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[¶1] STATEMENT OF THE ISSUE 

 [¶2]  The trial court erred in denying the defendant’s motion to suppress 

evidence on the basis of a violation of the Fourth Amendment because the traffic stop 

was unreasonably prolonged after the purpose of the stop had been completed. 

[¶3] STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

 [¶4] This is an appeal arising from a conditional plea of guilty pursuant to Rule 

11(a)(2), N.D.R.Crim.P., and sentence in Pierce County District Court for the offense of 

violation of driving under the influence of alcohol, a fourth offense.. 

 [¶5]  On April 20, 2017, Sandon Stanley Erickson, (hereinafter “Erickson”) was 

charged by citation in Pierce County district court with two counts, which were first, 

Driving Under The Influence Of Alcohol, a violation of § 39-08-01(1)(B), N.D.C.C., 

which was enhanced to a Class C Felony because of previous qualifying prior offenses; 

and second, Driving Under the Influence of Alcohol or with a blood alcohol content of 

.08% or greater, a violation of § 39-08-01, N.D.C.C., which was also enhanced to a Class 

C Felony because of previous qualifying prior offenses. 

[¶6]   Erickson made his initial appearance before a magistrate on May 2, 2017.  

A Complaint alleging the above-described offenses was filed on May 15, 2017, to replace 

the underlying citation.  Following a preliminary hearing on June 6, 2017, in which the 

court found there was probable cause to proceed, Erickson pled not guilty.   

[¶7] Erickson filed a notice of motion and motion to suppress and brief on July 

5, 2017.  The State filed a brief in opposition to the defendant’s motion to suppress on 

July 17, 2017.  A motions hearing was held on August 1, 2017, and an order denying the 

motion to suppress was filed on August 16, 2017.  



Page 5 of 18 
 

[¶8] On August 24, 2017, a stipulation or agreement for a conditional plea of 

guilty pursuant to Rule 11(a)(2), N.D.R.Crim.P., was filed on August 24, 2017.  A 

criminal judgment was filed on August 25, 2017.  The court accepted the conditional plea 

pursuant to an order on August 30, 2017. 

 [¶9] A notice of appeal was properly filed on August 28, 2017. 

[¶10] STATEMENT OF THE FACTS 

 [¶11] At the preliminary hearing, Pierce County Sheriff’s Deputy Taylor 

Schiller (hereinafter “Deputy Schiller”) was patrolling north of Rugby, North Dakota, on 

country roads.  He was looking for a vehicle which had recently been reported stolen 

within the City of Rugby.  Deputy Schiller had knowledge of the license plate number of 

the stolen vehicle and that the stolen vehicle was a Ford SUV.  Preliminary Hearing 

Transcript (hereinafter “PH Tran.”) 7:15-25, 9:15-17.  As he was patrolling, Deputy 

Schiller saw a Ford SUV at a distance, and after driving to intercept this vehicle, he 

pulled in behind the Ford SUV to read the license plate number.  PH Tran. 11:17-18. 

 [¶12] Because Deputy Schiller could not read the license plate number of the 

Ford SUV he was following, he pulled in behind the vehicle to read the plate number.  He 

did not activate his emergency lights at this time.  PH Tran. 19:19:24. The Ford SUV 

pulled over to the side of the road, and Deputy Schiller pulled over and exited his squad 

car to speak with the driver.  PH Tran. 11:17-22. Deputy Schiller testified that the stolen 

vehicle was registered as a 2006 Ford Expedition.  Erickson’s vehicle—the vehicle which 

had pulled over to the side of the road—was a 2003 Ford Explorer.  Deputy Schiller 

believed the color of the stolen vehicle was “darker in color, a brown/tan Ford SUV” 
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from the information he had received from dispatch.  PH Tran. 14:4-19. He did not know 

the color of the stolen vehicle.  PH Tran. 18:9-16.   

[¶13]  The stolen vehicle was located after the subsequent arrest.  PH Tran. 

15:7-15.   

 [¶14] When Deputy Schiller exited his squad car to get closer to the stopped 

vehicle, the Ford SUV pulled away and continued to travel.  PH Tran. 19-20. At that 

point, Deputy Schiller was unable to obtain the license plate for this vehicle.  PH Tran. 

18:25, 19:1-3.  Deputy Schiller first activated his emergency lights and initiated a stop.  

PH Tran. 11:23-25, 12:1-2.   

[¶15] Deputy Schiller testified that once he pulled behind the vehicle after he 

activated the emergency lights, he could read the license plate.  He relayed the license 

plate number to dispatch.   PH Tran. 13:24-25, 14:1-3, 20.  Once Deputy Schiller read the 

license plate on the 2006 Ford Explorer, he was aware that the vehicle he had stopped 

was not the vehicle which had been stolen.  PH Tran. 21. 

 [¶16] Deputy Schiller approached the 2006 Ford Explorer, recognized Erickson 

as the driver, found probable cause to believe that Erickson had been drinking alcoholic 

beverages, and arrested Erickson for driving under the influence.  PH Tran. 22:14-17. 

[¶17] At the conclusion of the preliminary hearing, the trial court found probable 

cause and proceeded to arraignment.  Erickson pled not guilty.  PH Tran. 31-33, 37:1-5. 

[¶18] A motions hearing was held on August 1, 2017.  At that hearing, Deputy 

Schiller testified he was investigating a report of a stolen vehicle on the day in question.  

He was looking for a “brown or tan SUV that was stolen from the – near the laundromat 

near the Amtrak station in Rugby; last seen traveling northbound on Highway 3.”  
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Motions Hearing Transcript (hereinafter “Motion Tran.”) 7:1-8. He testified he found an 

“SUV that matched the description, more or less.”  Motion Tran. 7:9-11. He testified that 

prior to turning on his emergency lights, the vehicle stopped “in front of me” near the 

shoulder of the travel road on the right-hand side, half on the grass.   Deputy Schiller 

exited his vehicle but was unable to read the license plate before the vehicle began to 

proceed south on the road he was traveling on.  Motion Tran. 7:15-25, 8:1-5.   

 [¶19] Deputy Schiller then proceeded to “commence a traffic stop” by activating 

his emergency lights.  Motion Tran. 8:13-18. The suspect vehicle then pulled over again.  

Deputy Schiller testified: 

As I was exiting the vehicle, I was able to read the license plate of the vehicle, 
which didn’t match the description of the stolen vehicle – or the license plate that 
I was given of the stolen vehicle…I was probably halfway out of my vehicle, 
starting to approach the vehicle I stopped. 

 
Motion Tran. 8:20-25, 9:1-8. 
 
 [¶20] However, Deputy Schiller made contact with the driver.  He articulated 

the purpose of this continued contact: 

Well, to just make contact; advise them of the reason they were stopped, being 
that it matched the description of the stolen vehicle. 

 
Motion Tran. 9:14-16. 
 

[¶21] When Deputy Schiller made contact with the driver of the vehicle, he 

recognized Erickson was the driver from prior contacts with Erickson.  He also knew 

Erickson had a suspended driver’s license.  Defense counsel objected to further testimony 

regarding what occurred after the initial contact with the driver on the grounds of 

relevancy.  Motion Tran. 10:-11:1-7.  The trial court overruled the objection.  Id. 11:8-11. 
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[¶22] On cross-examination, Deputy Schiller testified that as he called into 

dispatch a description of the vehicle, he was able to read the license plate and realized 

that the vehicle he had stopped was not the stolen vehicle he was looking for.  

Q.  But when you – when you realized that, hey, the license plate on this vehicle 

is not the license plate on the – of the stolen vehicle, at that point in time you had 

no idea who was driving this vehicle, correct? 

A.  Correct. 

Q.  Okay.  And your sole reason for stopping the vehicle, again, was because you 

were looking for a stolen vehicle. 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Okay.  It was only after you realized that this license plate was not that of the 

stolen vehicle, it’s only after that you approached the driver of this vehicle, 

correct? 

A.   Yes. 

Q.  And it is after you approached the driver that you determined the driver was 

Sandon Erickson. 

A.  Yes. 

Motion Tran. 13-14. 

 [¶23] After the State and the defense completed their questioning of Deputy 

Schiller, the trial court then asked a series of questions of the witness: 

 BY THE COURT Q.  Refresh my memory from the preliminary hearing.  When 

the call came in for the stolen Ford SUV, did you have a color in that call or not? 

A.  All’s it was, it was a brown/tan.  That’s what I was – received from dispatch. 
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Q.  Okay.  And this vehicle was what color? 

A.  I believe it is maroon.  But it was dirty and it had – it had dust from 

traveling back roads or gravel roads; so it was dirty tan color. 

Q.  Did you have a license plate number of the stolen vehicle? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  And the back of this mar – this Ford SUV, you said it was dirty.  What do 

you mean by that? 

A.  I couldn’t read the plate until I actually stopped behind the vehicle and I 

was trying to call out a description and I was focusing on the plate.  And then 

I could read it, although it was still dirty.  I wouldn’t be able to read it as I was 

driving. 

Q.  So you had to make the stop in order to be able to get close enough to see 

the license plate? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Okay.  Thereafter, when you saw that it wasn’t the plate from the stolen 

vehicle, what did you do? 

A.  I approached the driver to, essentially, make contact and advise him why 

they were stopped.  At that point, I also was a little skeptical; a part of me 

said, well, maybe they changed the plates.  And so I wanted to make contact 

to, basically, just see what going on with the driver, who the driver was. 

Motion Tran. 15-16:1-9. 
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 [¶24] On re-cross examination, defense counsel asked about when Deputy 

Schiller realized that the color of the vehicle he was stopping was not the same color as 

the reported stolen vehicle.  Deputy Schiller responded: 

No.  I mean, I was – I was, kind of – it was a close description is, basically, what 
was running through my mind.  It’s close.  It’s – you know, maybe not exact.  
Sometimes colors don’t match on the registration.  So it was close enough 
description, in my opinion, to make a stop. 

 
Motion Tran. 16:19-23.  Defense counsel also clarified that when the vehicle pulled over 

the first time, the vehicle was not required by law to pull over because Deputy Schiller 

had not activated his overhead lights.  Motion Tran. 16:14-22. 

 [¶25] No other witnesses were called, and both sides rested.  Upon argument at 

the suppression hearing, the State argued that the stop of Erickson’s vehicle was 

reasonable and required only reasonable suspicion since Erickson’s vehicle was similar to 

the description received by Deputy Schiller for a stolen vehicle.  The State also argued 

that Erickson’s license plate was so dirty that Deputy Schiller could not read it until the 

vehicle was stopped.  Deputy Schiller was also suspicious that the license plate had been 

changed even after the stop of Erickson’s vehicle.  The State argued that to adopt the 

defense’s position that once Deputy Schiller determined Erickson’s vehicle was not the 

stolen vehicle, the officer should then turn off the emergency lights on the squad car and 

drive away because this would leave a motorist wondering what the reason for the stop 

had been, which would be an absurdity. Motion Tran. 18-21. 

 [¶26] The defense argued that the protections of the Fourth Amendment to the 

United States Constitution would trump an allegedly absurd result because of the 

constitutional guarantee against unreasonable searches and seizures.  Because the sole 

reason for the stop was due to the suspicion that it was a stolen vehicle and was not aware 



Page 11 of 18 
 

of any other facts including the identity of the driver, whether the driver’s driving 

privileges had been suspended, or that the driver had been consuming alcohol, once that 

investigative objective had been accomplished, the detention of Erickson should have 

terminated at that point. The defense also distinguished a South Dakota case cited by the 

State in its brief because in that case the police officer stopped that vehicle for not having 

a license plate, only to realize upon approaching the vehicle there was a temporary 

registration sticker in the window.  In closing, the defense said that its position would not 

create an absurd result; rather, this would uphold the right of persons not to have a 

detention under the Fourth Amendment extend beyond the purpose of the initial 

detention, absent reasonable suspicion.  Motion Tran. 21-24. The defense also contended 

that once the original purpose of the traffic stop was completed, the officer must have 

reasonable suspicion that criminal activity was afoot to continue the detention.  Id. 28:19-

23. 

 [¶27] After viewing the video of the traffic stop which was taken after the 

emergency lights were activated, the trial court ruled from the bench and denied the 

motion to suppress.  The trial court stated that Erickson’s vehicle, which the court 

characterized as a “dark or mud-covered Ford SUV”, had pulled over without the officer 

turning on his emergency lights, then pulled away before the officer could read the mud-

covered license plate, was unusual for pulling over and unusual for pulling away.  The 

court observed it is not unusual for vehicles to quickly become covered in mud and dust 

on gravel roads in April.  The trial court then stated: 

So thereafter, at that point, is it reasonable to expect the officer, when he sees the 
license plate is not the same license plate number, to go back, shut off the patrol 
lights, and drive away with no offi – no contact with the driver to go forward and 



Page 12 of 18 
 

explain to the driver the reason for the stop and inquire as to the potential… [the 
officer] needs to make some sort of contact [with the driver] to explain the stop. 
 

Motion Tran. 34:4-9, 15-16. 
 
 [¶28] On August 24, 2017, a stipulation or agreement for a conditional plea of 

guilty pursuant to Rule 11(a)(2), N.D.R.Crim.P., was filed on August 24, 2017.  A 

criminal judgment was filed on August 25, 2017.  The court accepted the conditional plea 

pursuant to an order on August 30, 2017. 

  [¶29] A notice of appeal was properly filed on August 28, 2017. 

 [¶30] JURISDICTION 

 [¶31] Appeals are allowed from lower district courts to the Supreme Court as 

provided by law.  N.D. Const. art. VI, § 6.  A defendant may appeal from a verdict of 

guilty and final judgment of conviction.  N.D.C.C. § 29-28-06. 

[¶32] STANDARD OF REVIEW 

 [¶33] The standard of review in preliminary proceedings in a criminal case will 

not be reversed if, after the conflicts in the testimony are resolved in favor of affirmance, 

there is sufficient competent evidence fairly capable of supporting the trial court's 

findings, and the decision is not contrary to the manifest weight of the evidence. 

In reviewing a district court's decision on a motion to suppress evidence, we defer 
to the district court's findings of fact and resolve conflicts in testimony in favor of 
affirmance. We will affirm a district court's decision on a motion to suppress if 
there is sufficient competent evidence fairly capable of supporting the trial court's 
findings, and the decision is not contrary to the manifest weight of the evidence. 
Our standard of review recognizes the importance of the district court's 
opportunity to observe the witnesses and assess their credibility. Questions of law 
are fully reviewable on appeal, and whether a finding of fact meets a legal 
standard is a question of law. (Citations omitted.) 

 
State v. Hawkins, 2017 ND 172 ¶6, 898 N.W.2d 446. 
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 [¶34] ARGUMENT 

 [¶35] The trial court erred in denying the defendant’s motion to suppress evidence 

on the basis of a violation of the Fourth Amendment because the traffic stop was 

unreasonably prolonged after the purpose of the stop had been completed. 

 [¶36] The State, apparently recognizing the fundamental issues in this case, in 

its State’s Brief in Opposition to Defendant’s Motion to Suppress and Request for Oral 

Argument, relied heavily upon the decision in Terry v. Ohio, 392 U.S. 1 (1968).  

However, in its analysis, the State argued about reasonable suspicion or probable cause to 

stop a vehicle after observing a traffic violation.  Here, there were no traffic violations 

which were observed by the officer.  Rather, the officer was investigating a report of a 

stolen vehicle and a possible abandoned vehicle in the vicinity which were received from 

his dispatcher.  Other than the officer’s own observations about the general make and 

model of the stolen vehicle, the color of the vehicle, and the license plate number, the 

officer had no other reliable information regarding the stolen vehicle.  The officer did not 

observe any of the standard reasons for a traffic stop, so the stop which was effectuated in 

this situation was an investigatory stop.   

 [¶37] Nevertheless, the stop of Erickson’s vehicle amounted to a seizure under 

the Fourth Amendment to the United States Constitution. 

It is quite plain that the Fourth Amendment governs "seizures" of the person 
which do not eventuate in a trip to the stationhouse and prosecution for crime -- 
"arrests" in traditional terminology. It must be recognized that, whenever a police 
officer accosts an individual and restrains his freedom to walk away, he has 
"seized" that person. 

 
Terry at 16.  Accordingly, the Supreme Court established a two-prong test to determine 

whether the intrusion, or detention, of an individual is reasonable: whether the officer's 
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action was justified at its inception, and whether it was reasonably related in scope to the 

circumstances which justified the interference in the first place.  Id. at 20.   

And, in justifying the particular intrusion, the police officer must be able to point 
to specific and articulable facts which, taken together with rational inferences 
from those facts, reasonably warrant that intrusion. [Footnote omitted]   The 
scheme of the Fourth Amendment becomes meaningful only when it is assured 
that, at some point, the conduct of those charged with enforcing the laws can be 
subjected to the more detached, neutral scrutiny of a judge who must evaluate the 
reasonableness of a particular search or seizure in light of the particular 
circumstances. [Footnote omitted]   And, in making that assessment, it is 
imperative that the facts be judged against an objective standard: would the facts 
available to the officer at the moment of the seizure or the search "warrant a man 
of reasonable caution in the belief" that the action taken was appropriate? 
[Citations omitted and footnote omitted.] Anything less would invite intrusions 
upon constitutionally guaranteed rights based on nothing more substantial than 
inarticulate hunches, a result this Court has consistently refused to sanction. 
[Citations omitted.] 

 
Terry at 21-22.   

 [¶38] Here, the Deputy Schiller testified that his only reason for initially pulling 

in behind Erickson’s vehicle were: 

1. A tan/brown 2003 Ford SUV had been reported to have been stolen, 

information which was relayed to the deputy by his dispatcher. 

2. Erickson’s vehicle was a Ford SUV, albeit of a somewhat different model, 

year of manufacture, and color than the stolen vehicle. 

Deputy Schiller testified he was unable to immediately read the license plate number on 

Erickson’s vehicle, and it may be assumed that he pulled close behind Erickson’s vehicle 

so as to read the license plate number.  Further, it does not appear from Deputy Schiller’s 

testimony that the license plates were unreasonably obscured by “mud, ice, or snow”, as 

required by Section 39-04-11, N.D.C.C., merely that he had difficulty in reading the 

license plate number.  The deputy did not activate his emergency lights at this time. 
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 [¶39] Although the deputy did not activate his emergency lights, Erickson then 

pulled over to the side of the road, half on the grass and half on the road.  The record does 

not reflect why Erickson would have done this, although having a closely following 

vehicle on a gravel road in the middle of the afternoon may be a reason to do so.  

Erickson then pulled away, at which time Deputy Schiller did activate his emergency 

lights.  Erickson pulled over, as he was legally required to do.  As Deputy Schiller was 

exiting his vehicle and was calling in his stop to dispatch, he then could read the license 

plate number and realized at that moment Erickson’s vehicle was not the stolen vehicle 

he was looking for.  At this point in time, this portion of Deputy Schiller’s investigation 

was completed.  The trial court held on that even though the purpose of the investigation 

had been completed, the officer could then extend the traffic stop beyond its original 

purpose to provide the driver an explanation for the stop.  Motion Tran. 34:4-9, 15-16. 

 [¶40] The Supreme Court of the United States has held that investigative 

detentions, including traffic stops, “must be temporary and last no longer than is 

necessary to effectuate the purpose of the stop.”  Florida v. Royer, 460 U.S. 491, 507 

(1983).  Traffic stops may become unreasonable if they are unnecessarily prolonged.  

United States v. Sharpe, 470 U.S. 675, 682 (1985).  In a more recent case, the Supreme 

Court case analyzed whether police officers may extend the length of a traffic stop to 

conduct a search with a trained detection dog. The Court held that officers may not 

unreasonably extend the length of a traffic stop to conduct a dog sniff unrelated to the 

original purpose of the stop. However, the Court remanded the case to the United States 

Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit to determine whether the officer's extension of 
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the traffic stop was independently justified by reasonable suspicion.  Rodriguez v. United 

States, 575 U.S. ___ (2015).   

 [¶41] Examining what Deputy Schiller knew at the time, he had stopped a 

vehicle on a gravel road.  The vehicle had initially pulled over to the side of the road 

without having emergency lights activated by the officer.  When the officer also pulled 

over, the vehicle pulled out.  The officer then activated his emergency lights, and the 

vehicle pulled over.  The officer did not describe any other “reasonable suspicion”, other 

than the vehicle was dirty and he had some difficulty reading the license plate.  It does 

not appear from his testimony that he believed the license plate was unreasonably 

obscured or that he was intending to write a citation for this.  Even the trial court 

observed,  

But gravel road(s) in North Dakota in April, it [the license plate] could have 
gotten dirty in fairly short order depending upon the roads going down and the 
conditions of the roads. 

 
Motion Tran. 33:25, 34:1-3.  The question then becomes whether this investigatory traffic 

stop, which was not for an observable traffic violation personally seen by the officer, was 

unreasonably extended and prolonged by an “explanation”.   

 [¶42] In a situation in which a law enforcement officer did not observe a traffic 

violation, but attempted to justify a traffic stop which was based upon information from a 

non-law enforcement source, this court held: 

Based upon the information conveyed, there is only a possibility that a violation 
had occurred. This is the functional equivalent of the "possible reckless driver or 
drunk driver" held to be insufficient to establish a reasonable and articulable 
suspicion in Anderson, 2005 ND 97, ¶ 21, 696 N.W.2d 918. 

 
We conclude, under the totality of the circumstances, Officer Kapp did not have a 
reasonable and articulable suspicion to justify the stop of Gabel's vehicle. 
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Gabel v. N.D. Department of Transportation, 2006 ND 178 ¶¶ 15-16, 720 N.W.2d 433.  

See also State v. Jones, 214 Ohio 496 (2014).  In the Jones case, two officers, claiming 

they could not read a license plate because it was partially obscured by a tinted license 

plate cover and trailer hitch, stopped Jones’ vehicle.  While one officer spoke to the 

driver, the other officer walked to the rear of the vehicle and read the license plate 

number.  The driver admitted his license was suspended and since the vehicle was 

registered to the driver’s mother, the officers had the vehicle towed.  While conducting an 

inventory search prior to the tow, the officers found a bag of crack cocaine.  At the 

suppression hearing, the driver argued the officers had no reason to stop him and ask for 

his driver’s license.  As part of his proof, he introduced a photograph of the rear license 

plate the driver’s mother received as a traffic-camera citation.  The trial court granted the 

motion to suppress, and the state appealed.  On appeal, the appellate upheld the trial 

court’s decision.  In Jones, the traffic stop was initiated because of a perceived violation 

of motor vehicle equipment statutes.  In the instant case, the traffic stop was initiated as 

part of an ongoing investigation for a stolen vehicle, rather than any violation of traffic 

laws.  There was no probable cause to stop Erickson’s vehicle for any traffic violation 

and no indicia of a crime observed by Deputy Schiller once the question about the license 

plate was resolved.  Once the  investigative detentions had halted, there was no reasonable 

suspicion or probable cause to continue the traffic stops.  Traffic stops must be temporary 

and last no longer than is necessary to effectuate the purpose of the stop.  Royer at 507.  

There is no exception to the requirement for a traffic stop to be no longer than necessary 

so a law enforcement officer may provide an explanation for the stop. 
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 [¶43] Rather, if this case is upheld on the basis of allowing an investigatory 

traffic stop, not based upon an observable traffic violation and where the purpose of the 

stop had ceased, to be prolonged so a law enforcement officer may provide an 

explanation for the stop to the driver, this unreasonable prolongation of the stop is not 

allowed under the Fourth Amendment.   

[¶44]  CONCLUSION 

[¶45] For this court to hold that such a prolongation of an investigatory traffic 

stop to provide an “explanation” to the driver would create a “North Dakota Nice” 

exception to the Fourth Amendment which would allow law enforcement to stop vehicles 

for no observable suspicious actions or behavior and, once the purpose of the stop had 

ceased, to unreasonably prolong the traffic stop to provide an explanation for the stop.   

Erickson requests the Supreme Court to reverse the criminal judgment and remand the 

same.   

 [¶46] The Appellant respectfully prays that the Court grant the relief requested. 

 
Dated this 8th day of February, 2018. 
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 /s/ Russell J. Myhre 
 ___________________________ 
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Rule 5. 

  

Dated this 8th day of February, 2018. 

 

 

 /s/ Russell J. Myhre 

 _________________________________ 

 Russell J. Myhre (ND ID 03180) 

 Myhre Law Office 

 341 Central Ave. N, Ste. 3 

 Valley City, ND 58072 

 Phone: 701-845-1444 

 Fax: 701-845-1888 

 efile@myhrelaw.com 

 Attorney for Defendant/Appellant 

 



IN THE SUPREME COURT 

STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA 
 

State of North Dakota,   ) 

      )  

  Plaintiff/Appellee,  ) CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

      ) 

 vs.     ) Supreme Court Case No. 20170320 

      ) 

Sandon Stanley Erickson,   ) Pierce County File No. 

      ) 35-2017-CR-00047 

  Defendant/Appellant.  ) 

 

I, Russell J. Myhre, do hereby certify that on February 13, 2018, I served the following 

documents: 

 

 1. Brief of Appellant 

 2. Appendix of Appellant  

 

On: 

  

Joshua Edwin Frey 

Attorney at Law 

McHenry County State's Attorney 

407 Main St. S., #307 

Towner, ND 58788  

jfrey@nd.gov   

  

by Electronic Filing, pursuant to N.D. Sup. Ct. Admin. Order 16. 

   

Dated this 13th day of February, 2018. 

 

 

 /s/ Russell J. Myhre 

 _________________________________ 

 Russell J. Myhre (ND ID 03180) 

 Myhre Law Office 

 341 Central Ave. N, Ste. 3 

 Valley City, ND 58072 

 Phone: 701-845-1444 

 Fax: 701-845-1888 

 efile@myhrelaw.com 

 Attorney for Defendant/Appellant 

 




