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573, 580, 1134, (1979), denied,A.2d cert. 446119 N.H. 409 1138-39
(1980).983 The State contends that because the defendant wasU.S.

transaction,for a becausebeing investigated drug guns and other
weapons drug trafficking,are often associated with see United

(1stWalters, 1990),765,v. F.2dStates 904 769 Cir. and because the
friend,speakingdefendant was a with his thereforeign language girl

is a reasonable basis for that there was a threat ofconcluding danger
argumentto the officers. This fails because the State cannot meet

the first forrequirement exigency justification; namely,the the
showing of a sufficient basis to establish cause.probable See State v.

578,atTheodosopoulos, supra 409 A.2d at 1137 cause(probable re­
for warrantlessquired search under exigent circumstances excep­

warrant).tion at least as as thatgreat to arequired support While
record, above,the as we have reviewed it discloses a reasonable basis

for suspecting involvement,the defendant’s it is barren of specific
facts which supportcould a finding probableof cause to enter and
search Carroll,the motel room. See 179,State v. 131 N.H. 184, 552

(1988).69,A.2d 73
weBecause have concluded that the officers’ warrantless entry

into I, 19,the motel room violates articlepart we need not address
the defendant’s arguments. Pond, 738,other v.See State 133 N.H.

(1990).739, 770,584 A.2d 770 The defendant’s motion to suppress the
evidence inseized the motel room should have granted,been and his
conviction must be reversed.

Reversed.

All concurred.
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(Brian attor-R. assistantArnold, Graf,attorney generalP.John
theorally),and for State.the briefonney general,

Concord,defender, by briefofchief appellateE. Duggan,James
the defendant.orally,and for

OpinionMemorandum
defendant, Perez, theappeals Supe-BROCK, NorbertoTheC.J.

J.) based on anhis motion to dismissdenial of(McHugh,rior Court’s
indictment.promptruleHastings requiringof theviolationalleged

cocaine,of to selltrial, conspiracywas convictedjury heFollowing a
1990) 629:3, to ten toand sentencedand RSA(Supp.RSA 318-B:2

We affirm.Prison.in the Statetwenty years
11,1989, toconspiracyforAugustarrested onwasThe defendant

until Octoberand was not indictedincarceratedHe wassell cocaine.
a pre-The defendant filed1989, after his arrest.19, dayssixty-nine

motion that thedismiss, hearingat the on thearguingtrial motion to
after his arrest violatedsixty daysmore thanreturnedindictment

454, 417v. 120 N.H.Hastings,of Statesixty-day requirementthe
(1980).7A.2d

motion, evidence thatpresentedthe Stateon thehearingAt the
because the criminalmulti-county investigationathis case involved

a personnelcounties. Due toseparatein twotookactivity place
unit,narcotics theat the Policein Statethe administrationchange

inoffice acounty attorney’sappropriatesent to thewere notreports
became awarecounty attorney’s officesoon as thetimely fashion. As

iterror, nine-day delay,in a obtainedwhich resultedthis clericalof
denied thehours. The trial courttwenty-fourwithinan indictment

un-was short and notmotion, delaythat theconcludingdefendant’s
reasonable.

trial courton is that theonly appealclaimThe defendant’s
that theits of provingin had met burdenerred that the Statefinding

455-56, 417atHastings, supraIn v.was reasonable. Statedelay
sixtyis not within8, broughtifheld that an indictmentA.2d at we

arrest, delaythat theprovethe State mustthe date of anfromdays
case,inthe evidence this weconsideringAfterwas not unreasonable.
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Statefinding that thetrial court’sthesupportsthe recordthathold
and,was reasonabledelaythat thein provingits burdensustained

in denyingtrial courtthebyof discretionfind no abuseaccordingly,
83, 90-91, 480125 N.H.Berger,v.motion. See Statethe defendant’s

66, 67, A.2dN.H. 455(1984); 12327, Hughes,State v.31-32A.2d
(1983).1069, 1070

Affirmed.

All concurred.
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Association, Franklin (Christopherof J.Seufert Professional
Concord,L.brief), orally,ofThompson,on the and RobertSeufert

plaintiffs.for the

Bedford, briefby orally,of and for the defendant.Woodbury,David

HORTON, from theappeal SuperiorJ. The Court’splaintiffs
J.) or,for indenial motion additur the alterna-of theirCHampsey,


