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SUMMARY

The Minnesota Supreme Court reviewed Justin Lamont Buckingham's convictions for aiding and
abetting first-degree murder and attempted first-degree murder arising from a drive-by shooting. The
court rejected challenges concerning custodial-interrogation recording, contact with Buckingham
without counsel, sufficiency of the evidence, and prosecutorial misconduct. It affirmed the convictions
and modified the sentences for attempted first-degree drive-by shooting murder from 243 months to
the statutory maximum of 240 months.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Buckingham's police statements should be suppressed because the interview was not recorded
in violation of State v. Scales.

2. Whether Buckingham's statements should be suppressed because police interviewed him without his
attorney present or consent.

3. Whether the evidence was sufficient to prove that Buckingham aided and abetted first-degree murder
and attempted first-degree murder.

4. Whether the sentences of 243 months for attempted first-degree drive-by shooting murder exceeded the
statutory maximum.

5. Whether unobjected-to prosecutorial statements concerning gang-related threats constituted plain
prosecutorial misconduct requiring relief.

HOLDINGS

1. Any failure to record Buckingham's custodial interrogation was not a substantial violation of State v.
Scales and therefore did not require suppression of the statements.

2. Buckingham's statements were not obtained through improper police contact requiring suppression.

3. The evidence was sufficient for a reasonable jury to find Buckingham guilty of aiding and abetting first-
degree murder.

4. The statutory maximum sentence for each attempted first-degree drive-by shooting murder conviction
was 240 months, not 243 months; the sentences were reduced accordingly.

5. The prosecutor's challenged gang-related statements did not constitute reversible plain error.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We need not determine if there was a Scales violation here because, if there was, it was not substantial.” (at
69)

“Given the de minimis sentencing error here, we reduce the sentences for aiding and abetting attempted first-
degree drive-by shooting murder to 240 months each, the maximum sentence permitted under the statute.” (at
72)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

After an altercation outside a Minneapolis bar, a white SUV pursued a minivan carrying Ricardo Walker and
others, and shots were fired from the SUV, fatally striking Walker and injuring or endangering other occupants
and a pursuing vehicle. Witness Wright testified that Buckingham was in the SUV's front passenger seat and
fired the shots; police later found Buckingham's fingerprints near that seat. During a later police interview,
Buckingham admitted riding in the SUV with the other participants and acknowledged that shots were fired from
it, although he denied being the shooter.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Buckingham was tried in district court and convicted on nine of twelve submitted counts. The district court
imposed life imprisonment without the possibility of parole, consecutive 180-month terms, and concurrent 243-
month terms. Buckingham appealed, challenging suppression of his police statements, sufficiency of the
evidence, the statutory maximum sentence, and alleged prosecutorial misconduct. The Minnesota Supreme Court
affirmed the convictions and modified the three 243-month sentences to 240 months each.

DISPOSITION

affirmed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

None. The convictions were affirmed, and the three 243-month sentences for attempted first-degree drive-by
shooting murder were reduced to 240 months each.
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