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SUMMARY

The Wisconsin Supreme Court affirmed the court of appeals' decision upholding the denial of Gary
Monroe Scull's motion to suppress evidence seized from his home. The court held that, although a
warrantless drug-detection dog sniff at the entrance to the home violated the Fourth Amendment under
Florida v. Jardines, the good-faith exception applied because officers reasonably relied on a search
warrant issued after a significant investigation and review by a knowledgeable government attorney.
The court therefore concluded that the seized evidence was admissible.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether evidence obtained under a search warrant must be suppressed when the warrant affidavit relied
in part on a warrantless dog sniff of the defendant's home that violated the Fourth Amendment.

2. Whether Wisconsin's good-faith exception to the exclusionary rule applies when officers objectively
relied on a search warrant issued by a detached and neutral magistrate.

3. Whether the warrant application satisfied Wisconsin's additional Eason requirements of a substantial
investigation and review by a knowledgeable police officer or government attorney.

HOLDINGS

1. The good-faith exception to the exclusionary rule applies to evidence obtained in objectively reasonable
reliance on a search warrant issued by a detached and neutral magistrate, even when the warrant is
ultimately found to be defective.

2. The State established that the warrant was preceded by a substantial investigation and that the supporting
affidavit was reviewed by a knowledgeable government attorney.

3. The evidence seized from Scull's home should not be suppressed.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In sum, the good faith exception to the exclusionary rule applies to evidence obtained in objectively
reasonable reliance on a search warrant issued by a detached and neutral magistrate that is ultimately found
to be defective.” (¶45)

“Reliance on a warrant is objectively reasonable when: the warrant was preceded by a substantial
investigation, the affidavit supporting the warrant was reviewed by either a police officer trained and
knowledgeable in the requirements of probable cause and reasonable suspicion, or a knowledgeable
government attorney, and a reasonably well-trained officer would not have known that the search was illegal
despite the magistrate's authorization.” (¶45)

“Accordingly, we conclude that the evidence should not be suppressed and we affirm the court of appeals.”
(¶46)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A confidential informant told police that Gary Scull distributed cocaine base and provided an address, vehicle
description, and license plate number. Police corroborated the information through probation, Department of
Corrections, and Wisconsin Department of Transportation records, then brought a certified drug-detection dog to
Scull's home, where the dog alerted at the front door. Officers obtained a warrant after an assistant district
attorney reviewed the affidavit, searched the home, and seized cocaine, marijuana, and drug-trafficking
paraphernalia.
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A Milwaukee County circuit court denied Scull's motion to suppress evidence seized under a search warrant and
Scull subsequently pleaded guilty to possession with intent to deliver more than forty grams of cocaine and
keeping a drug house. The Wisconsin Court of Appeals affirmed, concluding that although the warrantless dog
sniff of the home violated the Fourth Amendment under Florida v. Jardines, the evidence was admissible under
the good-faith exception because officers reasonably relied on the subsequently issued warrant. The Wisconsin
Supreme Court granted review and affirmed.
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