
            IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF GREENE COUNTY, MISSOURI 

                                                      Division 2 

 
 

STATE OF MISSOURI,    ) 

Plaintiff,     ) 

) 

Vs.       )       Case No: 1531-CR03590-01 

) 

,    ) 

Defendant,      ) 

                                                                 ORDER 

 Pending is Defendant’s motion to suppress the statement which he made to officers 

following his arrest in Wisconsin. In support of that motion, Defendant contends that his arrest and 

detention by Wisconsin authorities was unlawful. As such, he argues that any statement made 

following that arrest and detention should be suppressed. Defendant also contends that his 

statement to Greene County Officers was involuntary and should be suppressed. 

The facts are not in dispute. In June of 2015, the Greene County Sheriff’s Office began an 

investigation into the death of Clauddinnea Blancharde and the disappearance of Gypsy 

Blancharde.  During the course of that investigation, Defendant was identified as a suspect and the 

authorities obtained search warrants which identified certain emails that traced to the Defendant in 

Waukesha, Wisconsin.  

Greene County Detective Joseph Fletcher subsequently contacted Wisconsin authorities at 

the Waukesha County Sheriff’s office and requested a well-being check of Gypsy Blancharde at 

the address that had been identified in Wisconsin. Detective Fletcher also requested that the 

Wisconsin authorities detain . (Tr. p. 24). 1 Authorities in Wisconsin 

subsequently detained Defendant and held him in custody before Greene County officials arrived.

 Since Defendant was arrested in Wisconsin, the legality of that arrest and subsequent 

detention is governed by the law of the State of Wisconsin. State v. Dulany, 781 S.W.2d 52 (Mo. 

banc 1989). In Wisconsin, unlike Missouri, there is no provision for a Defendant to be held on a 

24-hour investigative hold. Rather, Wisconsin law provides that a law enforcement may arrest a 

person when the law enforcement officer has a warrant for the person’s arrest, believes, on 

reasonable grounds that such a warrant has been issued in Wisconsin or that a felony warrant has 

                                                 
1 Tr. refers to Transcript of Hearing on Motion to Suppress that was conducted on September 25, 2017.  



been issued in another state, or has “reasonable grounds to believe that the person is committing or 

has committed a crime.”  Wis. Stat. § 968.07.   

The State argues that the collective knowledge of the law enforcement officers in Greene 

County was sufficient to justify the arrest of Defendant in Wisconsin. Under Wisconsin law, the 

term “collective knowledge” pertains to that knowledge in the “police department”. Under that 

concept, the police department is viewed as a unit and that the officer actually making the arrest of 

a suspect does not need to have personal knowledge of the evidence necessary to establish 

probable cause. Rather, the officer may rely on the “collective knowledge” of the police agency.  

See, Johnson v. State, 249 N.W. 2d 593 (1977).2   

In Missouri, the Courts have addressed the issue of “collective knowledge” as it applies to 

information received from other departments. See, State v. Franklin, 841 S.W.2d 639, 643-44 (Mo 

banc 1992). In that case, the Court acknowledged that police officers frequently act at the request 

of other officers or departments. Franklin, supra, citing United States v. Hensley, 469 U.S. 221 

(1985).  The Courts have also held that this “collective knowledge” provides a sufficient basis for 

the arrest provided that the officer who disseminated the information had sufficient probable cause. 

State v. Kinkead, 983 S.W.2d 518, 519 (Mo banc 1998).  

In the instant matter, the law enforcement officials in Missouri clearly had sufficient 

probable cause to arrest the Defendant in connection with the murder of Clauddinnea Blancharde 

and that this “collective knowledge” exception provided their counterparts in Wisconsin with the 

probable cause required to arrest the Defendant in that State. As such, the arrest of the Defendant 

by Wisconsin authorities was lawful and complied with the requirements of Wis. Stat. § 968.07.  

Thus, the subsequent statement given by the Defendant following that arrest was not the product of 

an unlawful arrest. 

Defendant also contends that the statement made to law enforcement following his arrest 

was involuntary. As such, Defendant argues that it should be suppressed. As noted, Defendant was 

arrested in Wisconsin following a request by Greene County officials.  Following that arrest, 

Defendant was held in custody until the arrival of the officers from Greene County. During that 

custodial period, Defendant was provided with food and was given the opportunity to use the 

restroom. He was also provided with a blanket at some point.  

                                                 
2 The Defendant has argued that “collective knowledge” only applies to that knowledge 

with a particular police department or agency. However, the Court is unaware of any reported 

decision in Wisconsin which limits “collective knowledge” to a single police department or 

agency.  
 

https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000260&cite=WIST968.07&originatingDoc=I8fd07da44a9d11de9988d233d23fe599&refType=SP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Keycite)#co_pp_5743000079cb6
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000260&cite=WIST968.07&originatingDoc=I8fd07da44a9d11de9988d233d23fe599&refType=SP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Keycite)#co_pp_5743000079cb6


After the officers from Greene County arrived in Wisconsin, Defendant was advised of his 

Miranda rights including his right to remain silent and his right to counsel. Subsequently, 

Defendant waived those rights and consented to an interview. Viewing the facts in their entirety, 

the Court does not find that the circumstances surrounding the Defendant’s arrest, detention, and 

subsequent interview were so coercive as to render the Defendant’s statement to the Greene 

County officers as having been involuntarily made.3  

WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, Defendant’s motion to suppress the statements 

made to the authorities following his arrest and detention in Wisconsin is denied. 

 

SO ORDERED. 

Dated:  November 28, 2017   ___________________________________ 

      David C. Jones 

Circuit Judge   

                                                 
3 Although Defendant had a history of mental health issues, there is no evidence to suggest that 

those issues affected his decision making at the time of the interview or that the Greene County 

officers were aware of that history.  
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