
 

   

June 4, 2026 

Special Agent in Charge Brandon Blackman 

North Carolina State Bureau of Investigation 

5994 Caldwell Park Dr.  

Harrisburg, North Carolina 28075 

 Re: Tjamel Ali Hamlin II Death Investigation 

 

Dear SAC Blackman: 

Pursuant to N.C.G.S. 7A-61, my office has reviewed the investigation surrounding the 

shooting death of Tjamel Ali Hamlin II on December 26, 2025. The case was investigated under 

case number 2025-04394. The documentation considered for the purposes of this review was 

provided by the North Carolina State Bureau of Investigation in April of 2026. The purpose of 

this review was to examine whether the actions of Mint Hill Police Lieutenant Jacob Smith were 

unlawful in the incident leading to the death of Tjamel Ali Hamlin II. 

These events occurred inside of a business located at 6832 Matthews-Mint Hill Road. On 

the morning of December 26, 2025, the decedent’s mother (Witness 1) and the mother of the 

decedent’s child (Witness 2) called 911 in reference to a disagreement regarding the decedent’s 

concerns about the child’s well-being on a trip to Florida.  

Lieutenant Smith and Officer Nicholas Rosario arrived on scene at approximately the 

same time. Officer Rosario entered the business through the front door and encountered Witness 

2 as she walked from the back kitchen area into the lobby area of the business. At the same time, 

the decedent moved from the back kitchen area of the business into the doorway separating the 

lobby and the kitchen. The decedent stood in the doorway with his arm around the child, holding 

the child tightly to his body. The decedent and Witness 2 began explaining the disagreement to 

Officer Rosario. 

As Lieutenant Smith approached the business, he encountered Witness 1 who led him 

through the rear door and into the kitchen area of the business. Witness 1 proceeded past the 

decedent and the child into the lobby area of the business. Lieutenant Smith approached the 

decedent from behind as the decedent, Witness 1, and Witness 2 were speaking to Officer 

Rosario. Lieutenant Smith asked the decedent to let go of the child and let the child sit down. 

The decedent placed the child in a nearby seat and then suddenly and abruptly moved to close 

the door between the lobby and kitchen area separating Lieutenant Smith and Officer Rosario. 



Both officers then briefly restrained the decedent and instructed him not to make erratic 

movements while Witness 1 re-opened the door between the lobby and kitchen. During the 

struggle, the decedent’s child was able to move away from the decedent and left the kitchen area.  

The officers briefly attempted to reinitiate a discussion with the decedent about what was 

occurring before the decedent abruptly tried to leave the kitchen to recover the child. Officers 

again restrained the decedent and struggled to place him in handcuffs. During this struggle, the 

decedent was able to break free. The decedent drew his firearm and fired twice, shooting 

Lieutenant Smith in the mouth and Officer Rosario in the forehead. Lieutenant Smith managed to 

return fire, striking the decedent in the chest and killing him. Officer Rosario also drew his 

firearm during the struggle but did not fire as Lieutenant Smith was able to re-holster Officer 

Rosario’s gun for him after Lieutenant Smith shot the decedent. 

Lieutenant Smith and Officer Rosario were transported for medical treatment where it 

was determined that Lieutenant Smith suffered a gunshot wound to the mouth, exiting his jaw, 

and Officer Rosario suffered a graze wound to the forehead. Medic pronounced the decedent 

deceased on scene.  

The decedent’s .22 caliber Kel-tec pistol was recovered on scene. [1]. A discharged 

cartridge case marked with the letter “A” on the headstamp was recovered from the pistol. An 

additional discharged cartridge case marked with the letter “A” on the headstamp was recovered 

from the floor of the kitchen area.  

An autopsy conducted on the decedent determined the cause of death to be a single 

gunshot wound of the chest. Toxicology analysis of the decedent’s blood showed the presence of 

THC and its metabolites.  

I personally responded to the scene of this incident and monitored the investigation along 

with another senior Assistant District Attorney (ADA). I reviewed the investigative file as 

provided by the SBI. Finally, consistent with the District Attorney’s Office Officer-Involved 

Shooting Protocol, this case was presented to the District Attorney’s Officer-Involved Shooting 

Review Team, which is comprised of the office’s most experienced prosecutors.   

A. The role of the District Attorney under North Carolina law 

The District Attorney (DA) for the 26th Prosecutorial District is a state official and, as 

such, does not answer to town or county governments within the prosecutorial district. The 

District Attorney is the chief law enforcement official of the 26th Judicial District, the boundaries 

of which are the same as the County of Mecklenburg. The District Attorney has no 

administrative authority or control over the personnel of the Mint Hill Police Department or 

other police agencies within the jurisdiction. That authority and control rests with each town or 

county government.   

Pursuant to North Carolina statute, one of the District Attorney’s obligations is to advise 

law enforcement agencies within the prosecutorial district. The DA does not arrest people or 

charge people with crimes. When the police charge a person with a crime, the DA decides 

whether or not to prosecute the charged crime. Generally, the DA does not review police 

decisions not to charge an individual with a crime. However, in officer-involved shooting cases, 

the DA reviews the complete investigative file of the investigating agency. The DA then decides 



whether he agrees or disagrees with the charging decision made by the investigating agency. If 

the DA concludes that uncharged conduct should be prosecuted, the case will be submitted to a 

Grand Jury. 

If no criminal charges are filed, that does not mean the District Attorney’s Office believes 

the matter was in all respects handled appropriately from an administrative or tactical viewpoint. 

It is simply a determination that there is not a reasonable likelihood of proving criminal charges 

beyond a reasonable doubt unanimously to a jury. This is the limit of the DA’s statutory 

authority in these matters. The fact that a shooting may be controversial does not mean that 

criminal prosecution is warranted. Even if the District Attorney believes a shooting was 

avoidable or an officer did not follow expected procedures or norms, this does not necessarily 

amount to a violation of criminal law. In these circumstances, remedies (if any are appropriate) 

may be pursued by administrative or civil means. The District Attorney has no administrative or 

civil authority in these matters. Those remedies are primarily in the purview of city and county 

governments, police departments, and private civil attorneys. 

B. Legal standards 

The law recognizes an inherent right to use deadly force to protect oneself or others from 

death or great bodily harm. This core legal principle is referred to as the right to “self-defense.”  

A police officer does not lose the right to self-defense by virtue of becoming a police officer.  

Officers are entitled to the same protections of the law as every other individual. An imminent 

threat to the life of a police officer or others entitles the officer to respond in such a way as to 

stop that threat. 

Under North Carolina law, the burden of proof is on the State to prove beyond a 

reasonable doubt that a defendant did not act in defense of himself or others. N.C.G.S. §14-51.3 

provides that a person is justified in the use of deadly force and does not have a duty to retreat in 

any place he or she has the lawful right to be if he or she reasonably believes that such force is 

necessary to prevent imminent death or great bodily harm to himself or herself or another.  

C. Use of deadly force by a law enforcement officer 

The same legal standards apply to law enforcement officers and private citizens alike.  

However, officers fulfilling their sworn duty to enforce the laws of this State are often placed in 

situations in which they are required to confront rather than avoid potentially dangerous people 

and situations.   

 The United States Supreme Court stated, “[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.” Graham v. Connor, 490 U.S. 386, 396 (1989). The Court further 

explained that “[t]he calculus of reasonableness must embody allowance for the fact that police 

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.” Id. at 396–97. Moreover, the analysis "requires careful attention to the facts and 

circumstances of each particular case," including "whether the suspect poses an immediate threat 

to the safety of the officers or others," as well as "the severity of the crime at issue" and whether 

the suspect "is actively resisting arrest or attempting to evade arrest by flight." Id. at 396. 



A situation in which an officer is confronting an armed person with uncertain motives is, 

by definition, dangerous, and such a circumstance will almost always be tense, uncertain, and 

rapidly evolving. In these circumstances, we are not deciding whether the officer’s belief in the 

need to use deadly force was correct but only whether his belief in the necessity of such force 

was reasonable. 

 In conducting a legal analysis, this office must take its guidance from the law, and a 

decision must not be based upon public sentiment or outcry. The obligation of a District Attorney 

is clear; he must simply apply the law to the known facts. 

 What the law demands is an evaluation of the reasonableness of the officer’s decision at 

the moment he fired the shot. The Supreme Court of the United States has provided guidance on 

what is objectively reasonable and how such an analysis should be conducted. That guidance 

indicates that it is inappropriate to employ “the 20/20 vision of hindsight,” and an analysis must 

make “allowance for the fact that police officers are often forced to make split-second 

judgments.” See Graham v. Connor, 490 U.S. at 396. The Court suggests that when reviewing 

use of force cases, caution should be used to avoid analysis “more reflective of the ‘peace of a 

judge’s chambers’ than of a dangerous and threatening situation on the street.”  Elliot v. Leavitt, 

99 F.3d. 640, 643 (4th Cir. 1996). 

D.  The officer-involved shooting of Tjamel Ali Hamlin II 

Lieutenant Jacob Smith 

Lieutenant Smith was interviewed by SBI agents on January 2, 2026, at the CMPD Law 

Enforcement Center in Charlotte, North Carolina. Lieutenant Smith had been employed with the 

Mint Hill Police Department for 13 years.  

Lieutenant Smith reported that on December 26, 2025, at approximately 10:45 a.m., he 

responded to a child custody disagreement call at a business on Matthews-Mint Hill Road to 

assist Officer Nicholas Rosario. Lieutenant Smith drove to the store and parked in the back 

parking lot. He was wearing his police-issued uniform with Mint Hill Police patches and Police 

markings.  

Lieutenant Smith reported that he met the decedent’s mother, Witness 2, in the back lot 

and they entered the store through the back door. Lieutenant Smith recounted that he saw the 

decedent holding onto a child tightly like a hostage and Witness 2 moved to the front of the 

store. Lieutenant Smith recalled that the decedent had a black bag wrapped around him. 

Lieutenant Smith advised that he told the decedent to let the child go, and the decedent let the 

child sit down in a nearby chair. During that time, a comment was made between Witness 2 and 

the decedent, and the decedent became aggressive and agitated and tried to shut the door between 

Lieutenant Smith and Officer Rosario. 

At that time, Lieutenant Smith and Officer Rosario physically engaged the decedent and 

Lieutenant Smith called over the radio for an additional officer to assist. Officer Rosario and 

Lieutenant Smith tried to put the decedent in handcuffs, but the decedent managed to break free. 

Lieutenant Smith advised that, during the struggle, he saw a semi-automatic pistol come over the 

decedent’s left shoulder aimed at Lieutenant Smith’s face. Lieutenant Smith heard a gunshot and 

saw the flash from the gun.  



Lieutenant Smith explained that he grabbed the gun with his left hand and pulled his gun 

out with his right. During the struggle, the decedent reached for Lieutenant Smith’s gun and 

Lieutenant Smith shot one round into the decedent’s chest. At this time, Lieutenant Smith 

noticed that Officer Rosario had his gun out and Lieutenant Smith lowered it. 

Lieutenant Smith recalled that he asked for the Fire Department and EMS to respond, and 

Officers McChesney, Heaton, and Garrison arrived shortly after. He estimated that the entire 

incident lasted about two minutes. 

Lieutenant Smith recounted that he told Officer Garrison that he shot the decedent in the 

chest. Lieutenant Smith recalled that there was blood pouring out of his mouth and his ear was 

ringing. Lieutenant Smith recalled that Officer Rosario said he could not see, and Lieutenant 

Smith saw there was a hole in Officer Rosario’s head above his right eye. Officer Rosario also 

said that he could not hear out of his right ear. 

Lieutenant Smith advised that he gave his gun to Officer Garrison or Officer McChesney 

and was transported to CMC Main by ambulance along with two firefighters and a medic. 

Lieutenant Smith was not aware of any medical care given to the decedent.  

Lieutenant Smith had no recollection of having dealt with the decedent in the past. He 

explained that he shot the decedent because he believed he was going to die. The decedent had 

shot him and was attempting to grab Lieutenant Smith’s gun. Lieutenant Smith believed that if 

the decedent got his gun, the decedent would shoot him again. 

A round count conducted on Lieutenant Smith’s service weapon showed him to be 

missing one round. 

Officer Nicholas Rosario 

Officer Nicholas Rosario was interviewed by SBI agents on January 2, 2026, at the 

CMPD Law Enforcement Center in Charlotte, North Carolina. Officer Rosario had been 

employed with the Mint Hill Police Department since January 2025.  

Officer Rosario responded to this December 26, 2025, call for service in full uniform. He 

could not remember how dispatch originally described the call but remembered that the call 

notes instructed that he should look for a silver pick-up truck in the rear parking lot of the 

business. Officer Rosario recalled that he initially had some difficulties locating the rear parking 

lot due to being unfamiliar with that area, but he found it after approximately five minutes and 

located the silver pick-up parked in the lot. He proceeded to park his marked Ford Explorer 

behind the truck. Officer Rosario advised that when he got out of his vehicle, dispatch advised 

that the caller was inside the business, so he walked through a breezeway to get to the front of 

the store. As he was walking, Lieutenant Smith arrived on scene and told Officer Rosario that he 

would park his marked Ford F-150 in the back lot.  

Officer Rosario reported that he entered through the front door of the business and saw 

the 911 caller standing behind the customer service counter. He recalled that the decedent was 

standing to the right of the counter with his arm around--and slouched over onto--a child. Officer 

Rosario asked the 911 caller what was going on and the decedent responded. The decedent told 

Officer Rosario that the 911 caller, the child’s mother, prevented him from being a father to his 



child and that he was not allowed to be there for the birth of his child. Officer Rosario advised 

that he told the decedent to stop talking because he was trying to figure out who had custody of 

the child. Officer Rosario explained that the decedent’s mother then came from the back kitchen 

and said that the decedent did not have custody of the child and that the child belonged to his 

mother, the 911 caller. Officer Rosario recalled that the decedent continued talking about not 

being allowed to be a father. Officer Rosario noticed that the decedent appeared to get anxious 

and began leaning more on the child.  

Officer Rosario reported that he observed Lieutenant Smith enter the back of the store. 

He recalled that Lieutenant Smith approached the door separating the kitchen and lobby area and 

propped it open to begin assisting with the situation. Officer Rosario recounted that it seemed 

like the decedent “got spooked” and tried to run by Lieutenant Smith and into the back kitchen. 

Lieutenant Smith grabbed the decedent and put his back against a counter to the left of the door. 

Lieutenant Smith tried to get control of the decedent’s upper body while Officer Rosario tried to 

control the decedent’s left hand. 

Officer Rosario stated that he, Lieutenant Smith, and the decedent struggled along the 

counter further into the kitchen and that, throughout the struggle, Officer Rosario and Lieutenant 

Smith were telling the decedent to calm down. At some point, the decedent was turned around so 

that his stomach was against the counter. Officer Rosario recalled that he had the decedent’s 

right hand behind his back and was getting his handcuffs out to restrain him. Lieutenant Smith 

and Officer Rosario then lost control of the decedent’s right side. He recounted that Lieutenant 

Smith still had some control over the decedent’s left side. Officer Rosario advised that he was 

trying to get the decedent back under control when he saw a gun in the air in the decedent’s right 

hand. He recalled that the gun was approximately twelve inches away from him. 

Officer Rosario recounted that he heard one shot and could smell the gunpowder. He 

heard Lieutenant Smith scream. Officer Rosario reported that he then lost consciousness for an 

unknown length of time. When he came to, Officer Rosario saw Lieutenant Smith on the ground 

on top of the decedent. Officer Rosario realized that he was also lying on the ground and that he 

had been shot. He recalled that he touched the back of his head to check that it was still there. He 

then called in to dispatch over the radio to report that shots had been fired and he was hit. 

Officer Rosario advised he drew his weapon and pointed it at the decedent’s right side. 

Lieutenant Smith then re-holstered Officer Rosario’s gun by pushing his hand back toward his 

holster. Officer Rosario reported that the next thing he remembered was Officer Heaton arriving 

and getting him up and out of the store. He noted that Officer Heaton was critical incident-

trained and began providing medical care to Officer Rosario in front of the store while he was 

lying on the sidewalk. 

Officer Rosario reported that he did not see Lieutenant Smith fire his duty weapon due to 

being unconscious at the time.  

 



Witness 11 

Witness 1 was interviewed by SBI Agents on December 26, 2025, at the Mint Hill Police 

Department. Witness 1 was the business owner and the mother of the decedent. 

Witness 1 reported that she made arrangements for her grandson to travel to Florida with 

her brother for a vacation trip. Witness 1 discussed the arrangements with the decedent and 

Witness 2, the child’s mother. Witness 1 reported that on December 26, 2025, the decedent sent a 

text message to the family group chat that stated, “If something happens with Jacob, you will 

pay, and this is a threat.” Witness 1 ignored the text message from the decedent and continued 

preparing her grandson for his trip to Florida. Witness 1 stated that her grandson and Witness 2 

were waiting at the business for her brother to pick the child up for the trip and she received a 

text from Witness 2 asking her to come to the business because the decedent had arrived and was 

attempting to interfere with the vacation plan. Witness 1 stated she texted the decedent that she 

was on her way to the business and that she was bringing the police with her. The decedent 

replied to her text message saying, “good, they can hear the whole story.” 

Witness 1 recalled that when she arrived at the business, she waited outside for her police 

escort; however, she received a text message from Witness 2 stating that the decedent had locked 

himself inside a room with the child, so she entered the business without a police escort.  

Witness 1 stated that she told the decedent he should leave the business. The decedent 

replied that she should be the one to leave and that he would be leaving with the child. The 

decedent and Witness 1 began arguing. Witness 1 reported that Witness 2 called the police again 

and that officers responded and began talking with the decedent. 

Witness 1 stated that the decedent became agitated while talking with officers and, while 

officers were telling the decedent to remain calm, the decedent lunged toward the area of the 

business where Witness 2 was located. Witness 1 reported that the decedent began resisting the 

two officers as they were attempting to restrain him, and she heard approximately two gunshots. 

Witness 1 then grabbed the child and Witness 2 and ran out of the business. Witness 1 stated that 

she heard the officers telling the decedent to calm down, relax, and stop resisting. 

Witness 1 stated that she, the child, and Witness 2 got into Witness 1’s vehicle and began 

driving away from the area. At that time, she noticed a police officer had exited from the 

business and was bleeding from the head. Witness 1 asked the officer if he was okay and he told 

her that he was shot. 

Witness 2 

Witness 2 was interviewed by SBI Agents on December 26, 2025, at the Mint Hill Police 

Department. Witness 2 is the mother of the child at the center of the dispute and an employee of 

Witness 1 at the business. 

 
1 Witnesses who did not identify themselves publicly in media interviews or otherwise are not identified by name in 

this document. To name those who did not publicly identify themselves could have a chilling effect on witness 

cooperation in other cases. 



Witness 2 reported that she gave her son a trip to SeaWorld for Christmas.  On December 

26, 2025, Witness 2 woke up around 7:00 a.m. and saw that she had received a group text from 

the decedent to Witness 1, Witness 2, and Witness 1’s brother. The decedent texted that he was 

not sure what gave them the right to make plans with his son, but if anything happened to him, 

they would pay for it severely. The decedent texted that, “this was a threat.”  

Witness 2 decided to take her son to work with her because the decedent was acting 

unusual. She reported that she and the child arrived at the business at approximately 9:20 a.m. At 

some point, the decedent called her son and told him that the decedent was coming to the 

business. When the decedent arrived, Witness 2 texted Witness 1 to get her to come to the store. 

Witness 2 recalled that the decedent closed the door of the office leaving him with the 

child in the back. When Witness 1 arrived at the store, she asked the decedent why he closed the 

door and the decedent replied that he did not know why they were making plans without him. 

Witness 1 told the decedent to leave, he refused, then pushed Witness 1. Witness 2 called the 

police again and Witness 1 left to find the officers. 

Witness 2 recalled that a uniformed Hispanic male officer entered the business through 

the front door. The decedent was hanging onto the child and said, “You’re not taking him, he’s 

my son.” Witness 1 tried to keep the decedent from shutting the door and the two officers started 

to restrain the decedent, but he resisted.  She recalled that the decedent put his hands up and said 

he was calm. She then went to the front of the store near the register where she heard two 

gunshots. 

Witness 2 reported that she, Witness 1, and the child ran out of the store, and she heard 

another gunshot that sounded far away. They ran to Witness 1’s truck and saw a white officer 

with blood on his face who said that he had been shot.  

Witness 2 reported that she never saw anyone shoot and only heard the gunshots.  

Witness 3 

Witness 3 was interviewed by SBI Agents on December 26, 2025, at the Mint Hill Police 

Department. Witness 3 was an employee of the business. 

Witness 3 stated that she was working at the business when the decedent arrived at about 

10:00 a.m. Witness 3 recalled that she had a brief conversation with the decedent, and then he 

went to the office where the child was located. Witness 3 recalled that Witness 2 texted Witness 

1 that the decedent was at the business. Witness 1 responded that she was on her way. When 

Witness 1 arrived at the business, she attempted to go into the office where the child was located, 

but the decedent closed the door. Witness 3 recalled that Witness 1 told the decedent to leave, 

but he refused.  

Witness 3 recalled that a police officer entered through the front door of the business and, 

as he did, the decedent sat his son down in a chair. The decedent then tried to close the door that 

separated the front and the back of the business, but Witness 1 told him not to close the door. 

Witness 3 reported that as that was happening, another officer came in through the back of the 

business. Witness 3 stated that the decedent tried to shut the door again, and she heard officers 

tell the decedent not to do that. She recalled that the officers tried to place handcuffs on the 



decedent, but he resisted. Witness 3 stated that she pleaded with the decedent not to fight with 

the officers and, as she pleaded, she saw the decedent pull a gun, reach over his shoulder with it, 

and shoot at the officers. Witness 3 stated that she ran out of the business when the decedent 

fired. As she ran around the building, she saw other officers arriving on scene. Witness 3 advised 

that she saw an officer who had been on scene exit the business with blood on his face.  

E. Video evidence  

Officer Rosario’s body-worn camera recorded his arrival on scene and his interaction 

with the decedent. As Officer Rosario arrived on scene, dispatch informed him that the 911 caller 

was inside the business. Officer Rosario proceeded into the business, making contact with 

Lieutenant Smith as Lieutenant Smith arrived on scene in his patrol car. Officer Rosario entered 

the front door of the business and was met by Witness 2 as she walked from the kitchen into the 

lobby of the business. Officer Rosario’s body-worn camera recorded the decedent, who was 

holding the child very closely, move into the doorway that separated the kitchen and the lobby. 

As Officer Rosario attempted to determine who had custody of the child, Witness 1 was recorded 

entering the kitchen through the back door of the business, walking past the decedent and child, 

and entering the lobby of the business with Officer Rosario and Witness 2. Shortly thereafter, 

Lieutenant Smith entered through the back door and stood behind the decedent as the decedent 

continued to hold closely onto the child. 

Officer Rosario’s body-worn camera recorded Lieutenant Smith asking the decedent if 

the child could sit down and the decedent moved the child to a nearby chair. The decedent then 

began talking to Lieutenant Smith before abruptly attempting to close the door between Officer 

Rosario and Lieutenant Smith. The officers attempted to restrain the decedent, telling him to 

calm down and to not make erratic movements. The officers then released the decedent and again 

attempted to discuss the situation with him. The decedent was recorded asking for his son to be 

brought back into the room, then abruptly attempting to leave the room in what appears to be an 

attempt to recover control of the child.  

The body-worn camera recorded Lieutenant Smith and Officer Rosario again attempting 

to restrain the decedent and calling for backup during which time Officer Rosario’s body-worn 

camera fell to the ground, face down, where it continued to capture audio, but not video. The 

camera recorded the sounds of a struggle and the officers telling the decedent to put his hands 

behind his back. The camera recorded the sound of handcuffs, possible gunshots, screaming, 

Lieutenant Smith reporting that shots had been fired, additional struggling, then Officer Rosario 

saying he had been hit and Lieutenant Smith stating that he had been shot in the face. The 

camera continued to record the audio of backup officers arriving on scene.  

Lieutenant Smith’s body-worn camera recorded his arrival on scene, meeting with 

Witness 1, and walking into the back door of the business. His camera recorded him asking the 

decedent if the child could sit down, followed by the abrupt movement by the decedent to shut 

the door between Officer Rosario and Lieutenant Smith. Lieutenant Smith’s camera recorded the 

initial restraint of the decedent, followed by his release as the officers warned him not to make 

erratic movements. The decedent then attempted to chase after his son, at which point he was 

again restrained by the officers. Lieutenant Smith’s camera recorded the officers attempting to 

place the decedent in handcuffs, which the decedent resisted. During the struggle, the audio 

recorded an apparent gunshot followed by screaming. Lieutenant Smith reported that he had been 



shot, and a significant struggle between Lieutenant Smith and the decedent followed, knocking 

Lieutenant Smith’s body-worn camera off his chest and onto the floor. Lieutenant Smith then 

radioed out that he had been shot in the face, and Officer Rosario reported that he had been hit as 

well. The two officers appeared to stay in the room until additional officers arrived. 

F. Physical evidence 

The decedent’s loaded Kel-tec .22 caliber handgun was located on the floor of the 

kitchen. A discharged cartridge case containing a letter “A” on the headstamp was inside the 

chamber of the weapon. The magazine contained fourteen live rounds. An additional discharged 

cartridge case containing a letter “A” on the headstamp was located on the floor of the kitchen. 

A single discharged Win 9mm Luger round consistent with those loaded in Lieutenant 

Smith’s service weapon was found on the floor of the kitchen. 

G. Autopsy report 

The Mecklenburg County Medical Examiner’s Office performed an autopsy of the 

decedent on December 29, 2025. The autopsy determined the cause of death to be a single 

gunshot wound of the chest. Toxicology analysis of the decedent’s blood showed the presence of 

THC and THC metabolites.  

H. Conclusion 

It is undisputed that Lieutenant Smith fired his weapon at the decedent. The central issue 

in this review is whether Lieutenant Smith was justified under North Carolina law in using 

deadly force in the protection of himself or others. A police officer – or any other person – is 

justified in using deadly force if they, in fact, believed that themselves or another person was in 

imminent danger of great bodily harm or death from the actions of the person who was shot, and 

if their belief was reasonable.  

Graham v. Connor directs consideration of the following factors: (1) “whether the suspect 

posed an immediate threat to the safety of the officers or others," as well as (2) "the severity of 

the crime at issue" and (3) whether the suspect "is actively resisting arrest or attempting to evade 

arrest by flight.” Graham v. Connor, 490 U.S. 386, 396 (1989). 

The available evidence is that Lieutenant Smith and Officer Rosario were responding to a 

child custody dispute at a Mint Hill business. As the officers tried to speak with those involved 

and discern the basis for the disagreement, the decedent abruptly attempted to close a door that 

would have separated him from Officer Rosario and Lieutenant Smith. The officers briefly 

restrained the decedent, then released him after he appeared to calm down. The officers warned 

the decedent not to make sudden movements. Despite the warning, the decedent then abruptly 

attempted to leave the room in what appears to have been an attempt to recover control of the 

child. Lieutenant Smith and Officer Rosario attempted to restrain the decedent, but the decedent 

resisted and struggled with officers. During the struggle, the decedent shot Lieutenant Smith in 

the mouth and Officer Rosario in the head. Lieutenant Smith then fired one round into the 

decedent’s chest, killing him. 



The available evidence in this case suggests Lieutenant Smith was justified in firing his 

service weapon at the decedent in defense of himself and Officer Rosario. At the time Lieutenant 

Smith fired his weapon, he was engaged in a struggle with the decedent who had just shot and 

seriously injured Lieutenant Smith and another law enforcement officer. As such, the evidence 

suggests that Lieutenant Smith acted justifiably in defense of himself and Officer Rosario. 

Accordingly, the State will not pursue criminal charges related to the death of Tjamel Ali Hamlin 

II. 

 If you have any questions, please contact me directly.   

 

     Sincerely, 

 

 

Spencer B. Merriweather III    

 District Attorney 

 

CC: Chief Joseph Hatley, Mint Hill Police Department 



Exhibits: 

The decedent’s .22 caliber Kel-tec was recovered from the floor in the kitchen area.     Return 
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