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SUMMARY

The Wisconsin Supreme Court affirmed Robinson’s conviction, holding that police officers’

warrantless entry into his apartment was supported by probable cause and exigent circumstances. The

court concluded that corroboration of details from an anonymous informant established probable

cause, and that immediately heard footsteps after police identified themselves created a reasonable risk

that evidence would be destroyed. The court also determined that marijuana and related items

observed in plain view were lawfully seized.
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Robinson sought review of a court of appeals decision affirming his
conviction and the denial of his motion to suppress evidence obtained
during a warrantless entry and search of his apartment. The Wisconsin

Supreme Court affirmed.

Suppression rulings present questions of constitutional fact. Historical
facts are reviewed deferentially and upheld unless clearly erroneous;

constitutional principles are applied independently to those facts.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the warrantless entry into Robinson's apartment was supported by probable cause based on an

anonymous tip and police corroboration of identifying details.

2. Whether exigent circumstances justified the warrantless entry because police immediately heard
footsteps moving away after announcing their presence and reasonably believed evidence would be

destroyed.

3. Whether evidence observed in plain view after the entry and items seized from Robinson's person

incident to arrest were lawfully seized.

4. Whether the commitment order for unpaid fines constituted an arrest warrant authorizing entry into the

apartment.

HOLDINGS

1. The warrantless entry was supported by probable cause because police corroborated three preliminary
details of the informant's tip—Robinson's identity, address, and cell-phone number—and reasonably

inferred that evidence of illegal drug activity would probably be found in the apartment.

2. Exigent circumstances justified the warrantless entry because, after police lawfully knocked and
announced their presence, the immediate sound of footsteps running away reasonably suggested that

Robinson would destroy easily disposable drug evidence before police could obtain a warrant.

3. Once lawfully inside, police could seize marijuana, a digital scale, and sandwich baggies that were in
plain view, arrest Robinson based on probable cause supplied by those observations, and search his

person incident to arrest.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Assuming without deciding that the commitment order for unpaid fines did not constitute an arrest warrant
and therefore was insufficient to permit the police officers' lawful entry into Robinson's apartment, we
conclude that the warrantless entry was nevertheless reasonable because it was supported by probable cause

and justified by exigent circumstances.” (477)

“Because the officers corroborated each of the three preliminary details provided by the anonymous
informant, we conclude that it was reasonable for the officers to then believe, as the informant had alleged,

that evidence of illegal drug activity would probably be found in Apartment 8.” (474)

“Once Robinson was aware of the officers' presence outside his door and footsteps were immediately heard
running from the door, it was certainly reasonable for the officers to assume that Robinson would destroy

evidence of his illegal drug activity.” (475-476)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

An anonymous citizen told police that Terion Robinson was selling marijuana from Apartment 8 at a specified

Milwaukee address and provided Robinson's cell-phone number. Police corroborated Robinson's name,



apartment, address, and phone number, announced themselves at the apartment, and immediately heard footsteps
moving away from the door. They forcibly entered without a search warrant, observed marijuana and drug-
related items in plain view, arrested Robinson, and seized evidence. The officers believed an apparent felony
arrest warrant existed, but the record later showed that the entry-related record was actually a commitment order

for unpaid fines.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Milwaukee County Circuit Court denied Robinson's motion to suppress evidence seized after police forcibly
entered his apartment, and Robinson pleaded guilty to a reduced charge of possession with intent to deliver
THC. The court entered judgment of conviction. The court of appeals affirmed the conviction and suppression

ruling, and the Wisconsin Supreme Court granted review and affirmed.
DISPOSITION

affirmed
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