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Mason immediately lunged down, reaching with his left hand for the handgun he 
dropped while Tpr. Cope attempts to stop him from gaining access to the firearm. 
Almost immediately Tpr. Cope’s BWC falls off his torso and is pointed up in the air 
for the remainder of the incident. Mason and Tpr. Cope are struggling in the street, 
wrestling as Tpr. Cope tries to control Mason’s arm and hand movements, but Mason 
manages to reacquire his handgun.  Mason then shoots Tpr. Cope three times, twice 
at point blank range in the chest and once in the clavicle at 19:52:46, 19:52:47 and 
19:52:50 (the shot order is uncertain). The two bullets to the chest do not penetrate 
Tpr. Cope’s body because of his bullet proof vest, but they cause his body injury and 
bleed through his uniform shirts, the bullet to his right clavicle penetrates his body 
and causes more injury and needs to be surgically removed. 
After he is shot Tpr. Cope continues to fight Mason in the middle of the M-10 service 
drive. Mason continues to try to shoot Tpr. Cope with the remaining live rounds in 
his revolver. Eventually Tpr. Cope ends up straddling Mason’s waist and sitting on 
Mason while Tpr. Cope attempts to draw his sidearm with his right hand while 
Mason grips Tpr. Cope’s right wrist preventing Tpr. Cope from pulling his weapon 
from its holster. Tpr. Cope appears to be holding Mason’s left wrist/forearm area to 
prevent Mason from shooting him again as Mason still has the firearm in his right 
hand. (Tpr. Cope dashcam 19:52:57; see also Tpr. Cope’s BWC at 19:53:04). 
Mason rolls Tpr. Cope off him a bit so Tpr. Cope tries to stand but is still hunched 
over Mason as Tpr. Cope’s radio cord is caught under Mason.  Tpr. Cope is tethered 
to Mason and cannot get away from him, but he is able to break Mason’s grip on his 
right wrist at 19:53:13. With their bodies still locked in conflict mere inches apart, 
Mason is reaching up towards Tpr. Cope’s hands but exactly where is unclear as at 
that second the dash cam video recording the fight is behind Tpr. Cope so the view is 
obstructed as to what Mason is doing when reaching up towards Tpr. Cope with his 
left hand (that same left hand was one earlier holding Tpr. Cope’s right wrist 
preventing Tpr. Cope from pulling his weapon from its holster). Tpr. Cope’s left arm 
is down towards Mason’s right arm/hand area where Mason still is holding his 
firearm but again the angle of Mason’s hand and his firearm is blocked.  It is at that 
moment that Tpr. Cope fires his first shot at Mason at 19:53:14. The second and third 
shot come at less than a second apart at 19:53:15 as Tpr. Cope is trying to get away 
from Mason but Tpr. Cope is unsuccessful in extricating himself from Mason.  Tpr. 
Cope cannot get away from Mason as Mason is lying on Tpr. Cope’s radio cord which 
is affixed to Tpr. Cope’s body, and it is pulling Tpr. Cope forward; it takes Tpr. Cope 
nearly 15 seconds to extricate himself from Mason. (Tpr. Cope dashcam 19:53:29). 
Before he is able to detach himself from Mason, Tpr. Cope while still leaning down 
close to Mason calls in on his radio “Shots fired. I’m hit”. (Tpr. Cope BWC 19:53:20). 
As Tpr. Cope is trying to disentangle himself and get his radio cord out from under 
Mason, Tpr. Cope raises Mason’s right wrist and clutched in Mason’s right hand is 
Mason’s firearm (Tpr. Cope dashcam 19:53:23).  The firearm drops to the street and 
Tpr. Cope kicks the gun away from Mason twice (initially); the sound of Tpr. Cope 
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BWC video as he calls in the vehicle information over his radio regarding the traffic 
stop he is beginning. 
As soon as he parks his scout car Tpr. Cope exits and at 19:50:20 approaches the 
white truck. Tpr. Cope makes contact with the driver Stephen William Wangara-
Mason, a 41-year-old male, and the sole occupant of the vehicle.  Tpr. Cope tells 
Mason that when he ‘ran the plate it indicates he did not have insurance’, and he 
asks Mason ‘Did it lapse?’ Mason just leans to his glove box and starts grabbing 
paperwork and says “I don’t aahh…” When he straightens up, he hands a small, 
folded piece of paper to Tpr. Cope and says “Registration”. Mason then goes back to 
searching his paperwork, presumably for his insurance. Mason hands Tpr. Cope 
several pieces of paper and says to Tpr. Cope “Whatever shows up” (Tpr. Cope BWC 
19:50:47).  Tpr. Cope had also asked for Mason’s driver’s license which Mason 
provided. The several pieces of paper are from LA Insurance as Tpr. Cope opens them 
up and the logo is visible on his BWC.  The truck’s insurance has expired. When Tpr. 
Cope asked Mason about the expired insurance, Mason responds, “It probably is 
lapsed. I don’t pay insurance.” Tpr. Cope BWC 19:52:10. Tpr. Cope then hands Mason 
back his expired insurance paperwork. 
As Tpr. Cope was looking at the paperwork, both copies2 of the valid registration for 
Mason’s truck3 blew under his vehicle. Tpr. Cope looked but saw he could not safely 
retrieve the truck’s registration and offered to allow Mason to obtain his vehicle’s 
paperwork.  Mason replied twice that he did not need his vehicle’s paperwork.  (Tpr. 
Cope’s BWC 19:51:33). Between this suspicious response4, his nervous demeanor as 
well as not having insurance for the vehicle and speeding, Tpr. Cope asked Mason to 
step from the vehicle. As Mason exited the driver’s side of the vehicle, Tpr. Cope asks, 
“What are you reaching for?” (Tpr. Cope BWC video 19:51:59). At the same time as 
Tpr. Cope is asking the question, from Mason’s right waist-lap area a handgun falls 
from his body, which had been concealed by the white towel; both the handgun and 
the white towel fall to the ground. (See the still on the next page of Mason’s gun in 
front of the white towel falling from Mason’s hip/waistband area, it is circled in red). 

2 Both copies of the registration for Mason’s Chevrolet truck were still affixed to each other and were 
recovered at the scene on the service drive near the vehicles. This was the only paperwork recovered 
outside of the vehicles. 
3 The two copies of the registration Mason produced to Tpr. Cope for the white truck were valid and 
indicated the truck was registered with the Secretary of State to Stephen William Wangara-Mason 
and was valid through February 1, 2026. 
4 This writer classifies Mason’s response that he did not need either copy of the valid vehicle 
registration as suspicious is based upon 1. it is a violation of MCL 257.223 to drive without it and 
both copies just blew away and 2. Mason had just admitted to violating MCL 257.328 for not having 
insurance. Having admitted to one offense why unnecessarily commit another before an officer? 
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detach himself from Mason, Tpr. Cope while still leaning down close to Mason calls 
in on his radio “Shots fired. I’m hit”. (Tpr. Cope BWC 19:53:20). 
The best view of Tpr. Cope trying to get away from Mason and the issue of the radio 
cord is caught on Tpr. Cope’s BWC. 

At 19:53:16, one second after the shooting, Tpr. Cope tries to pull away from Mason 
but is thwarted. 
As Tpr. Cope is trying to disentangle himself and get his radio cord out from under 
Mason, Tpr. Cope raises Mason’s right wrist and clutched in Mason’s right hand is 
Mason’s revolver (Tpr. Cope dashcam 19:53:23). The firearm drops to the street as 
Tpr. Cope appears to knock it out of Mason’s hand.  Tpr. Cope then kicks the gun 
away from Mason twice initially; the sound of Tpr. Cope kicking Mason’s firearm and 
it skittering along the pavement can be heard on his BWC at 19:53:32. 
At 19:53:36 a civilian, , who saw most of the fight, approached Tpr. 
Cope immediately after the shooting finished to check to see if he was all right.  When 

asked, “You all right?”, Tpr. Cope responded, “I’m hit! I’m hit!”, and then 
“I’m hit multiple times” as Tpr. Cope was pacing around, seemingly running on 
adrenaline and sounding breathless (it had been less than one minute since Tpr. Cope 
had been shot three times).  At 19:53:56 Tpr. Cope calls in on his radio “Suspects 
down.  I’m hit” as Tpr. Cope is examining Mason who is unmoving. The response he 
received was that ‘EMS was on the way’. Tpr. Cope seemed understandably unsure 
of the extent of his injuries at this point as he called in “I got at least two in the vest, 
one in the shoulder. I think.” (19:54:26 Tpr. Cope BWC). 
Detroit Police Department Officers Audrianna Montgomery and Antwon Harrison 
pulled up to the scene about one minute forty-five seconds later.  Officer Montgomery 
wrote in her report she saw Tpr. Cope walking away from an unknown male laying 
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Examiner where an autopsy was performed the following day.  It was the opinion of 
Dr. Jeffrey Hudson, Assistant Medical Examiner and Dr. Vasudevan Mahligam11, 
Forensic Pathology Fellow, that the death of Stephen Wangara-Mason was caused by 
multiple (3) gunshot wounds. The gunshot wounds were to the head, neck and 
abdomen. 

The gunshot wound to the forehead was described as close range as there was 
concentric gunpowder stippling on the skin surrounding the wound. The wound track 
started from the frontal bone and ended in the right occipital scalp. This injury is 
associated with multiple fractures of the skull and hemorrhages. A deformed, 
jacketed bullet was recovered from the head and retained. 

The gunshot entered the left side of his neck with marginal abrasion with no soot or 
stippling on the skin surrounding the wound. The wound track was through muscle 
and soft tissue of the neck and then cervical vertebrae 3. A deformed, jacketed bullet 
was recovered from the neck and retained. 

The gunshot wound to the left side of the abdomen with no soot or stippling on the 
skin surrounding the wound. The bullet traveled through several organs until it 
stopped in the soft tissue in his right back. Associated with this wound was 500 ml of 
bloody fluid in the abdomen, and 600 ml of bloody fluid in the right chest. A deformed, 
jacketed bullet was recovered from the head and retained. 

There were numerous abrasions and scrapes noted that were consistent with a fight 
that was caught on the video and are consistent with the photographs.  The manner 
of death was declared a homicide. 

BALLISTICS 

The Officer in Charge Sgt. McEntire submitted numerous pieces of evidence that 
were recovered at the Wyoming and the M-10 service drive crime scene to the 
Michigan State Police Forensic Science Division Firearms/Toolmarks Unit for 
analysis on July 15, 2025.  The evidence initially submitted were the three fired 
cartridges (items 1 A-C) that were stamped “FC 9MM LUGER”, Mason’s .38 Special 
S & W revolver serial number J591747 (item 2), three .38 caliber Federal fired 
cartridge casings (items 3 A-C), two fired bullets12 (items 4 A-B), Tpr. Cope’s 9 mm 

11 Dr. Vasudevan Mahligam was a Forensic Pathology Fellow at the time he assisted Dr. Jeffrey 
Hudson with the autopsy of Stephen Wangara-Mason but had been promoted to Assistant Wayne 
County Medical Examiner when this writer spoke to Dr. Mahligam on September 16, 2025. 
12 The 2 fired bullets in 4 A-B were the ones removed from Tpr. Cope’s vest.  The third bullet was not 
removed until Tpr. Cope’s surgery on July 18, 2025. (DPD evidence item 31). 
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The bullet that went into Tpr. Cope’s clavicle had not yet been removed at the time 
this evidence was submitted to the MSP Forensic Science Division 
Firearms/Toolmarks Unit for analysis and is therefore not mentioned in its 
conclusions. The bullet that was removed from Tpr. Cope’s clavicle was submitted to 
the Michigan State Police Forensic Science Division Firearms/Toolmarks Unit for 
analysis significantly later and the results are still outstanding. 

V. Discussion 

THE INITIAL TRAFFIC STOP 
Tpr. Justin Cope pulled Mason over for a traffic violation and told Mason he needed 
Mason to step out of the truck because he did not have insurance on the vehicle. This 
led to Mason dropping his Smith and Wesson .38 caliber revolver as he exited the 
vehicle and the subsequent fight as Mason tried to reclaim possession of the revolver. 
Tpr. Cope does not have to give Mason the truthful reason he is requesting that 
Mason step from the vehicle14 there only needs to be a valid reason to stop the vehicle. 
It was true that Mason did not have insurance on the truck and Mason admitted as 
much to Tpr. Cope stating, “It probably is lapsed. I don’t pay insurance.” Tpr. Cope 
BWC 19:52:10. Driving without valid insurance is a violation of MCL 257.328. Mason 
was speeding. What seemed to alarm Tpr. Cope more is that Mason did have valid 
registration for his truck and both copies blew under his truck, and yet when Tpr. 
Cope offered to allow Mason to exit his truck to retrieve the seemingly only copies of 
his valid registration Mason was adamant he did “not need it”. Mason appeared to 
not want to exit his truck and driving away without a copy of his registration in the 
vehicle would be a violation of MCL 257.223. Mason seemed to be acting odd at this 
point from his reactions on Tpr. Cope’s BWC.  What Tpr. Cope’s true motivations for 
stopping the vehicle nor for asking Mason to step out of the vehicle are unknown as 
he did not author a report, nor are they relevant for 4th amendment purposes. 

It is clear from Tpr. Cope’s dashcam that that Mason’s truck was speeding, going at 
least 63 in a 55 mile per hour zone on the M-10 (the Lodge).  That is a valid reason to 
pull over Mason. See People v Williams, 472 Mich. 318, 314-315, 696 NW2d 636 
(2005) “[T] here is no dispute that the initial traffic stop was occasioned by defendant's 
speeding, and was therefore based on probable cause and was reasonable.”. After 
observing the speeding violation, Tpr. Cope then runs the truck’s vehicle information 

14 As a general rule police can lie to a suspect about the extent of evidence they have against them or 
if co-defendants have made statements against them. See Frazier v Cupp, 394 U. Us. 731, 739, 89 S. 
Ct. 1420 (1969). The police do not have to tell the truth about the reason for the traffic stop; the law 
only requires a valid reason for the stop. 
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as he begins to exit the expressway and discovers the truck has no valid insurance as 
well, another traffic infraction. As soon as the vehicles stop, Tpr. Cope immediately 
exits his scout car and approaches Mason’s truck; there is not a second of delay. Once 
pulled over Mason is unable to provide valid insurance and admits he does not have 
any, only confirming what Tpr. Cope already knows.  Once Tpr. Cope had pulled 
Mason’s truck over for the valid traffic infractions, speeding and/or no insurance, Tpr. 
Cope may then legally order the driver of the vehicle, Mason, out of the vehicle, 
without violating the 4th amendment. Pennsylvania v Mimms, 434 U.S. 106, 111, 98 
S.Ct 330, (1997).  “We hold only that once a motor vehicle has been lawfully detained 
for a traffic violation, the police officers may order the driver to get out of the vehicle 
without violating the Fourth Amendment's proscription of unreasonable searches and 
seizures.” Id at note 6. 

Michigan has adopted this standard and expanded it to vehicle passengers 
acknowledging that once a defendant’s vehicle is lawfully stopped for a traffic 
violation a defendant can be ordered out of their car citing Mimms. People v 
Harmelin, 176 Mich App 524, 531, 440 NW2d 75 (1989); People v Martinez, 187 Mich 
App 160, 168 466 NW2d 380 (1991). The United States Supreme Court has held that 
the reasonableness of a traffic stop does not depend on the subjective intentions of 
the police officers involved; a traffic stop is valid when the facts, viewed objectively, 
establish probable cause to believe that a traffic violation has occurred or was 
occurring. Whren v US, 517 U.S. 806, 813, 116 S.Ct. 1769 (1996). 

In this case Tpr. Cope observed a traffic infraction occurring, obtained information 
on the vehicle of a second violation before the vehicle was pulled over. The driver, 
Mason, admitted to the violation of not having insurance.  Then the driver stated he 
did not need the two copies of his valid registration which had just blown under his 
car.  Meaning if he drove away from the scene, he would be committing a 3rd traffic 
violation in front of the trooper.  Mason also seemed to be nervous at the prospect of 
getting out of his vehicle.  But it legally does not matter. Tpr. Cope could have him 
step from the vehicle for a different subjective reason once the vehicle has been 
stopped for a valid traffic citation. 

The Michigan Supreme Court has held that a traffic stop is reasonable as long as the 
driver is detained only for a “reasonable period of time” to ask reasonable questions 
concerning the alleged violation of law and its context, to obtain additional 
information about the offense, e.g., the circumstances leading to its commission, the 
reason for the stop, to request the driver’s identification and paperwork, the driver's 
destination, travel plans, the purpose and itinerary for the trip, in order to determine 
what violations have taken place, and whether to issue a warning, a citation, or to 
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make an arrest. Additionally, they held a police officer may ask follow-up questions 
when the initial answers given are suspicious.  People v Williams, 472 Mich 308, 315-
316, 696 NW2d 636 (2005). In the instant case, Tpr. Cope pulled Mason over on the 
service drive at 19:50:09 and after examining his identification and paperwork, and 
confirming said violations, Tpr. Cope had Mason step out of his vehicle (which is when 
Mason dropped the gun) 1 minute 50 seconds later at 19:51:59. Being detained less 
than two minutes to be asked questions by an officer for multiple traffic infractions 
before being asked to step from the vehicle is a reasonable period of time. 

In People v Martinez, 187 Mich App 160, 166, 466 NW2d 380 (1991), the Michigan 
Court of Appeals quotes several U.S. Supreme Court decisions that are directly on 
point to this analysis and the dangers offers face during a traffic stop: 

“Certainly it would be unreasonable to require that police officers take 
unnecessary risks in the performance of their duties.” Terry v. Ohio, [392 U.S. 
1, 23, 88 S.Ct. 1868 [1881], 20 L.Ed.2d 889 (1968) ]. And we have specifically 
recognized the inordinate risk confronting an officer as he approaches a person 
seated in an automobile. “According to one study, approximately 30% of police 
shootings occurred when a police officer approached a suspect seated in an 
automobile. Bristow, Police Officer Shootings—A Tactical Evaluation, 54 J 
Crim L C & P S 93 (1963).” Adams v. Williams, 407 U.S. 143, 148, n. 3 [92 S.Ct. 
1921, 1924, n. 3, 32 L.Ed.2d 612 (1972) ]. We are aware that not all these 
assaults occur when issuing traffic summons [sic], but we have before expressly 
declined to accept the argument that traffic violations necessarily involve less 
danger to officers than other types of confrontations. United States v. Robinson, 
414 U.S. 218, 234 [94 S.Ct. 467, 476, 38 L.Ed.2d 427 (1973) ]. Indeed, it appears 
“that a significant percentage of murders of police officers occurs when the 
officers are making traffic stops.” Id. at 234, n. 5, 94 S.Ct. at 476 n. 5. 

It is clear that Tpr. Cope’s traffic stop of Mason was legal, and he was legally allowed 
to tell Mason to step from the vehicle on May 16, 2025 during the traffic stop as Mason 
was the driver and sole occupant of the vehicle. 

USE OF FORCE, USE OF DEADLY FORCE & RELATED POLICIES 
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All Michigan State Police officers are required to follow Official Order 05-01 Subject 
Control and Use of Force and Official Order 05-02 Use of Deadly Force15. 

OFFICAL ORDER 05-01 Subject Control and Use of Force 

05-01-1 OBJECTIVELY REASONABLE USE OF FORCE 

A. Under the Fourth Amendment of the United States Constitution, a law 
enforcement officer may only use such force as is “objectively reasonable” under 
all of the circumstances. The standard that courts will use to examine whether 
the use of force is constitutional was first set forth in Graham v. Connor, 490 
U.S. 386 (1989), and expanded by subsequent court cases. The reasonableness 
of a particular use of force must be judged from the perspective of a reasonable 
law enforcement officer on the scene at the moment the force was used, rather 
than with 20/20 vision of hindsight. The reasonableness must account for the 
fact that law enforcement officers are often forced to make split-second 
judgments – in circumstances that are tense, uncertain, and rapidly evolving 
– about the amount of force that is necessary in a particular situation. 

B. Reasonableness will be determined by balancing the nature and quality of 
the intrusions with the countervailing governmental interests. The question is 
whether the law enforcement officer’s actions are objectively reasonable in 
light of the facts and circumstances confronting the officer. Objective factors 
will determine the reasonableness of force including, but not limited to, the 
severity of the crime, whether the suspect poses an immediate threat to the 
safety of the law enforcement officers or others, and whether the suspect is 
actively resisting arrest or attempting to evade arrest by flight. 

OFFICAL ORDER 05-02-1 Use of Deadly Force 

A. Deadly force is any use of force that creates a substantial risk of causing 
death or serious bodily harm. 

B. Deadly force is authorized to protect enforcement members or others from 
what is reasonably believed to be a threat of death or serious bodily harm. 

15 Some portions of Official Order 05-01 Subject Control and Use of Force and Official Order 05-02 
Use of Deadly Force were not included in this memorandum as they were not relevant to this 
situation or analysis. 
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C. Deadly force shall be exercised only when all other reasonable efforts to 
subdue the subject have failed or reasonable efforts cannot succeed without 
endangering the life of the enforcement member or others. 

D. If a verbal warning is feasible under the circumstances and doing so will not 
increase the risk of injury to the member or any other person, the enforcement 
member should identify themselves as a law enforcement officer and give a 
verbal warning of their intent to use deadly force. 

OFFICAL ORDER 05-02-2 FIREARMS 

B. Enforcement members and authorized non-enforcement members shall consider 
the totality of the circumstances when deciding to draw, point, or discharge a firearm, 
including, but not limited to, the following factors: 

(1) Severity of the offense. 

(2) Risk of injury to innocent bystanders. 

(3) Immediate threat to the enforcement member(s) and the public. 

(4) Apparent age of the suspect 

(5) Victim-suspect relationship. 

(6) Knowledge of the suspect’s identity. 

C. Life-Threatening Felony 

(1) Firearms may be drawn, pointed, or discharged to affect an arrest when an 
enforcement member has probable cause to believe a person has committed a 
life-threatening felony listed in Section 05-02-2 C.(2) below or has escaped from 
custody after having been arrested for or convicted of committing a life-
threatening felony. 

(2) Whenever used in the Official Orders, life-threatening felonies are: 

a. Murder and attempted murder 

(3) An enforcement member shall not discharge a firearm on a person who is 
fleeing on suspicion alone that such person may have committed a life-
threatening felony or solely because a person fails to stop on command or runs 
a blockade. 

F. Drawing Firearms 
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had to use force to protect [himself] from the imminent unlawful use of force by 
another.” Id. The individual need not be correct in their evaluation of the danger 
presented, so long as their belief was honest and reasonable. Second, a person may 
only use the degree of force that seems necessary at the time, and the individual must 
have used appropriate force under the circumstances as [he] saw them. In making 
this determination, one must consider whether the individual knew of another means 
of protecting himself, but one must also consider “how the excitement of the moment 
affected the choice [he] made.” Id. Third, “the right to defend [oneself] only lasts as 
long as it seems necessary for the purpose of protection.” Id. Fourth, the individual 
claiming self-defense must not have acted wrongfully or instigated the assault. Id. 
See also, People v. Deason, 148 Mich. App. 27 (1985) and Brownell v. People, 38 Mich. 
732 (1878). 

The Michigan Model Criminal Jury Instructions also state in M Crim JI 7.20 Burden 
of Proof-Self-Defense that “The defendant does not have to prove that [he] acted in 
self-defense. Instead, the prosecutor must prove beyond a reasonable doubt that the 
defendant did not act in self-defense.” 

Once a defendant raises the issue of self-defense and “satisfies the initial burden of 
producing some evidence from which a jury could conclude that the elements 
necessary to establish a prima facie defense of self-defense exist,” the prosecution 
must “exclude the possibility” of self-defense beyond a reasonable doubt. People v. 
Dupree, 486 Mich. 693, 709–710, 788 N.W.2d 399 (2010).  “[o]ne who is not the 
aggressor in an encounter is justified in using a reasonable amount of force against 
his adversary when he reasonably believes (a) that he is in immediate danger of 
unlawful bodily harm from his adversary and (b) that the use of such force is 
necessary to avoid this danger. (citing 2 LaFave, Substantive Criminal Law (2d ed), 
§ 10.4, p. 142.). Dupree at 707.  A claim of self -defense or defense of others first 
requires that a defendant has acted in response to an assault. City of Detroit v Smith, 
235 Mich App 235, 238; 597 NW2d 247, 249 (1999).  

There is an additional hurdle for the People to overcome as Tpr. Cope had a legal 
right to be there and there was no duty Tpr. Cope to retreat away from Mason under 
the Self Defense Act (SDA).  MCL 780.972 

(1) An individual who has not or is not engaged in the commission of a crime 
at the time he or she uses deadly force may use deadly force against another 
individual anywhere he or she has the legal right to be with no duty to 
retreat if either of the following applies: 
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(a) The individual honestly and reasonably believes that the use of deadly 
force is necessary to prevent the imminent death of or imminent great bodily 
harm to himself or herself or to another individual. 

“Section 2 of the SDA removed the traditional common-law duty to retreat, so long as 
the individual engaging in self-defense or defense of others was not committing or 
had not committed a crime and had a legal right to be where they were when they 
used force.” People v. Leffew, 508 Mich. 625, 641, 975 N.W.2d 896, “[A]side from 
limiting one's duty to retreat, the statute did not modify or abrogate the common-law 
defenses of self-defense or defense of others” or the right to use deadly or nondeadly 
force. Id. at 642. 

A prosecutor may only charge said individual with a crime arising out of the use of 
deadly force if the prosecutor can provide evidence “establishing that the individual’s 
actions were not justified.” M.C.L. 780.961(1)(2). See also, People v. Guajardo, 300 
Mich App 26 (2013) (discussing and upholding Michigan’s Self Defense Act and the 
use of deadly force). 

Further, the U.S. Supreme Court has also ruled regarding the right to use deadly 
force and in particular in the context of police officers use of deadly force. In Tennessee 
v. Gardner, the U.S. Supreme Court stated “[w]here the officer has probably cause to 
believe that the suspect poses a threat of serious physical harm, either to the officer 
or to others, it is not constitutionally unreasonable to prevent escape by using deadly 
force. Thus, if the suspect threatens the officer with a weapon or there is probably 
cause to believe that he has committed a crime involving the infliction or threatened 
infliction of serious physical harm, deadly force may be used if necessary to prevent 
escape, and if, where feasible, some warning has been given.” Tenn. v. Garner, 471 
US 1, 11-12 (1985). 

The U.S. Supreme Court also analyzed and ruled on the issue of police use of force in 
Graham v. Connor, 490 US 386 (1989). In Graham v. Connor, the Court held that 
claims alleging police officers have used excessive force must be analyzed under the 
Fourth Amendment “reasonableness standard” and not under a “substantive due 
process” approach. Id. at 395. Additionally, “[t]he ‘reasonableness’ of a particular use 
of force must be judged from the perspective of a reasonable officer on the scene, 
rather than with the 20/20 vision of hindsight.” Id. at 396. In determining whether 
an officer’s actions were reasonable, there must be “allowance for the fact that police 
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officers are often forced to make split-second judgments – in circumstances that are 
tense, uncertain, and rapidly evolving…” Id. at 396-97. 

Based on all the available evidence Tpr. Justin’s Cope’s belief that deadly force was 
necessary was both honest and reasonable under the law. MCL 780.961 and the cited 
case law prohibits our office from issuing criminal charges in this case where we 
cannot prove that the use of deadly force was unjustified. Charges against Trooper 
Justin Cope must be denied. 

VI. Conclusion 
No charges may be issued against Trooper Justin Cope for his actions on May 16, 
2025, in Detroit. 

Press release: No. 




