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I.
ISSUE PRESENTED 
After responding to Mother’s apartment on an emergency domestic violence call indicating that Appellant was suicidal, the police stopped Appellant as she walked away from the apartment, took her purse, and opened it to search for weapons; both Appellant and Mother were irate and hysterical. Did the court of appeals majority err in holding that the search of Appellant’s purse was unreasonable under the circumstances? 
II.  
STATEMENT OF FACTS

Appellant was adjudicated delinquent for possession of drug paraphernalia. On appeal she complained that the juvenile court erred in admitting into evidence a marijuana pipe discovered in her purse. The following evidence was adduced at trial. 


Officer Stewart testified that he responded to an emergency call on domestic violence and attempted suicide at the apartment of Appellant’s mother (“Mother”). He never made it to the apartment complex because Mother waved him down on the street after Appellant ran from the apartment. He contacted Appellant down the street; she was very agitated, angry, and loud. He told her to stop and when she complied, he immediately seized a blue purse that she was holding; he did so because she was allegedly suicidal. He opened the purse to see if it contained any weapons, and saw a marijuana pipe right on top. Mother came running up and he showed her the pipe. Mother started yelling and questioning Appellant, who replied that she smoked marijuana, the pipe was hers, and she had used it to smoke marijuana. At Mother’s request, Stewart went into the apartment with Mother and Appellant; inside, Mother looked for drugs. Appellant told Mother she already smoked all the marijuana and was using it on a regular basis. The juvenile court admitted the pipe into evidence over Appellant’s objection; Appellant never explained the basis for her objection nor had she filed a motion to suppress before trial. (R.T. 3/28/06 at 17-26.) 

On cross-examination, Stewart testified another officer was with him at the scene. He did not remember much about Appellant’s purse other than that it was blue and he had to open it to see inside. He considered Appellant under arrest once he found the pipe, but could not recall whether he advised her she was under arrest. He did recall Mother being adamant about wanting Appellant arrested. He did not question Appellant because she was uncooperative, irritated and upset, and thus did not give any Miranda warnings. He did not know where Appellant’s purse had been before he took it from her, nor did he get such information from Appellant or Mother. (Id. at 26-29.)

The court asked Stewart whether he and Appellant were safe from any weapon inside the purse once he took it from her, and he responded that Appellant was not then in custody. The court asked if he could have given the purse to Mother, and he responded that it was a hostile situation and Mother was very irritated. He noted the 9-1-1 call indicated a domestic violence situation with a daughter completely out of control, and Mother had reported Appellant was going to commit suicide. He thus had probable cause to stop and frisk Appellant. The court again asked if he could have safely given Mother the purse, and he responded he could not because he did not know her or what she might do. He noted having seen a police officer get shot by a previously-searched, handcuffed prisoner seated in a patrol car. (Id. at 29-31.)

Mother testified that Appellant had just returned from Colorado and had been at her apartment only two days. The day before, Appellant went to a friend’s house; within an hour, Appellant called and said her friend’s parents were not home and everyone was smoking marijuana. Mother told Appellant to stay on the phone, leave the house, and wait for her to pick her up. Mother then picked up Appellant. The next day Appellant told her she left her purse at her friend’s house, and Mother went to the house and picked up Appellant’s purse, brought it back to her apartment, and set it down on the counter. The purse was closed, and neither looked inside. (Id. at 32-37.)  

Mother and Appellant had been arguing on both days, and she called the police the same day she retrieved Appellant’s purse because Appellant was “psychotic.” She explained sometimes Appellant behaved erratically and she believed Appellant might be on drugs. Appellant picked up her purse from the counter and left the apartment, and Mother called the police as she went out the door. She then grabbed her cell phone and followed Appellant, catching sight of her within minutes. She did not see Appellant open her purse. She came upon Appellant and Officer Stewart, and Stewart showed her the pipe. Stewart took Appellant’s purse, opened it, and pulled out a pipe. Appellant started screaming, saying “Oh my God, look what happened now!” (Id. at 37-40.) Mother opined Appellant did not know the pipe was in her purse, and said so to the police. But Mother knew something was wrong with Appellant and asked the police to arrest her. Mother asked Stewart to come back to her house, and she repeatedly asked Appellant whether it was her pipe, whether she had been using it, and whether there were any drugs in her apartment. Mother started smashing Appellant’s CDs in front of her to try to get her to answer the questions. Mother told the police she wanted a drug-sniffing dog to search for drugs. Appellant responded “no” and then went completely “berserk.” (Id. at 41-44.) 

On cross-examination, Mother said she told the police they had just retrieved Appellant’s purse from her friend’s house. She admitted telling the police Appellant was completely out of control, and that she became very upset herself when she saw the pipe. She admitted asking Appellant if she was using marijuana, but denied Appellant admitted to doing so. Mother also admitted to asking the police to arrest Appellant for possessing the pipe even though Appellant supposedly did not know the pipe was in her purse. She denied Appellant ever made the statement that there was no marijuana in her apartment since Appellant had already smoked it all. (Id. at 44-45.) 

In response to questions from the court, Mother testified that Appellant went to her friend’s house with her phone and her purse, and normally kept her phone in her purse. Appellant called Mother less than an hour after later, and Mother told her to stay on the phone and leave the house. The court queried whether Appellant left her purse behind despite having gotten her phone from her purse, and Mother said, “I guess,” and speculated that perhaps the phone was in Appellant’s pocket. (Id. at 46-48.)

In closing, Appellant argued only that the State did not prove beyond a reasonable doubt that she used the pipe or possessed it with intent to use it. At no time did she renew her objection to the admission of the pipe into evidence. 
III.
ARGUMENT 
The court of appeals decided, in a 45-page Opinion with a 23-page dissent, that (1) Appellant’s objection was sufficiently preserved, (2) Officer Stewart’s search of the purse was not justified under Terry v. Ohio, 392 U.S. 1 (1968) once he seized the purse, and (3) the search was not justified under the emergency aid exception or the police’s community caretaker function. The Dissent argued that the search fell within the emergency aid doctrine and/or the community caretaker function. The State agrees with and hereby adopts the Dissent’s position. However, the State submits the majority erred for the following additional reasons. 
First, Appellant waived any specific objection to admission of the evidence by failing to sufficiently object either during trial or by motion. An objection is sufficiently made if it provides the judge with an opportunity to provide a remedy, and may be made during the course of trial or by motion. Errors not objected to will be reviewed only for fundamental error. State v. Fulminante, 193 Ariz. 485, 503-504, ¶ 64, 975 P.2d 75, 93 (1999); compare State v. Baker, 26 Ariz.App. 255, 258, 547 P.2d 1055, 1058 (App. 1976) (defendant sufficiently preserved suppression issue for appeal by formally moving to suppress the gun and then following through with the suppression hearing). The burden of persuasion in fundamental error review is on the defendant. State v. Henderson, 210 Ariz. 561, 567, ¶ 19, 115 P.3d 601, 607 (2005). To prevail under this standard of review, a defendant must establish both that fundamental error exists and that the error in his case caused him prejudice. Id. at ¶ 20. 
Here, the court of appeals opined the State asked Officer Stewart only about his justification for seizing the purse, not for searching it, but that the trial court, on its own, asked why Stewart did not consider the situation safe once he took the purse from Appellant and why he did not give the purse to Mother. The court of appeals concluded the objection “in context” was sufficient to preserve for appeal the issue of the permissibility of the search of the purse. (Opinion at 4, ¶ 6.) But Appellant never specified whether she was objecting to the detention stop and/or the search or seizure of her purse, and the trial court might have been questioning the seizure alone; the purse could hardly be considered “seized” if it had simply been transferred to Mother. Only on appeal did Appellant specifically challenge Stewart’s right under Terry to search her purse. And on appeal, Appellant characterized her stop as “voluntary” and complained that Stewart seized the purse without any stated justification based on safety concerns. Her entire argument on this issue was just over two pages, and cited only two cases; namely, Terry, and In re Ilono H., 210 Ariz. 473, 113 P.3d 696 (App. 2005) – holding that since the investigatory stop of the juvenile was not justified, neither was the accompanying pat-down search for weapons. The court of appeals erred both in finding Appellant adequately preserved this issue for appeal and then in deciding issues far beyond the scope of the appeal. Indeed, the opinion bears little resemblance to the appeal itself. 
Second, under the facts of this case, both the seizure and the search were well within the parameters of a lawful Terry stop and frisk. Under Terry, the Fourth Amendment’s protection against unreasonable searches and seizures does not restrict police who have reasonable, articulable suspicion that criminal activity is afoot from stopping a suspect for questioning. And, police may “take such steps as [are] reasonably necessary to protect their personal safety and to maintain the status quo” during an investigatory stop. State v. Kaiser, 204 Ariz. 514, 517, ¶ 6, 65 P.3d 463, 466 (App. 2003), quoting United States v. Hensley, 469 U.S. 221, 235 (1985). The prerequisite for conducting a protective frisk is a reasonable suspicion that the suspect may be armed and presently dangerous to the officer or others. In re Roy L., 197 Ariz. 441, 446, ¶ 16, 4 P.3d 984, 989 (App. 2000). Under Terry, an officer need not be absolutely certain that the individual is armed; the issue is whether a reasonably prudent man in the circumstances would be warranted in the belief that his safety or that of others was in danger. Id. This is a rule for officer safety that does not additionally require reasonable suspicion of other criminal activity. State v. Watkins, 207 Ariz. 562, 567-568, ¶ 21, 88 P.3d 1174, 1179-80 (App. 2004). 
The court of appeals noted Appellant never contested her detention (Opinion at 5, ¶ 7), and assumed, without deciding, that Stewart was justified in seizing Appellant’s purse under the circumstances. (Opinion at 7, ¶ 11.) But the court opined once Appellant’s purse was under Stewart’s control, a protective search of the purse was not justified under Terry, citing as authority cases decided in Oregon, Michigan, and Minnesota. (Opinion at 7-8, ¶ 12.) First, those cases are distinguishable from this case, and second, other jurisdictions have decided this issue very differently. Arizona law should not be determined based on such authority – especially when the issue was not even properly raised or brief on appeal. 
The court of appeals completely ignored the context of the holding in State v. Wynne, 552 N.W.2d 218, 222 (Minn. 1996). There, the defendant arrived at her mother’s home while a search warrant was being executed, and officers took her purse, escorted her into the house, and brought her purse into the house; they then searched her purse. Unsurprisingly, the court held under these circumstances, the purse could not be constitutionally searched as incident to lawful arrest or as part of a Terry stop/frisk. The court also rejected the State’s argument that the search was justified as a protective search of an individual arriving during the execution of a search warrant:
When Andrea Wynne arrived at her home, officers met her at the car in which she arrived, determined that she was an occupant of the premises being searched, took her purse and walked her and separately her purse, into the house. First, we fail to understand how the purse remained a threat to officers when it had been taken away from its owner. Second, even if we accepted that the purse did remain a threat because Andrea Wynne could some how have retrieved it from officers inside the house, it was a threat that the officers themselves created by bringing the purse inside the house. The officers then went about remedying the self-generated dangerous situation by invading Andrea Wynne’s privacy. Had Andrea Wynne brought the purse with her into her home or had she asked officers to carry the purse in for her, our decision might be different. However, we see no reason why officers could not simply have left Andrea Wynne's purse in the car.

Id. This a far cry from the facts at bar, where Appellant, herself, was a suspect in a domestic violence 9-1-1 call and reportedly suicidal. Officer Stewart did not, himself, generate the dangerous situation; Appellant and Mother were both irate and volatile, and a safety threat clearly existed. 

People v. Stewart, 420 N.W.2d 180 (Mich.App. 1988) also concerns the search of purses in the context of the execution of a search warrant; there, upon the premises and owners of a lounge for drugs and evidence of drug trafficking. The two defendants were lounge employees. Everyone present was moved to a central location and asked if they had any valuables or identification in the bar, and the defendants told the police where their purses were located; one was locked in the office and the other was behind the bar. The police obtained the purses, searched them, and found weapons and contraband. The State argued the searches were justified pursuant to the search warrant, or in the alternative as a protective search for weapons under Terry. The court found the latter claim untenable:

The purses were not on the persons of defendants. Defendants were isolated in a central location with no access to any weapons which might have been located in their purses. The police had control of the purses and could have held them until the completion of their search of the premises. To summarize, there was clearly no need to engage in a protective search for weapons and thus no Terry exception can apply.

But the Michigan court nonetheless found the search valid on another basis:

It is our opinion that the search warrant for the premises authorized the search of the purses as containers in the described premises which might contain the items named in the warrant. It is important to emphasize that defendants’ purses were not located on their persons or in the places where patrons in the lounge might be expected to place their purses while patronizing the lounge.
Id. at 267. Again, this is obviously a far cry from the facts at bar. 

State v. Schellhorn, 769 P.2d 221, 223 (Or.App. 1989), is not a search warrant case and does hold that once the officer seized the purse, he no longer had any reason to believe that it still posed an immediate threat to him. But again, note the context. There, the officer saw the defendant riding a bicycle without a light on a public street at 1:14 a.m. and noted that he was wearing dark clothing and tennis shoes, and appeared to be carrying a rolled up purse in his left hand. Suspecting that the defendant might be a burglar, the officer stopped the defendant and immediately grabbed the purse from the defendant’s hands; he noticed it was very heavy. Fearing that it could contain a weapon, he opened the purse. Inside, he found $40 in change and, upon closer inspection, a bag of methamphetamine in a zipped pouch on the side of the purse. But here, Officer Stewart responded to an emergency domestic violence and suicide attempt, and had an articulable concern that Appellant might have a weapon before he seized her purse. She might have had a weapon not easily discernable from the weight or feel of the purse – like a razor blade. And he found the pipe right on top – not after a “closer inspection.” 
In any event, this area of law is not well-settled. In State v. Peterson, 110 P.3d 699 (Utah 2005), the Utah Supreme Court noted:
As a preliminary matter, we note that courts are divided on the issue of whether police may frisk items in the possession of individuals who themselves are lawfully subject to a Terry frisk. Some courts have allowed such frisks, while others have held that officers are instead required to neutralize any threat such items potentially pose by “simply putting [the items] out of ... reach during the period of the encounter.” 
Id. at 704, ¶ 19 (citations omitted). The Utah court wisely chose to determine only the narrow issue of “whether the Terry doctrine supports a frisk of items only in the custody of a suspect because the police gave the items to him, in the absence of a request and an investigatory need, after collecting the items from an area remote to the precise spot of detention.” Id., ¶ 21. The court held that the search of the defendant’s coat and shoes exceeded the scope of an otherwise justified Terry frisk because the officers had themselves provided him these items only to make him more comfortable during his outdoor detention in cold weather, not to retrieve any identification or other information essential to the stop, and could have assuaged any concerns about his comfort in a number of other ways, including providing him with a blanket, police jacket, or relocating him indoors.  

The court noted: 
Though we do not wish to second-guess the split-second decisions of the officer on the beat, Terry, 392 U.S. at 20, we believe that, under the specific facts of this case, we are not requiring the police to place their safety in jeopardy, nor are we micro-managing police protocol, when we decline to grant them the authority they seek here. There were sufficient reasonable alternatives to seizing Peterson's coat and shoes, in the absence of a request from him, to render that seizure and subsequent search unnecessary to the investigation and to their stated goal of making Peterson more comfortable. Since we find that the jacket and shoes were not necessary to the stop, the officers should have pursued other solutions to the problem of the outdoor detention of a lightly-clad individual.
Id. at 705, ¶ 27. The court further emphasized: 

To be clear, we are not requiring officers to take less intrusive measures to ensure their safety when faced with a potential threat. Instead, we are simply holding that, when conducting a Terry stop, officers may not unnecessarily place themselves in potential danger by providing their suspect with an item that may conceal a weapon when that item is not essential to the purposes of the stop or to further the investigation, and then, under the auspices of Terry, to dispel that danger by performing a protective frisk of the very item they provided. 
Id. at 705-06, ¶ 30.


The court of appeals here should have shown similar restraint and only decided the issues fairly presented on appeal. As noted by the Utah Supreme Court, this issue is not well-settled and other jurisdictions differ in their approach to this very fact-specific issue. See. e.g.: Commonwealth v. Roland R., 860 N.E.2d 659, 664-65 (Mass. 2007)(search of juvenile’s bag, revealing marijuana, justified where he tried to leave building after being told by court security his bag would be searched); Commonwealth v. Pagan, 793 N.E.2d 1236, 1242 (Mass. 2003)(during Terry stop officers could check backpack for weapons by opening it without first performing any pat-frisk of the exterior; “Requiring officers to pat frisk such a container prior to opening it imposes a useless requirement that does nothing to protect the suspect’s privacy.”); State v. Wright, 134 Idaho 73, 996 P.2d 292, 296 (Idaho 2000)(search of purse found reasonable because deputies reasonably believed their safety was in question); Berry v. State, 704 N.E.2d 462, 466 (Ind. 1998)(search of backpack justified under Terry); U.S. v. Williams, 962 F.2d 1218, 1224 (6th Cir. Mich. 1992)(police could search purse for weapons under circumstances); Worthey v. State,  805 S.W.2d 435 (Tex.App. 1991)(search for weapons in interior of purse during course of Terry stop reasonable); Burroughs v. State, 379 S.E.2d 175, 180 (Ga.App. 1989)(officers not required to feel purse carried by arrestee for weapon before searching purse for weapon); Bonds v. State, 372 S.E.2d 448, 451 (Ga.App. 1988)(officers executing search warrant could search purse belonging to visitor; “[T]his was nothing more nor less, at the least, than a Terry-type search of the purse to which Mrs. Bonds had access when the police arrived and of which would again have control when the officer left the room; [t]hat is, it was an authorized protective search for weapons.”); Jordan v. State,  531 A.2d 1028, 1034 (Md.App. 1987)(Terry stop and frisk reasonable, and further act of opening bag to confirm contents a reasonable de minimis intrusion on defendant’s rights); State v. Ortiz, 67 Hawaii, 683 P.2d 822 (1984) (Terry search of knapsack upheld); State v. Thompson, 596 P.2d 174 (Kan.App. 1979)(fact that purse of defendant’s companion was thrown on road after being taken from her person was not such a removal from the area under her control so as to prohibit the protective search at the scene prior to returning the purse to her before transporting her to the police station); United States v. Riggs, 474 F.2d 699, 705 (2d Cir.1973)(Terry search of camera case upheld); People v. Pugach, 204 N.E.2d 176 (1965) (Terry search of brief case upheld). See also Servis v. Commonwealth, 371 S.E.2d 156, 160-161 (Va.App. 1988)(While the “frisk” in Terry was limited to a pat-down of the suspect’s outer clothing, Supreme Court, lower federal court, and state court cases since Terry have extended the scope of a frisk beyond the suspect’s outer clothing). 
Here, Officer Stewart’s brief search of Appellant’s purse was much less invasive than a pat-down frisk. Further, Stewart testified that he could not have safely given Mother the purse because he did not know her or what she might do, noting that he had seen a police officer get shot by a previously-searched, handcuffed prisoner seated in a patrol car. See State v. Marquez, 163 P.3d 687, 691, ¶ 13 (Utah App. 2007)(since handcuffing defendant did not eliminate the risk of harm to officers, it was reasonable for police to frisk the defendant after placing him in handcuffs), citing United States v. Sanders, 994 F.2d 200, 209-10 (5th Cir.1993)(“[Defendant’s] argument [that a frisk after he was handcuffed was unreasonable] is entirely dependent on the assumption that, by handcuffing a suspect, the police instantly and completely eliminate all risks that the suspect will flee or do them harm; [a]s is sadly borne out in the statistics for police officers killed and assaulted in the line of duty each year, however, this assumption has no basis in fact”.) 
The record shows that Mother was also irate and hysterical – screaming at Appellant, insisting that Appellant be arrested, and breaking Appellant’s CDs to get her to confess. The context here is that of an emergency domestic violence and suicide situation, not the execution of a search warrant or merely suspicious behavior. And giving the purse to the other officer, as suggested by the court of appeals, does not solve the dilemma because, as noted by the Dissent, the other officer would also eventually leave the scene – leaving no one “to whom the purse a purse with unknown contents could be given and left.” (Dissent at 40, n. 10.) Surely both officers would be accused having shirked their duty had they returned the purse to Appellant or Mother, only to have either come to harm from any weapon contained therein. In upholding the Terry search of a knapsack, the Hawaii Supreme Court explained:
Here, Ortiz argued and the trial court agreed that once Officer Bennett had the knapsack in his hand, he should have taken Ortiz and the unopened knapsack to the police station and there obtained a search warrant. Two strong interests, however, supported Officer Bennett's immediate search of the knapsack. First and foremost, a dangerous weapon was involved. Second, without opening the knapsack he may not have had the requisite probable cause to arrest Ortiz and obtain a search warrant and thus may have had to return the knapsack to Ortiz unexamined. 
State v. Ortiz, 683 P.2d 822, 826 (Hawaii 1984). The court further noted:

Moreover, without searching the knapsack Bennett was in a catch-22 situation: if he arrested Ortiz and seized the knapsack on a suspicion it contained an unlicensed gun he might have made an illegal arrest and seizure on less than probable cause, but if he returned the bag unopened to Ortiz he put his life in danger. The only safe thing to do was open the knapsack, verify its contents, and arrest Ortiz.
Id. at 827.
The court of appeals also relied on State v. Gant, 216 Ariz. 1, 162 P.3d 640 (2007). (Opinion at 8, ¶ 13.) But Gant concerned the search incident to arrest of a car previously driven by the person arrested, who was secured and handcuffed in the rear of a patrol car – not a Terry stop and frisk. As noted by the Dissent, to the extent general principles from Gant are applicable, they are not inconsistent with either the Dissent’s – or the State’s – position. (See Opinion at 43, n. 12.) In State v. Newsom, 979 P.2d 100, 102 (1998), the Idaho Supreme Court held that under New York v. Belton, 453 U.S. 454 (1981), a search of another occupant of an automobile is not authorized merely because the other occupant was present when the driver was arrested. But in State v. Wright, 996 P.2d 292, 297 (Idaho 2000), that Court stated, “Our decision in Newsom does not preclude the search of the purse under a Terry stop and frisk rationale.” See also State v. Steele, 613 N.W.2d 825, 829, n. 3 (S.D. 2000) (finding Newsom unsound considering the rationale of Belton, and noting that in Wright, the Idaho Supreme Court avoided application of Belton and Newsom altogether and held the search of a passenger’s purse following the arrest of her husband for driving with a suspended license was lawful as part of an investigatory stop and frisk); State v. Lopez, 198 Ariz. 420, 424, ¶ 20, 10 P.3d 1207, 1211 (App. 2000)(needs of law enforcement in a search incident to arrest outweigh a non-arrestee's privacy interest in belongings found within the passenger compartment). Likewise, the search of Appellant’s purse was justified under Terry regardless of this Court’s holding in Gant. 

Officer Stewart’s search of Appellant’s purse fell well within the parameters of Terry. In Michigan v. Long, 463 U.S. 1032, 1051-52 (1983), the United States Supreme Court noted that while a suspect might be under “the brief control of a police officer,” an officer may nevertheless “remain particularly vulnerable in part because a full custodial arrest has not been effected....” The Court further noted, “[i]n such circumstances, we have not required that officers adopt alternate means to ensure their safety in order to avoid the intrusion involved in a Terry encounter.” 463 U.S. at 1052. See also United States v. Williams, 962 F.2d 1218, 1223-4 (rejecting argument that the search of a purse was unreasonable in light of the presence of four officers at the scene). For the same reason, this Court should not be persuaded by the court of appeal’s conclusion that the safety concern was minimized because Stewart controlled Appellant’s purse. “Merely gaining control of the bag did not dissipate the danger and exigent circumstances ....” U.S. v. Flippin, 924 F.2d 163, 166-67 (9th Cir.1991) (upholding search of make-up bag). 
In State v. Clevidence, 153 Ariz. 295, 736 P.2d 379, 384 (App. 1987), the court of appeals found it was not unreasonable to search a suspects wallet even though it was out of the suspect’s reach. The court explained: “[T]he search of the defendant’s wallet was simply a continuation of the initial frisk and thus could be carried out on the same terms – the wallet could reasonably have contained a weapon and the officer had a reasonable belief that it did.” Id. at 299, 736 P.2d at 383. The defendant argued that even assuming the wallet might have contained a weapon, there was no need to open it because the officers could have adequately protected themselves by merely removing it from his reach for the duration of the stop. The court of appeals disagreed:

A “tactical choice by the police between apparent alternative courses of action cannot be overturned by detached judicial deliberation as long as the course of action taken is in itself reasonable.” We cannot say that it was unreasonable to search the wallet for weapons simply because in retrospect another course was open. We again emphasize that the wallet was being replaced in defendant’s pocket at his own request.
Id. at 300, 736 P.2d at 384 (citations omitted). 
Here, Officer Stewart was advised that Appellant was suicidal and out of control. He thus had reasonable grounds to believe that Appellant was presently armed and dangerous when he seized her purse and searched it for weapons. Therefore, the juvenile court did not err in admitting into evidence the pipe that Officer Stewart found in Appellant’s purse. Finally, again, the State agrees with the Dissent that the search also falls within the emergency aid doctrine and/or the community caretaker function as set forth in Mincey v. Arizona, 437 U.S. 385, 392-94 (1978); Cady v. Dombrowski, 413 U.S. 433, 441-50 (1973); and State v. Fisher, 141 Ariz. 227, 237-41, 686 P.2d 750, 760-64 (1984). See also State v. Lowrimore, 841 P.2d 779, 782-83  (Wash.App. 1992)(search of juvenile’s purse was within the emergency situation exception to the warrant requirement following officer’s civil detention of juvenile on theory that she suffered from mental disorder, where officer subjectively believed an emergency existed, officer’s belief was objectively reasonable given the circumstances, in that juvenile was observed to be emotionally unstable, her parents indicated she had threatened suicide and was carrying knives, and, thus, it was reasonable for officer to search the juvenile’s purse for weapons in order to protect safety of those present).
IV.
CONCLUSION

For all these reasons, the State asks this Court to grant review and to reverse, or in the alternative, depublish the Opinion in this matter. 
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