SUPREME COURT OF IOWA

State of Iowa v. Edward Martin, III

704 N.W.2d 665 (Iowa 2005) - No. 04-0025 - Decided October 7, 2005

SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Iowa held that the defendant was not prejudiced by trial counsel's failure to
object to an evidence tag accompanying a crack pipe submitted to the jury. The court also found that
admitting testimony about the defendant's prior robbery and assault arrests and purported violent
tendencies was erroneous under Iowa Rule of Evidence 5.403, but concluded the error was harmless.

The court vacated the court of appeals' decision and affirmed the district court judgment.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Martin's trial counsel was ineffective for failing to object to the admission of an evidence tag
containing hearsay.

2. Whether the district court abused its discretion in admitting testimony about Martin's prior arrests and

violent tendencies.

HOLDINGS

1. Martin cannot show prejudice from counsel's failure to object because the evidence tag did not
summarize the State's case but merely described the chain of custody, and the evidence against Martin

was overwhelming.

2. It was error to admit the officer's testimony because its probative value was substantially outweighed by

unfair prejudice, but the error was harmless.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Once an exhibit has been received in evidence, no proper purpose exists for leaving attached to it an
[evidence] tag which summarizes the State's testimony regarding the exhibit.” (at 587)

“The defendant must show that there is a reasonable probability that, but for counsel's unprofessional errors,

the result of the proceeding would have been different.” (at 694)

“In cases of nonconstitutional error, reversal is required if it appears the complaining party has suffered a

miscarriage of justice or his rights have been injuriously affected.” (at 672)
“whether the minute peg of relevancy will be entirely obscured by the dirty linen hung upon it.” (at 251)
FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On July 26, 2003, Waterloo police stopped Martin based on a report of pimping. An officer who knew Martin
had prior arrests for robbery and assault conducted a pat-down and found a crack pipe with cocaine residue in
Martin's pocket. At trial, the crack pipe was admitted with an evidence tag containing hearsay. Martin's counsel
did not object. The court also allowed testimony about Martin's prior arrests and violent tendencies after defense

counsel asked why the officer thought Martin had a weapon.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Martin was convicted of possession of cocaine. He appealed, and the court of appeals held his trial counsel was
ineffective for failing to object to an evidence tag. The State sought further review, which the Supreme Court

granted.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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