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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Indiana held that Article 1, Section 11 of the Indiana Constitution does not

require police to obtain prior judicial authorization for a no-knock execution of a search warrant when

exigent circumstances justify the entry. The court held that reasonableness must be evaluated under the

totality of the circumstances existing when the warrant is executed, while identifying advance judicial

authorization as the better practice when the need for a no-knock entry is known beforehand. The

court affirmed the trial court's denial of Lacey's motion to suppress.
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Interlocutory appeal from the denial of a motion to suppress evidence
obtained during execution of a search warrant without a prior knock-
and-announce procedure; the Indiana Supreme Court granted transfer

after the Court of Appeals reversed.

Whether the warrant execution violated Article 1, Section 11 of the
Indiana Constitution was evaluated under the totality of the
circumstances and the reasonableness of police conduct at the time of
entry. The probable-cause issue was summarily affirmed under Indiana
Appellate Rule 58(A)(2).
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether the search warrant was supported by probable cause.

2. Whether Article 1, Section 11 of the Indiana Constitution required police to obtain prior judicial
authorization for a no-knock execution of a search warrant when the exigent circumstances supporting

the entry were known when the warrant was sought.

HOLDINGS
1. The search warrant was supported by probable cause.

2. Article 1, Section 11 of the Indiana Constitution does not require police to obtain prior judicial
authorization for a no-knock execution of a warrant when exigent circumstances justify the entry, even if
those circumstances were known when the warrant was obtained.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We decline to superimpose upon this standard a constitutional requirement for police to seek a no-knock

warrant when it appears justified by facts known when the warrant is obtained.” (552-553)

“Article 1, Section 11 of the Indiana Constitution, which prohibits unreasonable search or seizure, does not
require prior judicial authorization for the no-knock execution of a warrant when justified by exigent

circumstances, even if such circumstances are known by police when the warrant is obtained.” (553)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Police obtained a search warrant for Lacey's Fort Wayne residence and entered without first knocking and
announcing their presence. The State relied on officer-safety concerns arising from the defendants' criminal
histories, including firearms-related concerns, a conviction for dealing in cocaine, a bond-revocation warrant
indicating Lacey might be armed, and convictions for armed robbery and resisting arrest. The search produced
evidence supporting charges for unlawful possession of a firearm by a serious violent felon, possession of
marijuana, and, as to Lacey, maintaining a common nuisance.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The trial court denied Lacey's motion to suppress and authorized an interlocutory appeal under Indiana Appellate
Rule 14(B). The Court of Appeals accepted jurisdiction, rejected Lacey's probable-cause challenge, but held that
the no-knock entry violated the Indiana Constitution and ordered suppression. The Indiana Supreme Court
summarily affirmed the probable-cause ruling, reversed the Court of Appeals on the no-knock issue, and

affirmed the trial court's denial of suppression.
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