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SUMMARY

The Arkansas Supreme Court dismissed the State's interlocutory appeal from an order suppressing

evidence obtained after a warrantless entry into the appellees' home. The court held that the appeal

turned on fact-specific and mixed questions concerning exigent circumstances and witness credibility,

rather than on an issue requiring interpretation of criminal law with widespread ramifications.

Accordingly, the appeal was not permissible under Arkansas Rule of Appellate Procedure—Criminal 3.
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The State brought an interlocutory appeal from a pretrial order
granting the defendants' motion to suppress evidence obtained

following a warrantless entry into their home.

The Supreme Court determines whether the State's appeal presents an
issue involving interpretation of a rule or statute with ramifications for
the correct and uniform administration of criminal law, rather than an
application of law to case-specific facts or a mixed question of law and
fact. The trial court's factual findings and credibility determinations

are not reweighed.
Published Arkansas Supreme Court opinion; precedential.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the State's interlocutory appeal from the order suppressing evidence was permissible under

Arkansas Rule of Appellate Procedure—Criminal 3.

2. Whether the appeal presented an issue involving interpretation of a criminal rule or statute with

widespread ramifications, rather than a fact-specific application of exigent-circumstances doctrine.

HOLDINGS

1. The State's appeal was not appealable because resolution of the challenge to the suppression order
depended on the particular facts of the case and did not involve interpretation of a rule or statute

requiring review for the correct and uniform administration of criminal law.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because the resolution of the issues turns on the facts unique to the case, the matter is not appealable by the

State, and the appeal must therefore be dismissed.” (at 117)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Police received information that a woman had purchased iodine and traced the associated vehicle to the
defendants' home. An officer approaching the home smelled a chemical odor, observed suspected
methamphetamine-manufacturing items through a window, and saw the occupants moving items and a trash can
after he knocked and announced himself. The officer kicked in the locked door, entered, secured the home, and
later obtained a search warrant. The trial court found that the warrantless entry was not justified by exigent

circumstances.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

After a suppression hearing, the trial court found that the warrantless entry was not justified by exigent
circumstances and granted the defendants' motion to suppress. The State filed a notice of appeal, and the
Supreme Court of Arkansas considered sua sponte whether the State's appeal was permissible under Arkansas

Rule of Appellate Procedure—Criminal 3.
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