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[ Abstract] The UK and US both have established the interlocttory 4ppeal system to re-
view verdicts on the admissibility of evidence. Interlocutoty apoeals are conducive to correcting
wrongful verdicts, saving judicial resources and ehsiring theVaccuracy of judgments. In accord-
ance with the principles of equality of arms and [fair\irial, both parties should have\the right to
file interlocutory appeals. In order 6 Control the number of appeals and enharige’ the quality of
interlocutory reviews, the UK &nd US-4dépt the systems of discretionary appeal and the require-
ment of leave to appeal, aidSet”high thresholds for intetlocutosy™~appeals. The court can ap-
prove an applieatiop far the leave to appeal and hear ifie ¢ase only if it meets the necessary con-
ditions. Interlocuiory 'verdicts are final. Studying the/functions of interlocutory appeals and ana-
lyzing their constructions serve to highlight\th¢ importance of the exclusion of illegally obtained
evidence as early as possible. Ching’ 8 *trial-centered” reform can offer room for the explora-
tion of the interlocutory appeslsland provide supportive mechanisms. However, interlocutory ap-
peals should never cause the abuse of right or delay of proceedings, or jeopardize the central po-

sition of trial.
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