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[bookmark: _GoBack]Summary of the Case
The case of Utah vs. Strieff involved the debate whether the police was right to stop the accused when he was walking out of his house. After the police stopped Strieff, he asked for his identification and after ran checking it, the police discovered that there was a warrant for the arrest of Mr. Strieff for unpaid parking tickets. As a result, the police officer arrested the accused and in the process discovered that he had drugs on his pocket. In his defense for the accusations and arrest, Strieff argued that the police officer had no right to stop and arrest him. He argued that it was a violation of his Fourth Amendment right. The Utah Supreme Court agreed with him to suppress the evidence collected in the process of his arrest to be used in the case. However, on June 20, 2016, the Supreme Court reversed the vote against the decision of the Utah Supreme Court allowing the evidence to be used in the case of Strieff. The Supreme Court permitted the evidence citing that it was attenuated exception to the cited Fourth Amendment’s exclusionary rule. 
The Ruling of the Case
Most of the cases decided at the Supreme Court have significant implications on the U.S. policing system. One such case is the Utah v. Strieff in which the accused argued that the police officers or prosecution did not have the right to use the evidence collected when he was arrested because his Fourth Amendment right was violated. However, the Supreme Court decision agreed with the prosecution to allow the evidence in the court citing that even though the action of the officer in charge of the arrest, Officer Fackrell, was mistaken, but his conduct after that was lawful and did not violate the Fourth Amendment as the defendant argued. The Supreme Court judge, justice Thomas who delivered the opinion of the court cited that the court may have been required to exclude evidence acquired through unconstitutional means like through the police misconduct, but the court has also held that even when the Fourth Amendment violation is involved (Utah v. Strieff, 2016). 
According to Justice Thomas, on behalf of the majority opinion, the exclusionary rule did not apply, especially when the costs of exclusion and discovery of the evidence is too attenuated to justify the violation of the Fourth Amendment that the defendant argued about (Utah v. Strieff, 2016). The majority opinion ruled that the evidence discovered on the accused person, Strieff was admissible and permissible to the court because the claimed unlawful stop was linked to the pre-existing arrest warrant. 
From the ruling of the Supreme Court, I believe that the court was right because he was not arrested in his house, but the police waited for him outside. As Ford (2017) explains in one of the cases that involved the Fourth Amendment discussion, the issue of Fourth Amendment violation has been raised in many cases, but the courts have always seemed to side with the prosecution when there is a reason to. For instance, in the case of Collins v. Virginia on whether Ryan Collins was wrongfully arrested and the police officer trace passed to arrest him in his girlfriend’s house. The Virginia Court of Appeals and the Virginia Supreme Court both agreed with the prosecution to include the evidence obtained during Ryan’s arrest (Ford, 2017). In the case of Utah v. Strieff, the case is not that different because despite that the accused person was arrested when he had drugs on his pocket, he also had a previous arrest warrant that had not expired by the time he was getting arrested.
Further, I believe that the court’s reasoning was correct as well. The reasoning behind the decision to reverse the Utah Supreme Court’s ruling was that even though the exclusionary rule which deters the prosecution from using the evidence collected through police misconduct in the courts, but this rule can be ignored if the benefits of deterrence are outweighed by the social costs of letting the criminal walk free. I also believe that if the court could have sustained the Utah Supreme Court’s ruling to apply exclusionary rule, many criminals who traffic drugs and engage in other unlawful acts could have found a leeway to continue with their illicit activities. 
The significance of the Case

The Supreme Court’s decision in 2016 will have a significant potential impact on the policing system of law enforcement agencies. As Macfarlane (2016) explains, the Utah v. Strieff case is one of the recent cases in which the Supreme Court has declined application of the exclusionary rule, which has been used by many criminals to get a leeway and fight themselves out of the criminal proceedings. This case will help the police to continue with their policing while also looking at better ways to implement effective policing without infringing the rights of the citizens. The case of Utah v. Strieff cited some shortcomings of the police officer who made the arrest that he may have been mistaken, but the fact there was an existing arrest warrant made his actions lawful. 
This observation made by the Supreme Court judges indicates that the police officers also need to ensure that they abide by the law whenever they are making arrests. As Macfarlane (2016) explains, the Fourth Amendment jurisprudence has been cited in many cases like the Utah v. Strieff and many other cases before it with the same aim; to deter the police from constitutional violations. According to Macfarlane (2016), the exclusionary rule can be declined in the case of Utah v. Strieff when the court feels that the deterrent effect outweighs the social costs associated with letting the suspect walk away. The case of Utah regarding drug trafficking started in 2006, and it could have been costly for the agency to let him walk away a decade later. Therefore, arresting the suspect, especially when there was still an existing warrant was correct. 
Recommendations for Avoiding Future Violations
To avoid future violations, the law enforcement agencies and the prosecution leadership need to implement the following actions. First, the leadership needs to ensure that the police officers who are making arrests follow the main constitutional rules provided under the Fourth Amendment which protect people against unlawful searches and seizures; Fifth Amendment which gives suspects the right to an attorney and protects them against self-discrimination and lastly Sixth Amendment which protects suspects from police brutality during interrogation. In some case, the evidence obtained when the police violated either of three laws cannot be applicable in courts. A criminal defense lawyer can find a leeway in arguing that the police violated the defendant's constitutional provisions, which can prevent the obtained evidence from being admitted in the court. 

Secondly, the leadership needs to ensure that the police officers avoid any form of misconduct that during an arrest that may be used by the defense lawyers to give their clients a free passage out of the criminal prosecution. Some of the misconducts that can result in such situations include false arrest, malicious prosecution and excessive use of force during the arrest. The constitution provides rights and protection for every citizen even if they have committed a crime. When they have been found to have committed crime, the law requires that they are arrested and taken to court. The use of excessive force has been associated with many police departments in the United States, which has also reduced the credibility of their pieces of evidence that they present in the cases of prosecution. Therefore, to avoid such violations, the police officers need to be trained on how to handle suspects with dignity better to ensure that they are charged with the crimes that they have committed in the courts. Therefore, to prevent the defense lawyers like in the case of Utah v. Strieff from using the constitutional violations to prevent evidence from being admitted in the courts, the police need to ensure that all the Civil Liberties are protected when they are making arrests.
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