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I. COUNTER-STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

Respondent adopts the factual and procedural summary contained 

in Appellant's brief, supplemented by the following: 

• Detective Kanooth testified that he had probable cause to 

arrest Mr. Johnson based on the statements and 

accusations made by Allison Long. RP 9 

• Mr. Johnson was pointedly asked to specifically respond 

to a series of Ms. Long's accusations alleging sexual 

misconduct. RP 5-7 

• After the interrogation, and before any other investigation 

occurred, Mr. Johnson was handcuffed and arrested by 

Officer Graves. RP 7 

• Only after he was arrested was Mr. Johnson given his 

Mirranda rights by Kanooth. RP 7 

• After he was given his Miranda rights Mr. Johnson made 

no further statements. RP 7 

• The Trial Court found that Kanooth was "there to elicit 

incriminating responses from the suspect that he believed 
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that at the time he had probable cause to make an arrest." 

RP 15 

• The Trial Court emphasized that Kanooth's questioning 

was in fact an interrogation. RP 21 

• The Trial Court also emphasized that while a trained 

lawyer may understand he/she does not have to submit to 

police interrogation, a private citizen is "never going to 

understand that." RP 24 

• The Trial Court ruled that any time the police conduct an 

interrogation intending to elicit incriminating statements, 

under circumstances where they are likely to elicit 

incriminating statements, Miranda warnings are required 

to ensure the suspect knows he/she has a right to remain 

silent. RP 26 

A copy of the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 

Regarding 3.5 Hearing is attached as Appendix A. 
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II. ARGUMENT AND AUTHORITIES 

A. The law requires that Miranda warnings must be provided 
prior to custodial police interrogation 

Statements elicited by police as a result of a custodial interrogation are 

inadmissible unless preceded by Miranda warnings. State v. Harris, 106 

Wn.2d 784, 725 P.2d 975 (1986). 

B. Under existing federal and state authority Miranda warnings 
are not required unless a suspect's freedom of action has been 
curtailed to a degree associated with formal arrest 

The concept of "custodial interrogation" evolved after Miranda was 

decided. For example, in State v. Dictado, 102 Wn.2d 277,687 P.2d 277 

(1984), the Court held that, in the absence of a formal arrest, what 

constitutes a "custodial arrest" for Miranda purposes should be 

determined on a case-by-case basis. Id., at 291. Both subjective and 

objective criteria were employed. They included: 

(1) Was there probable cause to arrest at the time of questioning? 

(2) Did the officers intend to hold the suspect if he refused to 
cooperate? 

(3) Did the defendant have a reasonable, subjective belief that he was 
in custody? 
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( 4) Was the investigation focused on the defendant at the time of the 
questioning? 

If the police had probable cause to arrest a suspect, the Court held that 

delay in making the arrest could not serve as an excuse for conducting 

interviews without Miranda warnings. Id. 

That approach changed after Berkemer v. McCarty, 468 U.S. 420, 

104 S.Ct. 3138, 82 L.Ed.2d 317 (1984), was decided. In State v. Harris, 

supra, our Supreme Court held that unless the suspect' s freedom of action 

is curtailed to a degree associated with formal arrest, Miranda warnings 

are not required, replacing the "probable cause to arrest" standard used in 

Dictado. State v. Harris, supra, at 789-90. As Appellant has correctly 

argued, this remains the applicable approach today. State v. Lorenz, 152 

Wn.2d 22, 37, 93 P.3d 133 (2004). 

The Trial Court below found as a fact, and concluded as a matter of 

law, that Mr. Johnson was not in custody when his interrogation occurred. 

Appendix A. 
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C. In cases where police have probable cause to arrest based upon 
accusations of sexual misconduct made by a minor, contact a 
suspect with intent to elicit incriminating statements, and 
interrogate the suspect under circumstances likely to elicit 
incriminating statements, Miranda warnings should be 
required 

The Trial Court articulated the issue as "whether or not law 

enforcement can have what some might call carte blanc to interrogate 

people just because they don't have handcuffs on them." RP 21. The 

Court ruled that where police confront a suspect for the purpose of 

eliciting incriminating responses and interrogate the suspect under 

circumstances likely to elicit incriminating statements, Miranda warnings 

should be required. RP 15, 21, 26-27. In so ruling, the Court observed 

that while a trained lawyer may understand that he/she does not have to 

cooperate with the police by answering questions, a private citizen is 

unlikely to believe that he/she really has that option. RP 24. 

Justification for the Court's ruling can be found in the many high

profile examples of police violence that have become more and more 

prevalent in our society today. Attached as Appendix Bare an array of 

references to cases where police nationwide have shot and killed dozens of 

unarmed citizens. The article by Sullivan, Anthony, Tate & Jenkins 

documents that police fatally shot 987 citizens in 2017, and 963 people in 

2016, according to data compiled by The Washington Post. As noted by 
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the article, this high casualty rate replicates from year to year despite 

intensive scrutiny by the national media. When Berkemer v. McCarty was 

decided in 1984, the public had no real reason to fear the police. Police 

presence was not inherently intimidating. 

Times have changed. Today, citizens have reason to believe that 

failure to cooperate with the police may be fatal. Interaction with the 

police now is inherently coercive. Miranda warnings should now be 

required whenever the police have probable cause to arrest, interrogate 

with the intent of eliciting incriminating statements, and plan to arrest 

whether the suspect cooperates or not. 

The Dictado approach not only makes more sense today, for the 

reasons indicated above, but promotes respect for the important rights 

protected by the Fifth Amendment. Even before "formal arrest" replaced 

"probable cause" as the test for "custody", police were known to delay 

making an arrest to avoid having to administer Miranda warnings. For 

example, in State v. Lewis, 32 Wn.App. 13, 18,645 P.2d 722 (1982): 

Here there was probable cause to arrest Lewis for securities 
violations at the time he walked into Yapachino's office for 
the interview. Investigators knew that Lewis had violated 
securities laws by advertising in the newspaper, that he had 
been advised that he was in violation of the law; but that 
nevertheless he had readvertised. General investigation had 
ceased. We cannot sanction a subterfuge interview whose 
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sole purpose was to obtain additional incriminating 
information to facilitate a conviction before formally 
arresting Lewis. To sanction such deceptive and 
manipulative police practices would be to allow a 
perversion of Miranda. The police cannot manipulate the 
invocation of Miranda rights by simply delaying the time 
of formal arrest. This does not mean that police are obliged 
to arrest a subject at the moment they have probable cause 
to make that arrest, even though arrest would normally 
follow. It does mean, however, that if police or 
governmental officials discuss with the accused the subject 
of the offense of which they have probable cause to effect 
the arrest, they must comply with Miranda. 

Ever since "formal arrest" replaced "probable cause" as the test for 

"custody", this has become a routine police practice, and is exactly what 

happened in the case at bench. Detective Kanooth testified that he had 

probable cause to arrest Mr. Johnson based upon the statements made by 

Ms. Long. RP 9. During his interrogation, Mr. Johnson specifically 

denied any sexual misconduct. RP 5-7. Nevertheless, he was handcuffed 

and arrested by Officer Graves before any further investigation was 

conducted. RP 7. As in Lewis, supra, the sole purpose of the "subterfuge 

interview" was to obtain additional incriminating information to facilitate 

a conviction before making the inevitable arrest as a means to end-run 

Miranda. 

Today, as a practical matter, when two police officers come to your 

house to interrogate you about allegations of sexual misconduct made by a 
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minor, you are likely going to be arrested. Probable cause exists. 1 It does 

not matter what you have to say. If you deny that you did it, you are in 

denial. So, the only real purpose is to get a confession, if possible, before 

making the arrest. Miranda warnings should be required because these 

circumstances are impliedly coercive, and tantamount to custodial 

interrogation. 

D. Police manipulation of the timing of arrest to avoid 
administering Miranda warnings is fundamentally unfair and 
violates due process 

The essence of due process is fairness. State v. Antwerp, 22 Wn.App. 

674,591 P.2d 844 (1979). It is fundamentally unfair, and offensive to due 

process, for police to be allowed to persist in the practice of delaying an 

arrest in order to avoid giving Miranda warnings. 

Support for this may be found in State v. Easter, 130 Wn.2d 228, 922 

P.2d 1285 (1996). There, the Court held that comment upon the 

1 Not only does probable cause exist by virtue of an accusation of sexual misconduct by a 
minor, but the Court may instruct under existing law that no corroborative evidence is 
required for the jury to convict. State v. Thomas, 52 Wn.2d 255, 324 P.2d 821 (1958). 
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defendant's pre-arrest silence violated due process. The analysis leans 

heavily on the fact that the right to silence derived, not from Miranda, but 

from the Fifth Amendment itself. Id., at 238. Thus, Fifth Amendment 

protection exists at all times during an investigation, both before and after 

arrest. The Court expressed concern that allowing the State to later 

comment that an accused did not speak up prior to his arrest "would 

encourage delay in reading Miranda warnings so officers could preserve 

the opportunity to use the defendant's pre-arrest silence as evidence of 

guilt." Id., at 238-39 (citing State v. Davis, 38 Wn.App. 600,605,686 

P.2d 1143 (1984). 

In Davis, the Court held that use of a juvenile defendant's post-arrest 

silence violated our state due process clause regardless of whether 

Miranda warnings had been given to induce silence. As justification for 

holding that use of a defendant's post-arrest silence even for impeachment 

purposes is a violation of Const. art. 1, § 3, the Court stated, at 605: 

Adopting the position advanced by the State might also encourage 
police to delay reading Miranda warnings or to dispense with them 
altogether to preserve the opportunity to use the defendant's silence 
against him. A constitutional guarantee designed to protect society 
from improper police conduct becomes meaningless when it may be 
obviated by law enforcement officials improperly withholding the 
Miranda warnings. We decline to adopt such a rule oflaw. 
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E. Where, as in the case at bench, police have probable cause 
based upon accusations of sexual misconduct made by a minor, 
contact a suspect with intent to elicit incriminating statements, 
and interrogate the suspect under coercive circumstances 
likely to elicit incriminating statements, it is fundamentally 
unfair to delay arrest in order to avoid advising the suspect of 
his Fifth Amendment rights for tactical reasons 

In the case at bench, Detective Kanooth and company had probable 

cause to arrest, and intended to arrest based upon the accusations made by 

Long. As a tactical "subterfuge" the arrest was delayed to see if 

interrogation could produce a confession. Instead, Mr. Johnson denied 

any sexual misconduct, and the fact that he was arrested anyway 

circumstantially establishes that the delay in making his arrest was purely 

tactical. From the outset, the police contact was not primarily 

investigatory, but an arrest in progress.2 As a practical matter, therefore, 

the initial contact was tantamount to a custodial arrest. 

Not only was the initial contact effectively custodial from the 

standpoint of the police, but the circumstances were inherently coercive 

from Mr. Johnson's standpoint as well. He was not provided the courtesy 

of a phone call or any other warning that he was under investigation. 

Instead, two police officers, one in uniform, unexpectedly confronted him 

2 As observed by the Court in State v. Hilliard, 89 Wn.2d 431, 435, 573 P.2d 430 (1977), 
"(O)nce an investigating officer has probable cause to believe that the person confronted 
has committed an offense, the officer cannot be expected to permit the suspect to leave 
his presence." Accord, State v. Creach, 77 Wn.2d 194,198,461 P.2d 329 (1969). 
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at his house to interrogate him about sexual misconduct with a minor, 

arguably the world's most reprehensible crime, and one universally 

recognized as likely to result in arrest and prosecution to the full extent of 

the law. 

Because the record in this case establishes (1) that the police had 

probable cause to arrest Mr. Johnson for sexual misconduct based upon 

the accusations made by Long, (2) that they contacted Mr. Johnson with 

intent to elicit incriminating statements, and (3) that they interrogated Mr. 

Johnson under coercive circumstances likely to elicit incriminating 

statements, it was fundamentally unfair of the police to delay 

administering Miranda warnings for purely tactical reasons. 

F. Because the police (1) had probable cause based upon 
accusations of sexual misconduct by a minor, (2) contacted Mr. 
Johnson with intent to elicit incriminating statements, (3) 
interrogated him under circumstances likely to elicit 
incriminating statements, and (4) unfairly delayed advising 
him of his Miranda rights for tactical reasons, his statements 
were the product of police coercion obtained in violation of the 
Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments and Wash. Const. art. 1, §3 

In order to be admissible, statements made by a suspect must pass the 

due process test of voluntariness. State v. Ruben, 62 Wn.App. 620, 814 

P .2d 1177 ( 1991 ). The test of voluntariness of statements for due process 

purposes is whether the behavior of the police was such as to overbear the 
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suspect's will to resist interrogation. State v. Vannoy, 25 Wn.App. 464, 

610 P.2d 380 (1980). 

Under the circumstances in this case, where police (1) had probable 

cause to arrest Mr. Johnson for sexual misconduct based upon the 

accusations made by Long, (2) contacted him with intent to elicit 

incriminating statements, (3) interrogated him under circumstances likely 

to elicit incriminating statements, and (4) unfairly delayed advising him of 

his Miranda rights for tactical reasons, his statements were a product of 

police coercion and violated his constitutional right to due process 

guaranteed by the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments and Wash. Const. 

art. 1, § 3. 

III. CONCLUSION 

The 3.5 ruling of the Trial Court should be upheld. 

Dated this 31 st day of July, 2018. 

ven W. Thayer, WSBA #7449 
Attorney for Jeffery J. Johnson 
112 W. 11 th Street, Suite 200 
Vancouver, WA 98660 
(360) 694-8290 
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FILED 
OCT 2 7 2017 

~(.'Ott G. WQbir, Clerk, Clark Co. 

tO-(~r 

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 

FOR THE COUNTY OF CLARK 

9 STATE OF WASHINGTON, NO. 16-1-00944-1 

10 

11 
vs. 

JEFFREY JEROME JOHNSON 

Plaintiff, 
PROP06l;O FINDINGS OF FACT AND 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW REGARDING 
3.5 HEARING 

12 Defendant. 
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On October 21, 2017, a 3.5 hearing was held in this Court before the Honorable 

Daniel Stahnke. The Defendant was present with his attorney of record, Steve Thayer. 

Deputy Prosecuting Attorney Kristine L. Foerster represented the State. The Court 

heard the testimony Battle Ground Sergeant Aaron Kanooth. The Defendant did not 

testify. 

I. FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. On April 26, 2016 Battle Ground Sergeant Aaron Kanooth was called out 

for an allegation of a sexual assault. 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
Regarding Child Hearsay Hearing under 
RCW 9A.44.120 

1 Clark County Prosecuting Attorney 
1013 Franklin St./ P.O. Box 5000 

Vancouver, WA 98666-5000 
(360) 397-2261 / FAX: (360) 397-2230 

LF 
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2. After speaking to the alleged victim, Sergeant Kanooth went to the 

defendant's home in Battle Ground, WA. Sergeant Kanooth was accompanied by 

Officer Brian Graves. 

3. Sergeant Kanooth knocked on the door and Kathrina Johnson, the 

defendant's wife, answered. Sergeant Kanooth asked to speak to the defendant 

and the defendant came to the door. 

4. 

5. 

Sergeant Kanooth was in plain clothes and Officer Graves was in uniform. 

Sergeant Kanooth asked to speak to the defendant and the defendant 

agreed. The defendant came out of his house and directed Sergeant Kanooth 

and Officer Graves to the front of the house to speak in the driveway. 

6. 

7. 

The defendant's Miranda warnings were not read at this time. 

Sergeant Kanooth asked the defendant about the allegations and about 

conversations that he had with the alleged victim, A.L., about the allegations. 

8. Sergeant Kanooth was asking the defendant questions that were 

reasonably likely to illicit incriminating statements. 

9. The defendant was not placed under arrest or placed in handcuffs at any 

point before or during this conversation with Sergeant Kanooth. 

10. The defendant was free to leave and not in custody when the statements 

were made. 

11. When the conversation ended, Officer Graves stayed with the defendant 

outside while Sergeant Kanooth went inside to speak to other witnesses. While 

Sergeant Kanooth was inside Officer Graves placed the defendant under arrest. 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
Regarding Child Hearsay Hearing under 
RCW 9A.44.120 

2 Clark County Prosecuting Attorney 
1013 Franklin St. I P.O. Box 5000 

Vancouver, WA 98666-5000 
(360) 397-2261 I FAX: (360) 397-2230 
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12. The defendant did not make any additional statements to law enforcement 

about the case. 

1. 

action. 

2. 

police. 

3. 

II. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

The court has jurisdiction over the defendant and the subject matter of this 

The defendant was not in custody at the time he made statements to 

The defendant was free to leave during the entirety of his conversation 

with police. 

4. The conversation between police and the defendant was not a custodial 

interrogation. 

5. The defendant's statements were voluntarily made. 

6. When police engage in conversation with an individual, and the police 

officer's questions are likely to elicit incriminating statements, the police officer 

must first inform the individual of his rights under Miranda prior to any 

questioning, whether or not the individual is in custody. 

7. The officers asked the defendant questions reasonably likely to illicit 

incriminating responses, therefore the police were required to inform the 

defendant of his rights under Miranda prior to any questioning. 

8. Because Miranda was required and not given, the statements are not 

admissible in the State's case in chief. 

9. The statements were voluntarily made and may be used for impeachment 

purposes. 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
Regarding Child Hearsay Hearing under 
RCW 9A.44.120 

3 Clark County Prosecuting Attorney 
1013 Franklin St./ P.O. Box 5000 

Vancouver, WA 98666-5000 
(360) 397-2261 / FAX: (360) 397-2230 
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10. This Court certifies that this order involves a controlling question of law as 

to which there is substantial ground for a difference of opinion and immediate 

review of this order may materially advance the ultimate termination of the 

litigation in this case. 

Done this Z,~ day of October, 2017 

10 Approved as to form: 
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Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
Kristine L. Foerster 
WSBA#44435 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
Regarding Child Hearsay Hearing under 
RCW 9A.44. 120 
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Attorney for Defendant 
Steve Thayer 
WSBA# 
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https://www.washingtonpost.com/investigations/nationwide-police-shot-and-killed-nearly-1000-
people-in-2017/2018/01/04/4eed5f34-e4e9-11 e7-ab50-
621 fe0588340_story.html?utm_term=.679aea34264d 

Nationwide, police shot and killed nearly 1,000 
people in 2017 
By John Sullivan, Zane Anthony, Julie Tate and Jennifer Jenkins January 6 Email the 
author 

For the third year in a row, police nationwide shot and killed nearly 1,000 people, a grim 
annual tally that has persisted despite widespread public scrutiny of officers' use of fatal 
force. 

Police fatally shot 987 people last year, or two dozen more than they killed in 2016, 
according to an ongoing Washington Post database project that tracks the fatal 
shootings. Since 2015, The Post has logged the details of 2,945 shooting deaths, culled 
from local news coverage, public records and social-media reports. 

While many of the year-to-year patterns remain consistent, the number of unarmed 
black males killed in 2017 declined from two years ago. Last year, police killed 19, a 
figure tracking closely with the 17 killed in 2016. In 2015, police shot and killed 36 
unarmed black males. 



Indianapolis police officers in Aaron Bailey shooting won't be charged 
https:llwww. indystar.comlstorylnewslcrime/2017110131 lno ... shooting/818474001 I 

1. Cached 
Oct 31, 2017 - No charges in Aaron Bailey shooting: 'I just really can't believe it,' his ... 
Bailey, an unarmed black man from Indianapolis, was killed on June 29 ... 

No Charges Filed in Police Shooting of Black Man in Louisiana I BH ... 
bhcourier. comlno-charges-filed-in-police-shooting-of-black-man-in-louisianal 

1. Cached 
Mar 27, 2018 - No Charges Filed in Police Shooting of Black Man in Louisiana ... 
police shooting - that of an unarmed black man in Sacramento. The two ... 

No Charges Filed Against Ex-Cop Who Shot Unarmed Homeless Man ... 
https:llpatch.coml . .lno-charges-filed-against-ex-cop-who-shot-unarmed-homeless-ma ... 

1. Cached 
Mar 8, 2018 - No Charges For ExCop Who Shot Unarmed Homeless Man - Venice-Mar 
Vista, CA - LAPD Chief Charlie Beck had recommended that the ... 

No Charges Filed in Police Shooting - latimes 
arlicles. latimes.com/2001 /sep/22/locallme-48615 

1. Cached 
Sep 22, 2001 - ... criminal charges against two Santa Ana police officers involved in the 
shooting of an unarmed man four months ago.Witnesses to the May 15. 

No charges filed in fatal shooting inside Florida drugstore I The Seattle ... 
https:llwww.seattletimes.com/ . ./no-charges-filed-in-fa tal-shooting-inside-florida
drugsto ... 
May 4, 2018 - (AP) -A grand jury did not bring charges Friday against a man for a 
fatal shooting inside a Florida drugstore during a dispute over a ... No charges filed in 
fatal shooting inside Florida drugstore ... Smith was unarmed. About a ... 

No charges filed against LAPD officers who fatally shot man 189.3 KPCC 
https:/lwww. scpr.orglnews/20151 . .lno-charges-filed-against-lapd-officers-who-fatal/yl 

1. Cached 
Feb 23, 2015 - Prosecutors have declined to file charges against three Los Angeles 
police officers who fatally shot an unarmed, disabled man on live ... 

Alton Sterling death: No charges filed against police officers I WTVR.com 
https:llwtvr.com/2018103/27 /alton-sterling-no-chargesl 

1. Cached 
Mar 27, 2018 -Alton Sterling death: No charges filed against police officers ... The 
officers were responding to a call about a man with a gun. The call was from .. . 



No Charges Filed in Fatal Shooting Inside Florida Drugstore I Florida ... 
https:llwww.usnews.com/ . .lno-charges-filed-in-fatal-shooting-inside-florida-drugstore 

1. Cached 
May 4, 2018 - No Charges Filed in Fatal Shooting Inside Florida Drugstore. A grand 
jury did not bring charges against a man for a fatal shooting inside a Florida drugstore 
during a dispute over a cellphone sale .... Smith was unarmed. 

Tony Robinson case: No charges for officer - CNN - CNN.com 
https:llwww.cnn.com/2015105112/usltony-robinson-madison-killing ... /index. html 
May 12, 2015 - No charges filed against cop in death of Tony Robinson .... who shot 
and killed a 19-year-old unarmed biracial man won't face criminal charges .. . 

Charlotte NC police officer will not face charges in shooting death of .. . 
https:llwww.charlotteobserver.com/news/special ... shooting .. ./article 117921218.html 
Nov 30, 2016 -A Charlotte police officer will not face charges in the shooting death of 
Keith Lamont ... death of Jonathan Ferrell, an unarmed African-American man . ... 
police after no charges filed against officer who killed Keith Lamont Scott. 

No charges filed against Arlington police trainee who fatally shot ... 
https:l/www.dallasnews.com/ . .lno-charges-filed-against-arlington-police-trainee-who-... 

1. Cached 
Jun 8, 2016 - No charges filed against Arlington police trainee who fatally shot ... a 
former Arlington police trainee who killed an unarmed teenager at a ... "This man 
walks free for the unjustified death of Christian Taylor," the statement said. 

No charges filed against officer who shot unarmed drug dealer - Daily ... 
https:l/www.dailynews.com/ . .lno-charges-filed-against-officer-who-shot-unarmed-dr ... 

1. Cached 
Sep 29, 2009 - No charges filed against officer who shot unarmed drug dealer ... A 
man identified by police as a "middle man" told officers Isiordia reached ... 

No Charges Filed in 2013 LAPD Shooting of "Unarmed" Pursuit Suspect 
www.policemag.coml . .lno-charges-filed-in-2013-lapd-shooting-of-unarmed-pursuit-... 

1. Cached 
Feb 24, 2015 - Prosecutors have declined to file criminal charges against the three Los 
Angeles police officers who shot and killed an unarmed man at the end ... 

Vox Archives - Officer-Involved Shootings - Page 1 
https:llwww.vox.com/officer-invo/ved-shootinglarchives 

1. Cached 
Alton Sterling police shooting: no charges filed against Baton Rouge officers ... 
Michael Slager sentenced to 20 years in prison for killing unarmed black man. 



No Charges Filed in Fatal 2017 Davie CVS Shooting Over Cell Phone ... 
https:llwww.nbcmiami.com/ . ./No-Charges-Filed-in-Fatal-2017-Davie-CVS-Shooting-... 

1. Cached 
May 4, 2018 - No Charges Filed in Fatal 2017 Davie CVS Shooting Over Cell Phone 
Sale .... A grand jury did not bring charges against a man for a fatal shooting inside a 
South Florida drugstore during a dispute over ... Smith was unarmed. 

Jamar Clark death: No charges; protesters rally - CNN - CNN.com 
https:llwww.cnn.com/2016103/30/uslminneapolis-jamar ... police-shooting .. ./index. html 
Mar 30, 2016 - Jamar Clark death: Protesters rally after no charges filed against police 
..... young man, according to Hennepin County Attorney Mike Freeman. 

No charges filed in fatal Ashford tavern shooting I The News Tribune 
https:llwww.thenewstribune.comlnewsllocallcrime/article65263592.html 
Mar 10, 2016 - Pierce County prosecutors said Thursday they will not file charges 
against a 32-year-old man who fatally shot an unarmed man outside an ... 

No Charges Filed In July 2016 Shooting Of Alton Sterling I Majic 102.1 
https:l/myhoustonmajic.com/3299596/alton-sterling-no-chargesl 

1. Cached 
Sterling's death, captured on video sparked wide protests across Baton Rogue after the 
37-year-old man was shot and killed by officer Blane Salmon during a ... 
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