minor :in
relation to the crimes with which he was charged, first degree
felonies of murder and aggravated robbery. See Decorso, 1399 UT
57 at 4 34. The evidence also “did not suggest a proclivity for
vlolence or even a significant criminal character,” as it
reflected only that Bisner had sold Golub $350 in drugs.
Pearson, 943 P.2d at 1351. 1Indeed, these factors all suggest
that the evidence was not prejudicial in proving Bisner’s bad
character, but was relevant Zo the issues of motive and intant.
Id. at 1351-52; see also State v. Shickles, 760 P.2d 291, 235-25
(Utah 1988) (explaining factors that should be considered in
determining whether prior bad act evidence is more probative than
crejudicial). Consequently, we hold that the trial ccurt did ncc
abuse its discretion in denying Bisner’s motion to exclude
evidence of Golub’s drug debt to him.

IV. MANSLAUGHTER JURY INSTRUCTION

460 Bisner next contends that the trial court erred by
giving over his objection jury instruction 25. That instructicn,
which related to the necessity of convicting Bisner for
manslaughter rather than murder if he was found to have besn
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For manslaughter to apply, the “extrame
emoticnal disturbance” must 2e triggersd by
something external to the accused, and his
reaction to such external stimulus must e
reasonaole. The terms used must be given the
meaning you would give them in common
everyday use. 3Such disturbance, therefore,
cannot have been brought about by the
defendant’s own peculiar mental processes or
by his own knowing or intentional involvement

in a crime.

Bisner asserts that this instruction “is confusing” because it
implies that manslaughter excludes "“all knowing and intenticnal
homicides, even when the accused suffers from an extreme
emotional disturbance.”

161 Despite Bisner’s argument, we recently upheld a
manslaughter instruction that used language identical zo
instruction 25. Unanimously rejecting a challenge that the
instruction at issue erroneously directed “the jury that
manslaughter cannot involve a knowing or intentional mental
state,” we held:

[Defendant]’s argument confuses knowledge and
intent in causing the death of the victim
with knowing or intentional involvement in a
crime which in turn brings about an extreme
emotional disturbance. The instruction
merely explains that the manslaughter statute
excludes defendant’s intentional involvement
in a crime from the class of circumstances
that can give rise to an extreme emotional
disturbance which mitigates murder to
manslaughter.

State v. Piansiaksone, 954 P.2d 861, 872 (Utah 1998) (emphasis in
original). Given our holding in Piansiaksone, we reiterate today
wnat we have repeatedly held in the past: that "“[t]hose asking
1S O overturn prior precedent have a substantial burden of
cersuasion.” State v. Menzies, 889 P.2d 393, 398 (Utah 1994).
Indeed, "[t]his burden is mandated by the doctrine of stare
decisis,” and to convince us that a previous rule should be
overturned, an appealing party must clearly demonstrate “‘that
the rule was originally erroneous or is no longer sound because
cf changing conditions and that more good than harm will ccme 2y
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o7 12357 In zhis case, 2Blsner’s argument =-hat the
manslilaughtear instructicn “is confusing,” which he bolstars wizn
zzcsolutaly no case law, statutory analysls, or other l=gal
3uTncrizy, “dces not evan approach the nigh tar requira2d to
cverrids stars decisis.” Clty of Hildale v, Cocke, 2001 ©UT <5,

q 358, 23 2.4 527. Accordingly, we rule that the trial ccurt did
not 2rr 1n glving the instruction over Bisner’s objecticn.

V. MERGER

962 Finally, Bisner challenges the trial court’s refusal =3
merge his convictions for aggravated robbery and murder.
Specifically, Bisner arques that section 76-1-402(3) of the Utah
Code, which states that a “"defendant may be convicted of an
cffense included in the offense charged but may not be convictad
cf both the offense charged and the included offense,” Utah Code
Ann. § 76-1-402(3) (1999), mandates that we “dismiss, or in the
alterative[,] merge [his] aggravated robbery charge with the
(felcny] murder charge.” Bisner’s argument, however, must fail
for at least two reasons.

4§63 First, like Bisner’s challenge to the manslaughter jury
instruction given in this case, we have already decided the issue
of whether the legislature intended the crime of felony murder to

merge with the underlying felony of aggravated robbery. In Stats

v. McCovey, we held:

(Tlhe Utah State Legislature did not intend
the multiple crimes of felony murder to be
punished as a single crime, but rather, that
the homicide be enhanced to second degree
felony murder in addition to the underlying
felony. To conclude otherwise would be to
defeat the deterrent purpose of the felony
murder statute and result in unjust
consequences. A true lesser included
relationship does not exist in the felony
murder statute

03 P.2d 1234, 1239 (Utah 1990). Asserting that McCovey dces not
tply to the case now before us, Bisner argues that McCovey “does
rot preclude [merger of aggravated robbery and felony murder]
under the appropriate factual circumstances” because our holding
in that case was “based largely on the existence of two separate
victims.” However, while we did note in MgCovey that the
existence of two different victims was one factor that
distinguished the case factually from prior merger decisions, we

No. 20000026 28

Digitized by the Howard W. Hunter Law Library, J. Reuben Clark Law School, BY U.
Machine-generated OCR, may contain errors.



B}

-~ e -~ - E &40 < - : ~- e -
z 2rgretatlcn I oTne =_.ony TWAITar 37ac = o

'Y

“nat Zistincticn Rather, we sxplicitly pramisad our holiing 2n
ihe legislacture’s intent 1n 2nacting the statute. Id.; see 3130
3. at 1238 (noting that the modern felony murder statute diifsrs
1% aim and purpose from the commeon law dectrine). Likewise,
2isnex’s reliance on our earlier decisicn in State v, Shaffer,
725 2.24 1301 (Utah 1386), 1s misplaced. Shaffsr dealt with the
merger oL aggravatad robbery and aggravated murder under Utah
Code secticn 76-5-202 and is thus inapposite to Bisner’s

conviction here for murder under Utah Code section 76-5-203. Td.
at 1313-14.

164 Moreover, unlike McCovey, it is not undisputed in this
case that Bisner was convicted for felony murder. See 803 P.2d
at 1234 ("The fact that McCovey was convicted for second degree
falony murder . . . is undisputed.”). The State charged Bisner
with murder under three alternate theories--that he killed Golub
intentionally or knowingly, that he did so with the intent to
cause serious bodily injury to another, or that he did so while
ln the commission of aggravated robbery. Importantly, however,
the State introduced overwhelming evidence at trial that Bisner
killed Golub intentionally or knowingly: Bisner declared just
Nours prior to Golub’s death that “(s]omebody is going to die
tonight.” When Bisner and his friends met Golub at the strip
mall, Bisner assaulted Golub after Koontz and Symes had knocked
him to the ground. Then, even though Bisner’s friends withdrew
and urged Bisner to join them, he remained. As this occurred,
Golub, who had been disarmed, fled to his truck and began
speeding away. Despite this fact, Bisner shot at Golub three
times. When he realized his shots missed, Bisner fired three
more rounds, killing Golub. This evidence was sufficient for the
jury to find that Bisner killed Golub intentionally or knowingly.

965 As a result, we hold that, in accordance with our
decision in McCovey, the trial court did not err by denying
Bisner’s mction to merge his convictions for aggravated robbery
and murder. 803 P.2d at 1239.

CONCLUSION

966 The trial court did not abuse its discreticn by denying
Bisner’s motion for a new trial on due process grounds, nor did
it err in admitting into evidence the assault rifle seized from
Risner’s closet. The trial court also acted properly in denying
3isner’s motion to exclude evidence of the drug debt Golub owed
nim, in instructing the jury concerning manslaughter, and in
refusing to merge Bisner’s charges for aggravated robbery and
murder. Accordingly, we affirm Bisner’s convictions as enterad
celow.
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q57 Chief Justice Hewe, Justice Durham, Justi
and Juscice Wilkins concur in Asscclate Chisf Justi
scinizn
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