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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix 
the petition and is
[ ] reported at_________ ____________________________ . or
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix 
the petition and is
[ ] reported at________ ______________________ . Qr
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

\)f\ For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at 
Appendix — to the petition and is
t ] reported at UnKn&mrt ~h> Pe'h'tiorteT______ . or
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the Jtfa/sc/g/ fir* CQUrt
appears at Appendix — to the petition and is ffcppx- S$-s~/. & 73~ 
[ ] reported at L/ffJCnxia/rr /v fieW^7arrcr
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 

unpublished.

to

to
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JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was

[ ] No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: ._______
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

, and a copy of the

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including_________________ (date) on
in Application No. __ A

(date)

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1254(1).

cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my 
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix £

/by. f?, ,case was

(J^'j'A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied 
M>V* 57 SLGXO on the following date: 

and a copy of the order denying rehearing
appears at Appendix 2)

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including--------------------- (date) on_________ (date) in
Application No.__ A______ /fe f? ri&r? er~ yy/fc-/ >4 ^

bxfy/7S;or? /S' 7^/rFe 7^ /x>\//'</-/7 <&?<=/
The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).

7~/7/S j/fe S yt'/zs? /S 7/y'/fee*/ /Odssyy 

d/z/er / / S'#? /y, ^r, /% S c?

sr*// S/s
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CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

, /fe /fov/jy&yS
/sfW/ec/ /jr //ye S' ^ ^ /to/o6/7^ /

S/Tcl// <6<? ^'<^777yO e//&c/ SS<

7b £<? & U//VrreSS
^/-97//7e*/ /?<?se

stt/skse/*^. - . .

7/9e effectv£>/^ j0Sd ws/<2r?j‘ //7(/a/i/ecZ a^e yfeeofec/
“ £_/-£—/# t/SZ'S' SV&2. y£v/c/e/rr<? asrc*/ <ikS, •yh'^J'sej’/sr

& S' /S7sr?;f7e?/ ,

3



STATEMENT OF THE CASF

Pftqr/MiA/imy statement

The -Polloto/Vu} record citations are used: fix f0r The clerk's 

record and Tx for Trial YranseripVs, uoKere "x;/ refers 4-o The 

pcuje number, The Record ("ft") are located in Appendix A and 

the Trial Transcrfpi^ are located fn Append?X & of this Ad?'0/l»

STfTTEMNY Of THE CIS£

/IppellanT, Dauey E. Lewis, tons char^e<T ^ am ended (elonM 

mformaT/on flletT Alouember Joiti fn circuit case S3~dlO\S'- CP ~
OoqJLSk-AOQO-XX iol'Bn count one, attempted seXUal boMerut 

j;i7H o11, Fla. Staj,.; GOUdi Two, Sexual batter 

» i* SD0>QH, f'la. St at, and counts three, lew
in vioLfeon of 3(kX).bLiJ Fla, Stat^ all alleged To 

haue occurred between 0c\ober I £015 ancf Oefober Itf dOlS fn 
PolK Coun^, Plorlda. (Kh\2}m) '

On November 1, £018, appellant Lewis tons Conwcfeol aS 

ckarject ffl370c^ddX and a(ter <u SentenC-frg hearing on November' ^ 

^OltJ^AoSrJijdl he loas Sentenced h a term, of aaiural life or\
Counts I £, Concurrent w>lTh coU/ti 3; on count 3 to natural 

life,

» n
vlo ad 

v?oiat\ T non o
ion o 

i on,1 eS tatlmo

)

St/mm/VY of THE Fflcrt
Pre-Trial AIaTi ons

Pre-Trial, appellant lojlee mooed tine Court to exclude 

Kls statements mode to detective Zreti Socka and Kamlc Anderson 

December Band'S, &DI$ because. Socbu. promised him -directly 

and \r\dsrectly Through a. State agent- a. sentence of ot years
on



versus £0 gear's ?f He cLid not cooperate. (ikm-M-37J-J7J) the 

State oyei'iT usas KamTe /Incfersevi* appellants girlfriend and 

mother of .his unborn child coho acted at the behest and direction 

of Detective SocKa. m a Controlled 'pHone caK cohere a, sentence of 

d gears Versus 30 gears cooS discussed oS an inducement for 

appellant to confess.
Appellant Tiledt t pre-trial llonS patsi&nt to Hie.. R. .

trim. ?, S.I9o(H) tu>o Suppress evidence of Hts statements and 

admissions aMegedlg to Detective 'bretd SocKa of the. PolK County 

Sheriffs office &n December JLand'S, dOlS. tn-Mj.

wo mo

First /Anton to Stress Statement (SJiolJLoO) 

to suppress ^ocusediThe fwst modem on appellant's Contention 
tkat He (oas Inebriated toben the Statements Were Supplied^ and 

that the Statements were the product of threats and promises 

mode by lam enforcement, to wli;

• December JL, 3d\S, "FSet. Sockc informed appellant Thot if
he admitted to the allegations made by the alleged victimf 
&m;jg M‘.||; he foowlct assist In fecelviruj a. Sentence of loo 

gears prison- and,

• On December 1, 30}S, T)ei. Socha informed appellant that if 

he did nod admit to the allegations made hu alle^e^ \jicti 

Emily tlill, He coocJet kaue chi lot (welfare authorities fycF) haKe 

todg of the Chilean of his girlfriend liable And&rson, Inducting 

appellants son VJttk u>hom ske u>a$ pregnot vw'itk at the time. 

ihe motioY\ alleged that, ?n 30lS, the. alle^eef victim, EmJg
H-II fSmJg ioo& U>itk Ka/nle And&TSon toko Git the time

romankcuilg Involved with Defendant, Dewey leU)^.
On December" d, doiS, Emijg infofmtd School authorities that 

U^klle. ad the Thmijy home /Mr. LeiS>s touched her i

Cus

U3a5

SeKUa[i rv a

s



manner on rnulilple occasions coV/le Ms. AndefSon ooaS dhe 

showed (1l. 47-qfL
J~ato enforcement LoaS fmmedta.'LeJg noit'ied by School 

auikortileS and ao. ta\)e$i\gcchon commenced Pursua.n.'h do fy\t
<ln\Jeshg<xh\cna/ Vedect^e V>red& 3ocha o f Vo IK Cocnhg Sheri ff 5 

office Conduced an mitr\J\eu of Air. Leri’S on "TWev^be/ X, XU)lS 

(R,77-^^
"Dece-mbe^ ,f Jl0l5 Alon^ Custodial dnhervieui - A/o Admissions

Vard of fbe December^ ml&r'vlew logs audio'recorded^ and fn 

Air. Leu)i$ repeadedUf denied, fouck?)^ Eml^y f 
rnanneri fR. 47-7#)

Xn and^er (parf of Ae December*^ miervUu) #id 6o«s no^ 

audio- recorded, Dei. Socda made ih feeds /V. LaXs did nod 

acLrod to ihe a\\ egtxho^ a$ e)e// a5 promises of ass^siance /-f 

be e^c( ndmd . .Q\,^j7-^_). Frjsi^ Dei.bocha. promised Mr.Leuo'tS 

dh&L ha CJould aS$*$h /Mr. Lewis fn recalla i£coo jgec-r prison 

Senlence i°f he ux?wU a<s6x£ Bml^S olleQadonS.
Second^ Dei. Sochn ikfeadened Me Lewis bhai ;f hf5 

noi adm\d a)l^a^»onS La OotJX haue DOF iccKe
Cusdofy of Kam'.e And&fSon's ckilo^arW mdudfr^ his Unborn Son 

ikaX Sbe was pn^nani corfK af ibe l
Decernber 3, d.Of£ C^shodial J-nd&rrc^Qcxdioyy Xn crirnlnailVi^ 

/•iXmiSSieni,

^The molten allejed ikai on December 3, io/S, cXile heaulg 

i nloxi ceded. onalcohof rMr. Leans logs again paesBioned Vlel- 

Soeka. PnompW loy a new rotW offuesbonlngf and cX& V)d- 

-SockaJs lhreads and promises of \en°engj sI’M -fresh °n bis minX, 
appe/Un-L SaiX iW, be Xi<i ^oucb Emij^ m a. sexual manner' 
ooh,le /Ms. Andkr'Son skotoergX. fe.

Ths FXter sumistto/j hbakhaict- smtx.Xpn
Ai ihe ^one X,XJS\1 ev'dend'afjj heading Dei. Soclna.

?i Sexualin a

k



testified he recor'ched
appellani on December d, db IS tn retyon.Se. to Emily Mills 

Comp]/x\ni ho School officials that Sarne day. (Rl^27) S0C.K&. 
(deniled maKlng any prom^Se5 of threats ho a^^ellanh ho In 

(X con$eS$°on.(R\JJLI 

He agreed. that appellant did not made any fncr?m°natiny 

admissions durfrg ~th>S fnhervleLo, and he did not haue pt'bbctble. 
cause ho arrest appellant. He ioolC buccal se^o-b and QaxJe 

appellant his Card. fR.Joffi- 13oXYhe. rccordfry] coas admitted aS 

State's Exhibit I, and played Yot' the fnurt. fftHk- 17,3.1

- cushodS\o~l mter\j]\eio itha. non OJi

duce

The December 3rd Control!ed Phone Calf ftehoeen AncUfSon
and Appellant

The next deny there coos a. recorded, controlled- phone call 

fna.de hg Komfe Ande.rSor\ at 0eh, SoC-kci5 request (ram ike 

police station, tender his Supervision^ Influence and Instructions. 

Socha 6oas IfsteniVg m and Lorltfi^ doton things ■fer' Anderson, 

sbodofi^ her his note pod Instructions ddrt^ the call. (R13ol The 

recording u>os admitted a$ States Exhibit d and ployed -pot"' 
the court. fRnjl-Jjiy] YW sclent excer'pis cxre as -fillotos :

dHs- Anderson: You and X need to talK. You Knoto, X -mean, ike 

guy last night that ojo$ there - the detective.^ gou Knots, he
C\}&n n\Ce to gou and even, hold gou that gou did Something ho 

tell him - and that he can help you to metKe Jt a point cohere, you 
aren’t there ikai long. (Sk^W-Mo)

ldclS

DEFEA/DtfAff: YuX) gears, oKcuj^Xt’s d gears oat o£ my 'PueK;,V

/IS. ANDE9£0aJ \ X understand thoi IMMl

7



\ HE DtfE/\l])ANT: \ujo jj ear's, (j&jll)-

y^\S. ANX)Ef{$0/\J \ B(A Ljou Knote Lshsb'* Yhcbs better 'idea* Kom 

Lor^ ? ($JmX

TWB mfENVAA)Y: Koeniy, QsdX

y^S< Aflfb£P\$ON '■ X mean, tooulduou coanh io do diO
ooer J?(\<2Lto)

) HB T)EbEN\)ANT'. Xf X call him and. belt h?m one bklno; Xd 
go io Jail bodoy. 6d2^6)

A1S, /M/D tdSoA) : Yes, bui looK, >P gou do ikoi, idhai does 'Bwd 

do ? Thakgebs U\>s crap over toi^k. YhoA. - Cgsl^d)

I HE X)EF£A/1)AA)Y'. /ire gou gonruk be bhere talkin'
X g&b oui?(mo\

AlS. A/\J\)£\{Soa) : A)o. The crap 

be here LoalEfr^ Por gou. (^2.^d)

the ^EfENKAAtr: Bui ?f X go-JMilX

/MS. A/\}'\)£$iSOAJ: ~ihi5 Oil rib gonna, go aiocm, ,
* poj^rtapk. bhen dokai ? Vo^ Qo aooay -for' (/

yui$ gou ai yy.lRdmi)

I HE DEFdA/DAAJY - XX hreaKlrg dccon. XX sorry,

/IS./IaJB^RSOa;: Lokai ?

me cohenon

‘•il be oner collX Ok, gou hnoiA X'l(to i

And rP goo -pall dk 

ears. You. Know, /hob

$



TH£ D£F£A/totor: £ sa:<£Xl» Sony.$23$.

sMS. /%D£R5mJ: For «Kd? X m«n, LoFal cC.di yoo- do ? Ba.b</, Y 

n eed you bo ba-IK bo me. Whad d'id you do? X> dodd kno<x> Koto 

much more blme X have before /M“jCe Corses oud here Pot- CourL.
X need ho Knoc3.(k2d£l

W£/UM/Ur: X d:ir
and j£’l| hell you "yes"

MS. ANDYXSoa) ’■ Dfd you -fouck her hreasi f ^dLHX)

xwb^mmwx. YesAwii
As. DIflC you kck Ur voymu? fawti

TM DEFB/vD#/UT: AJ0.f&2MSX

MS. AA/DBRSo^'. Died you inf in put ejeu yen 15 In her modbh? dP\d^d)

ViB D)BfBAfbMr- A)o. X suoear bo God, no. &£43l

MS. AnDXRSoN: Wlu| d>d you houch her breash? (fe<2*/3)

YU DBFBAJDwY: X dodl knotoAmil

MS. /lAfi^l&vU ■ X>hy coould you do Hid ? (RmY)

Yh{£ DBF £A)D A NY’■ X dont Knout. Are you yonna leaOe me nou? 

&M&

/W£, AA/DBRSdN ■ ,AJo. Xm nod yonnU leave you. X mean, uohad-

fP bhe sh/i ikey prepared!name o
ror no

9



Loken uj(kS this? LOaS token % cjoS In cl shoooer l/Ke she's 

Segl/w^ Some t\me baX-K X coos m the shader did gou fealty 

dx> Hid? TdK to ^.to.V^)

XHE V>EF£AJ£)/)AJY: token toe ocas nrgu\rg 

Ai$< MhfcR$OAJ ‘ U)hes\ toe toere arguing ?_few)

TH£ ‘D«r#i/D/fcuX; Vfi5. (Mfl-

/^S./M/D^RStWi Ske'5 U. L)hy toould gcx^euen Leg -

THE \)'EF£aJ[)A)\)Y: X dodk- X dent Hnoco, baby. X dodk Knox. (?xmd)

dAS. fiAN)£(lS0A): AJo, gou. need to sto^, fre<x)(,Vg out ?s tokoi 

nee-X £o 063. Vot*. neet£ io bre&ike, Vote need to inf to relcuc,
Vou Knoto, X mean, c6d gox (£gyi4 io -id/C i^'/er on tonight? X 

mean, X Can try to SneccK over there. T)o 140U. bSant- X
tooidcL that make gou kn<pp^ ? (hAWd

you

mean

THE TlEFE/VXWY' because X Koe to go-go ikr'oc^k 

■fcmorroto. 0(^7^

y^l5. AaI^ERSoa): Vou, need to call "ilie deteebue ? X mean, are 

gou gonna. con^eiS to h?m So toe Caa kry to get this ooef td!(kimdy*
LOI

THE T^E/X/l/btf/UX: Ve5, Toinorraw.(indiscernible). He sd<£ ?-f X 

tell hi iddlscecrfhle) gox Knou>.(&££Zl> m 1

/^S AjdbBR&A): X //Jode£ Cooperate Hien. Vou uoani- X mean, 

goia LOanna have a Efe token goUft done, r^ght? dRJM7)

/0



TUB ViBfZAJdAAfr: X Io\)C liou

/AS-ANVEhSO/J'. And X loueyou, hud ^pu. need ho- you. need to 

CaX h1mt bjou. need to d~L Kfm hnou).

TH£ X)£FBAJ$AAfT: X need io bell hfm X 4-alKed to you.

The Arreedr. on December S. £0\b
housed on the infor'median obtained Xrom tkat fetofded 

C.ontcolled phone ac,U 5oeka noU> hoxi probable cause to arT«?$t 

appellant, broyht him to the police Substation. and- conducted (X. 
Second recorded tnbcr'Vieoo after Miranda l yarn m g . (\?p3* l/fc>, ) 3dl 

The recording 6005 admitted as State’s Exhibit & an 

for the Cour't. Ikl7£-dd2l
Xurfny app Elands /Alfandized, Casio dial intetdoycctlon 

itn Socka- Conducted a feu* hours after the controlled call-he

d played

to i
rnade one incriminating admissions to Vet. Socha that he touched 

£m'./y on her breasts ooer her" cloth!y, one time only, and he 

did- notHnou tohen that occurred exactly. (RI7S-177- I7cl~ltf0- J<?3- 

I *H). Otherwise, appellants consistently denied any other acts 

Committed ayalnSt Bmlly, after iohich the Interrogation concluded

Sociid o-cKnoio\edged there u>as u discussion between Anderson 

d appellant duriry the controlled call about a. prison
Sentence “f he to ere bo admit the all eyoct\onS\X dodL admit, 
It ^iil be do years. Bu^ /-f X admit, ?{ w'.lt be tux> years." (jbl32l tSut, 
Socba denied making aQcj threats of promises to appellant ?n 

order to yed a. Confession. i^ddtLMk)-
App&llant testified at the hearty thud &n XSeC^wbef 

£r'eLi after the cecordiy was stopped, after Vet, SocKa toolC bis 

buccal Sbdab be told appellant 4iat he could get him JLyears 

?f he confessed, and «°f did nob cooperate tdhey toould Come.

an

ll



taRe Wls ua. born civ. Id. I -J1V)
Appellant u>a$ arrested at life home, cm December' 3 J&) I $ 

by Dei. Sochu .&JII5X H'5 reason for' glvlrg SocKa A statement 

LoaS SO Ramies Ande/Son Can Weep our Rids and Keep our 

after blrtn. X LoaS thlnKl^g about the dv. )dr^e/v,*' fRdllb)

First Dories o-P Denial.
The courX denied the first md&on £o suppress In »a^s 

entirety, flndlrg there coaS 'ho credible eViden.ce that Detect\oe 

SocKa represented to appellant that If he admitted to 

SeY.La.lJij abusing the minor' chilX victim that DetectSue Soch<x 

Could gd him tuoo uears In. yrlson Vt<$u$ ZO gears if he 

did not Confess. & So)
The court IlKeolse found there 

that Socha. threatened appellant that ?f he did not ndmft 

to the allegations he coould See to it that Ramie Anders 

children, Including his unborn child, toocjd be Leliesi auocg from
^ b^y Dcr.jkiCl ,,

The court also found there Is oiheriolse no evidence, 
that arg promises, threats/ or other Courses or overhearlrg 

tactics coera utilized bg Dcteatlue £ockn in order ho get the 

defendant to moXe bhutemerJts or admissions In this cose.{RSf} 

The court held that under the totality of the circumstances 

appellants Statement ho SocKa us ere free l</ and voluniar 1 lu 

le. Jfeil

son

c{ethic evidencetoaS no

on s

ma.

^ECoajd (Re/v^w^d) /H&Tioti To sup mss
STfirsm/vrs iolosLim*

Sub sequent to the suppression hearlrg, defense consel re- 

deposed Ramie Anderson to asK about the circumstances of 

the controlled 'phone call she made under Sockets Supervision 

and Instructions. (RVlo)
Id



based on Lohat cLe^enSe, counSei learned. fn Andccs&n's 

Second deposition, he amended tint motion to suppress appellants 

Statements and. a.c6mlsslonS and added the {ojlokjiAf} ground.'-

1 On December % tLOlS Detective SocW m-for^ed Kammle 

Cs.'eJ Anderson, noca fia/nmle £5»c3 Shepherd? that if she ohba'm ed 

an admission, then /Wr. leutS toould. on I# receive a- tu>o yea r pnsen 

Sentence. Detective Socta made the Stdemenis ip Prsni of 

Michael £UU, ihe alleged victims father."(R,273)*

5eaW Suppress/^ HeaRfig lo/30/£0l%
1

Ai Qn October 30,2-01% hea.R?ng on ihe- renewed suppression 

moLxon. bo^K homnle Anderson and. Al»cjuxe( Hill Qhe victims 
father) testified.

/Anderson Said appellant Was her brother-fn-loju)\ fn 

dtOIS iheef developed a. sexual Relationship and she had. hTs 

cki)e(, IgjLlD- Ander'Scm spoKe colth Socha the deg before 

the controlled phone call fn beR dining room. Yheg mere alone, 
and ft 6oaS at night. RS^O-S1!!; SH3) jocha tolcLheR that 

ft he Could get Air. teds to admit to ang oM^godlcmS that 

he booidd 0*1% g^ue him too gears."($£321- And, ff appellant 

--oixght the charges "he toould get dO gears." Anderson
'vtct no personal Knowledge 04 the actual Sentencing Iclojs 

-Por the crimes chafed (gainst appellant, 50 She tooK Soeka. 

ad his toorcL.
Socha asKed her to mcKe a Controlled phone call 4o 

appellant to tn{ and get an adrnlSSlori.fhSy&JdA/] MnderSom 

ljoS haofrg problems u^ith T)CF ckS a Result of fcmllg Ml’s 

allegall onS of Sexual abuse^ and Socha told her that 1$ She 

made the controlled call "X boouid have mg children hacK 

immediately", (faffl; SHH)
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The^ planned the call -for the nei-l morairg 

l‘.oQ a.m. CRMS}
During the Call (mode -from tne 'police substation Socha. 

coould u>rite, douon oh.at Anderson u>as to Sag bo appellant. 

ti\6^5_' 5%2 He usrote c6xon ihe oi gear lenient Sentence -p 

her Lo mention bo appellant. He al5o u>robe ckxon -foC her 

S<^4 ihat Hills Statements bo police ojerC dc tailed"-
(ftiHk' $£%) He cjos tike Loordig ft lo'dh his modla bud he logs 

Loritir^ ft doten on his notepod as u>ell'.YRS/oQ), Socha Kepi H 
noie5 ai ihai i,W. fil££2l this point Anderson had no 

Intention op Carrufrg on arg relationship u)ith appellant. (RS'Vff) 

dtfichael Hill testffi^d that Socha told him ?f he lied bo 

Socha he could get arrested (KSloH- Sh>S\ Before tbeg had a 

recorded Conversation, Socha told him that if appellant admitted 

the crime "he Loould probahlg get about luo gears” versus dto 

gears. £70) That upset /tilI, as he ioas not a Pan 0%
appellant. (KSIdI)

Hill also testified that he did not believe his ciaughde 

oJlegabionS ■ We/|y the Ihirg is, is in the past she had been 

sexualIg abused bg her step father." 'And the stories that biere 

heiueen Lohat he had done uerSus tohob Mr. Lea)is ha*£ done, Caere 

\jerg identirnl." (KSJOl
Socha testified unci ctenied Scgirg agthirg to either 

Anderson or /nr. Hill aboui the X versus do gear sentences for 

Appellant, or Anderson getting her Kids bacK from DCh 

(RSI*/, 575; tili; ttfo). Me did not Keep the notes he Lorote dousry 

-for /Werson cturirg the controlled phone call, fe%Ll)
Appellant argued that Anderson coos cl cLc facte agent of 

the Stale iohen she oas used bg Detective Socha to maide 

the Controlled phone Call and the Court agreed and Stated.

around

or

is

r s
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1 HE COURT:

. . . She «*s on agent of the State at the point she 

)5 cooperoctfng and mtkKeS these Statements ohoul gou KnooJ 

he u)as a nice gig and Said he could help gou, and then 

there Is iii.'s mer\t?on of- gou SogS, geah. Xf X Sag <
X‘lt get tu>o gear's, and then and if gou dorvi ukat 1 
And he Sags <%D (ftLift)

Something
S ft then?

So, 11 Kind of Sotuu^s like She's feferdi°rg to Some-
bjeother she told b\m) gou Knooo, Separate, and apart £ 

beJ>ng involved of author iztrg fi/ that, gou. Knoco for toKotecer
she Said he Said he Could help gouaneC-and then she 

ie(ls him fn this Separate Conversation he Said lioo gears bul 

?f goc -fjgU ft H5 3&. tS>d he have ang dcdg/ Since she toaS
an agent to clear that (*p u>\iM him before taking his Subsequent
Statement of U foot before nngthirg else happens ,V» the case 

that bjodd Seek to elicit Statements ftom him?" fa (do)

Socharom

reason

"Thai p&rf of this bothers

X think *f that happened its the States burden to skoio he 

u>as not under the tnfikfince of those promises, Sul if-if 

indeed that Can be characterized aS a State agent- and X 

dont Knou) that X codt Z Just - thats the onlg thAqg Uud 

concerns me about this fs there ?s discussion cm. the Controlled 

pHone calf regardless of boeotker the Sochja octucllg told angbod^
~ nothing about 'penalties," {Rbld}

little hilt klcio)me a

The. I mo is absolutelg dear. Vhe^' 

bJken

Side. agent." (ft OSl

defendant-

re a.

ft comes to eliciting Statements f\rom a

15



Controlled phone call, the caller Is a a^eni. X
mean x defg gou to f\n<L a. case ihod Sags otherwise.” (SIM'S)

T>ie S-Ute argued that there has -to be euictenee £ke 

qppellcuX a>as under the ?n-flue,nee t\aL ?£ % g'^c this confess* 

then X u>il( get L^o gears,(MdLk Yke court respoded as follows

i A (X.

iOY\

Xht CoaftX
5o, ukot do gou mean there has io be evidence^ X u>ould have 

tha^nt ike promise in and of itself ?s ike evidence. Ykai it is, 
as madder of laio/ gou can assume iked One Confesses after being 

told, X? gou admit this i‘l( get ljou. tu>o gears (\KL\l)

'You.- gouve got a. Side agent paging ?X, Sa^ng it in quotes, the 

n^ht before <x Confession. So maybe that$ enovgh tkd there Is 

a breaK, <x Significant deed In tw/Yftl/ft)

Appellant argued ikd if t)etective Socha had not made ike 

promise of ike JLversuS 2d gears thjb he should have darff\ed 

°l to appellant an December 3, and It was not clarified (PUc)
Appellant also pointed, out that once Kamie Anderson discussed 

the d versus <£0gears, i t u>as at that poi'af appellant Said Xb
going to Call ike detective., and So clearly ft hard an influence, 
an q pppj t rm L. (SKLP.d)

dhe State replied that Det. Socha. 
to pal himself in the defendant's shoe $ and determine 

not defendant Wouldn't give a. confesTon based upon a 'promise 

or leniency (j{UlL~Qj) and that the jaru skoalcC determine u>edthe.r 

or not appellants' con fesiVw 6oa$ volun'Lxru-(jUsdiL

under no obligation 

weather or
u>as

Second order Of Venial fll/jL/M>l$)
On Novemberd, Jti)H the Court denied the second ikonmo

I (a



to Suppress appellants Statements, statx^\

on my reVi£u> of ihe ev\dLtnct that boas preseated, 
the courts ordinal that that voas no direct promise
at least or representation from ^eUctluc Socha. bo the dcfenda/d 

personally standi. The Court finds tiut euen ?f those SioUm&nts 

usere. mode, to the other [fitnesses that there Is no evidence of

%ased

design on the ^art of lauo enforcement to Communicate those 

things to the defendant fn excha/ye -for £/£</ confess mn of an 

ac4mSS?e>n. /bie( rnost fmpocta/lh)j4; the Sbde put ft out and fids 

bordtea response b> prior testimony of ?rt this
case that his motivation f0r rnaKfny the Steles eat had 

nothing to cLo both a^y p-rwn Ise or rep relented Ion as to 

penalties thut lOoulot be imposed but Instead ooere mode fn 

response ho an Internal desire related ho Ms, Anderson 's 

children being Kept m her care and not bety hafen cjlco^. So, 
the Court denies the motion ho Suppress!‘(RL73-LlHl (empUnsl<, 
Supplied)

tike Trial
The trial 6oaS very ^uTeJC-- too dcyS Including deliberations 

and the verdict, fhere uiaS no forensic eo1den.ee presented. Such 

aS b)AJA, photoS, prints, etc..,
The State called. £ tollnesseS-
The victim Bmdy H?// family"), coho voces 15 years old at 

time of trial, boas born October 13, J?D03. (Yltf) She testfled 

appellant moved In tolth her ant her family In dOl^.(T\HL) She 

SaleC appellant touched her chest over her clothing. (f One 

time, he put his thing fn me.(T 153) and Sad that toaS h^s‘penis*
?n her ‘crotch VRlfW) and he stopped token Kamle turned oft
the looter fn the shou>er.triSS) Once fn the bedroom he touched 

her on her chest and her h”p.(YlSk) Another t ‘hit h&e( Sotfme

n



the Couch and trfed to put hfs thffg In mg mouth and 

She uoas on the floor on her" Knees fTlSfe) bu't she SahT no.tfizi) 

Appellant never said a^thfrg io her ahoud gedtrg Into trouble,
. CrI5SO These ads occurred over' ‘ Yioo uoeeKs t % thin 1C- Xm 

poS^Ylue Tkot^hYj fTKfl) Appellant stepped
She also bold her Dad AKcWet Mtll hub he did nob believe her. 

ClLSI) tJhe t)C.F came io the house she- \o\cL tkem appellant ei>d. 
not do argjthlrg tv because use ujcre b>\ci noi io scg angih?^ 

and ihcd bat cvould get fndo trouble ?$- toe did,'.1 (YiLn) £mlL/ 

iolcC the Ms. Vann, iht assistant prmcfpat od her School ► tX\lo6-'\LV) 

Token kamle become tmllg's siepmom th\rgS changed (YI&3) 

&n(f she had an. unhappy Iffe (t\L>d) She d out that her step 

Kamle and appellant u>ere haoing an affair and that she coes carrgfng 

appeilont's bodg. Mhood one (vee/C hchore She told Ms. Vann at school 
about appellant, She saoo them Kiss°n$ on the couch and that op set
her.Cru

on

dno
She ielcL IWe.flUSi)once

mom

SJh&n aSted about iht ei~oxd timeframe, ikA appdllW 

did these sexual acts, she agreed she could not put a. timeframe 

on them but she btkeved it event on for" afea> dagS .(Y\cd)
Q.. tou-doat JAnooj cohad month ft happened fn, do gout

A. fVot T do noi.

d So ftfs poSStUe that ft could WqjJc happen h AldJemheC?"

A. There ?s a. posslbtl‘tg, i/es.‘ (Ylk^J

Xngrld Vann boho OorKed at TeS5£ Keen £\emenbarg School 
teshf.ed Bvd tmllg come to her on December 1, do\C and hold 

her iked appellant oooulet ujedt her up eohen eOergone else umS 

asleep and tahe her to the lh/>ng room and get on top of 

her and maKe her do thtrg6. She SalcL that appellant made

I %



on[v other bh\her pub Vu5 

She (o\d me, that 

D&uey coeat out the bocJC door'.'($JaL)
At 5[debar defense counsel objected as inadmissible 

ch\\cL hearscg cohich coos sustajned.(y^ ICounsel moved tor
o- mistrial, tohJcb to as d/tni edXY&d) l/a/m the/i contacted laco
&nfbrcem eat aa<t School resource off leer beputg fesus Cortez 

responded the Same dag and 5poKe to Emllg.(XE3D Emlty bold 

Corlez iLhob appellant (oas touch?rg her breasts 6^D and her
\Joglau(XUl)

h l $ moudLn. (RUO ' The
tl^e DcF Co eat bo her hoase and

pe*X5 itt 

oae
■#

•S&raK Pitts worked for the Childrens Jtdvocacg (Lender (CAc) 

and conducted a. recorded -Pear'eas’c interview of Emllg or\ 'Pecemher 

£, %DI*>X$bde'$ Exhibit X) coMeh ioa$'plowed for the. jery, (f Lb< iQ 

£ml/ty tells her that appellant did it -(or boo toeeKs". (VX)
The fast time he did Somebhlgg he tried bo put this thlrg fn 

her mouth fr\ the living rt]om(YSKV jftnd than he started ilmessir^ 

Oo?th this area‘L meanirg her breasts .ffSiD
Then, the 'First week" he made me ao into h^s room, pul led 

doom mg ■pants, pulled up ng $hiri and then bhe toader turned 

off Cj3^3ii) He did'that" bo her breasts underneath, her 

Clothing (X°D) hub then she Sdd he only touched her legs (Ytfy). 
Another time he put Emlty on the couch, and rubbed her hack 

and touched her buit on bop of her clothes and then to end under 

mg shirt and "them he messes with mg boobs'! (Tqq-loi) ‘‘After X 

to ld Mama he neueZ did ii aqn"n!(YM• lnb) Another time he 

pulled down mg pants aod Under to car and ‘then he put his 

thirg in me" meaning her crotch and ft hurt <x lot(flo6: lou) 
Then the n^yht before that he mode me touch, hi 5 thing (rmQ: un) 

Cm'-fg remembered it coas ?n October \ because when. it to as 

October, toe- toere So excited for school because-' and for the 

break. So u>e toere Counting the dags up to ft", referring to 

hhanKsgiving breoJC! Cfff4)
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Emi Ig toId Ms. fids that the last n'ght he did lt"ioas 'the 

exact dag ikod~\SCE came". (YnX) AlelikeY hex' YSod /Michael HHI 

or Kosnie Anderson helleoe her uohan she told iMesnXYim > 1 \5)

T)etee.i^e ferdk Sock o- test? tied and ike' Vec&mher d and 3 

plowed ikejury. State Exhibit H 

d EVU?UlL < fato-JlaO)..3 )kfi *ntervleu) conceded Sochds 
investigation (Vikl) cW like 5-iate rested.

recording toere
an.

Kamte AndeSSon testified -fi>r the defense iked Emily 

upset aboud her relation-skip io?tk (ipp&LLint.CjdJEO She said, 

appellant, uoas never alone uolth her children (vhlle she Shooered, 

(rilo) Her reladtanShlp u/itk Emil# ujaS not good and Eml/g logs 

not happy mlth her. ^OiL) U/ken \)e.t. Socka lntec'\J\eioed her 

fn December ke Sold that appellant toocJd yet d year's ,°£ 

he CoopercckecL and- dO year's ?? he ctdnt.(X?7<£- 21 d) SocJaa 

asKed her to ma.Ke cl phone Cad to appellant. He told her uohat 

to Say and he ivrota it cm a. pad, (Y27H) On ike morning 

fOecemhe d) that Emily told police aboocb appellant, Anderson drove 

her to School. (T21O Tket/ had cl ctscussfon about her friend 

AJock and Emily u>as upset. She told Anderson “That toe coould 

poy -for ft omd she 5lamm ed the door'' fX215k) Anderson ho-ct 

Intenblon of h0^^

tvas

no
relationship wftk appelLovt (rm)any any9 more-

/tfithaet Said he had an argumed uo°tk Emily over her
-Friend A/oak era the morning Ske mod the alleyationS. CcJjld) He 

ioas also fa the. Car tolih her and Anderson QvdL morning and 

Confirmed that, Emty ‘got out of' the van and 5oJcL that toe 

tooulc( pay for it &nd then she slammed ike door". (T3L<\3l)
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

?ETXTXoAj£i\ Coa/TE/i/TS THAT THE TEA/TM JUDICIAL 

CIRCUIT COURT (KEVIAJ aBPoa^V) CnMmrrr£D~ 

REVERSE'S Lg EftftnR X/U Xe/jYxa/g- A?p£ lLjuajt IS MoXxoaJ TO
Suppress hxs extra-Suvicxal staxemeajts amp
PrdMXSSxONS To XETECTXVE SOCHA BECAUSE THEY WERE 

XLL.E&ALLY Obtained BV A STATE AGENT WHO VhMXSEP
Leajxenc:y ^2 VE/msj ir he confessed versus

SmSYANTXAL PRISON fep VEM.S) XE ME TftTD /WT, /wft TH£ 

S.£Coa;d tuXTftrcx court oe or E/oftrn/i eared &y
JtPMQhVlAJG THE TRxAL COURTS RuLlA/Cr TnJ \yrr>L/^TTOA/ oE 

1U£ U'.$. CONST. Em AM £ a/T)M£a]T\ fttG-MT THAT 

5ELF- Xa/cRi/vHa/attoa/

1. THE FEDERAL L/lu/

Self - Xncrl ml nation. The (T-Fih Amendment, r^ghF attaches oni(ig 

if a person’s Compelled testimony Is Self-Incrimination. E stella
^61_tX.£, (m$l) 5th Amendment right applied

to statements mad defendant to psychiatrist during competency 

eXAm bee^tise Statements Could be useX against defendant at 

Sen Leadry.
fj-Jf need 

>n ike seibn tn
Ig be evident -From Fhe ?n>pllarL<m.s of the puestl 

(okich it °s asKed thxt a responsive anSuer to 

the question or (in explanation of ulg °d Cannot be an sobered might 

he dangerous because Injurious disclosure Could result]' Hoffman */, 
*11% tl9Sl\ In Hoffman \j, United States, the Supreme.

Court held that compelled bstlmony Is Self- mcr?m1natfrg °,f 
reasonable cause exist tx> believe that the testimony Looulct either' 
Support a Conviction or provide a link In the chain of evidence

on •on
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I coding i o be self- incriminatlig, the compelled 

answers must pose. <x $uh slant (d. and ‘red, and r\ob merely [pj 
rw of fmog inar^, \\oJzoX(d U' of criminal prosecutionUS. V, 

Sohnson. t3 1 r. 3d Ioio5< £78 (77b Cv. dDOid) (Sth Amendment applied, 
bdben government had reasonable b&s/s to bejteue that holiness 

ujoS poiS;b/e SobjecT, of prosecution }

to a conyi dan.

iriflr

5££ 5 American jurisprudence Trials 33) C/Aay ddlf) Sec, l R

Use of promises or Inducements , of of deceit and IrlcTety h 

I ate enforcement officers, alone or with other factors 

Q. proper Case for Suppression. The follotoirg

Useru by
establishors, m<w e 

llustratlwe pcomiSeS
and Inducements improperly used, to Secure statements 'Prom an 

accused’. I. D Ired or implied promise of a reduction or dismiss at 

of the charge and ^ Direct or Implied promise of aldfrg the 

(defendant in obtoUnlfg probation, a Shorter Sentence, or an 

earlier parole, People y, Quinn L\ C.ai 2d £51 (l^UH)

are I

JL.THE CLA2:M AaIT) MERITS

In the present cast the court loos provided cofth an audio - 

taped controlled phone Call ujith Ms. Anderson and too audio tap ed 

SeSSlonS coith Del. Wko. Veliliemer contends that the locoes court 

rnlssConstrued the fads aS presented from the auxtotap 

misapplied, the lauo to the facts.
first, the Controlled phone Call clea/jy shouted- that Petti 

6oaS Convinced that he should confess, or ''cooperate1' with Del. 

Sodna. to avoid the logger 2d) year sentence. Jhe court should 

have found that Petitioner u>a$ Induced by the promise, of 

leniency.
1TI£ DTffi^DAAJT- Yes. Tomorrow, (cndiscernlhle). he Said if a 

jtvS^ tell him (indiscernible) you Know)' (pZ^l).

deS, an

i oner
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Second, the Count's denial LoaS based on. a finding that- 

Dei. Socbo, had no design" to commune*ate. the promise of leniency 

to Petitioner, and presumably that Ms. Anderson 0ddce.eC 

independently am ike d verses dO year promise during the 

Controlled phone call. Suck a. finding Ignores the fact {had 

Anderson LoaS a State oyemt acting at the behest) urging and 

Instructions directly -Prom Socka - {his tons not In d-ip&uhe.
Socha SeL up the Cali <xt the police station and Locate dooon 

directions to Anderson on his notepad, Ote destroyed his notes 

par to the heartrg.) T)uriny the second hearing the trial 

Court stressed that Anderson logs cl State agent, and 

yo.estl<med Lohether Sacha Should hoot cleared up the “j versus 

db years premise before he arrested petitioner and Interrogated 

him only hours Utter.
The involuntariness of Petitionees flrS^- admission U> 

Anderson Loos not dissipated by the time he SpoKe to Socha. 
Lalihln the Space of cl fsu> hours, lie-fore. Petitioner hug up the 

phone Loith Ms, Anderson he* had resolved to Cell Socka.-he made 

ind that he had to toXe the d years or else he 

iooiJd be in prison for decades, Tmdeed, Ms. Anderson primed 

Petitioner -for Tied. Socha. So that, he Could Scooop In and arrest 

fetltioner Gf\CG he looK Ike bait" of the illegal "J versus dD years7'

hisup m i

prbmis,
But Socha never cleared ft up. JCnSteadi he ran U)ith it 

cmd extracted a. con fes51 on after- Petitioner SpoKe Lolth Anderson, 
tohile Petitioner toaS 5till harhorlry Under the delusion that (h. 
Sentence for Sexual child abuse could be aS light aS d yean.

Because Socha. failed to clear up the illegal promise o-f 

leniency- and thus ensure Petitioner u>as riot deludJry himself 

before alloiofg him to Confess - the Second Confession toes 

In voluntary,
The- honor Court's foully reaSonlrg and finding In it's tojo

l/Jlecu 15 e
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orders denying Petitioner h^o motions to suppress are similar 

io the faulty orders entered hg the id at Court ?n A)hrlHn^ v. 
Stale llpt] So. 2d 43ft Cflu. 2°^ T>C.A. Xnrrf).

Ms. Albrittons convection of (xb use of cl cLeud body ; a. 
Second' degree felony, LoaS reversed on (Xppea.1 after the 

fhCA of Flo., held the trial court erred In derglng hex motion to 

Suppress ttwo Confess ton S. At trial, two videotaped police 

Interviews of MS. Albritton (were p )oyed to the Yhe -plr$-£ 

videotaped 1nter\j 1 etw was mode on dune XL, }(!({<i/ and the Second 

'videotaped interview Was made the next day,
Xn the videotaped Interviews, Ms. Albritton explained that she 

mutilated Mr. guidon's body as pert of a. religious ritual Called 

the helpirg hand; this ritual had the Intended effect of bringing 

peace to Mr. Sutton'S Spirit. Xd., at ^39.
Prior to trial, Ms, Albritton move to suppress the stdemends 

She gowe to the police on the ground that they (were Involuntary, 
She alleged that her Statements to ere Induced log a promise 

that she (would not be Subjected to prosecution If the acts Bud 

performed on Mr. Sudan's body (were part of a religious 

ritual. Xd. at z/4?3
Ms, Albritton testified at the hear try 

Suppress that onjg after she leas told that the acts 

uere protected by the Constitution If th&y Involved religious 

activity did she decide, to Confess because she thought tkdi (what 

She. bans Confessty to (wa$ legal and She Could not be prosecuted, 
$he further- Indicated that she Confessed In order to protect her 

Son, but She (would not have done so except for detective fettgs 

statements Cegard'rg rituals being Constitutionally protected, 

Xd., at kH\
h/rst the trial Court denied the motion to

(were

the motion toon
gLes lionIn

Suppress and found 
thud the. statement made by the detective to the effect that 

religious acts are pro tented bg the United States Const it ui J0/1
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did not Constlld
Secondly, Aht irlaL Course noted thde Ms. Albritton testified 

at the. hearlrg that- she Incriminated herself In 

protect her'Son and therefore the tried. Court fouact thud 

'fie'ttdSve feth/s statement did not Induce her Confess loA. Xd.
both polnU, On reversing the.

e a promise." Xd-

order to

Tti s Cour t dls eg reed
"PCA Qf FIcl. held:

‘tohateoer her ulterior tnotlve ft>r the confess! cm, it uses 

dear]u Induced by the- detectives assurance tfidr ?f there were
a re/l^iot6 motive behind the ynicbliatXon, Ms. Albritton locuScL
not he prosecuted Xnlllally, and fir Some 'period of -Lime, Ms. 
Albritton denied Gag fnocolec^qe of the. Incident In Question.
Moldever, immediately after the detectives statements regarding 

the Constitutional protections applied to religious activity, 
Ms, Albritton Confessed, Xn fact jcst after the detective, first 

explained the religious exemption, Ms. Albrittons initial 

Inculpatory statement boas, teak, li uo.$ religious/1 and throughout 

her tdhole Confession She explained all her acts as belrg pari 

of a religious." XdL. nt HHd.
for a. Confession to be Voluntary, It Cannot he obtained 

through direct or Implied promises, See Johnson v, G-Late sn.ld 

—Xd/iCfla. HU). A Confession obtained as a resell of a 

direct or Implied promise of benefit or lenieng Is Involuntary 

and Inadmissible, \dltiemm V, Slate. 734 SoJd 47? 434 ft I a . 2d 

DCA 19311. Xf the Interrogator In 

Confess by U$frg la.rgu.cge which amounts l 

promise of benefit 'men the Confession may

on

or Induces the accused to
threat or

m<g be entrust Worthy 
and Should be excluded. ftfl.Wr V. Stake., 3^9 So.3d 1W IjL 

(Fla. U DCA m?l
-Ln Albritton the trial Court found that the detectives 

statements did not Constitute 

does not have to be direct to render a

o a

a, promise. Mocoever, a promise 

Confession

£5



Involuntary, but c<xr\ be. Imp] led . X.d. ocL Hm. C °titng
Aim? inf a v, Sdotie.. 737 s o.XoC SJoftla. I MX /holding bud A exclude

ConfessIon us heshlmorui, ll Is not nettssarg bwt arg direct promises 

or breeds be mode ho be those present, be CoJculahed A delude 

SUSpecL OS hs bTs hru.e poSlilon, 
influence over his mind),

"The fads In Albritton are nearly identical A Ike insAnL case 

oS ■far' as tike Court's floused reckoning In dengfng be Suppression 

motions. Specifically, here, the Sbtie argued and the. CoUrl found, 
tiuti felt i loner Confess A In. order ho protect Anderson's children.

Jfik73-V»74l. AoiS&oer, as In AlbrlAn, cohdeuer Petitioner "ulterior 

mahme" Ar h?S Confess Ion iti too.s clearly Induced bu Sochds promise 

(coYf\wUt\lcaLed. &rou4k Y\cunte Anderson) of knlency [2years \jtrsus 2.0 

gears)'.

and tXerh Improper and undue

r2?AS, AD/D^^SoaJ'• X mean, Lsluj-Coky tooujd you usanti ho do 2$
(dmn)

I Wh xf X Call him c,nd tid( him one thing, X go ho
$a*l ho dog. fyXtHOl

MSJfrfbZRSOAj; %S, huh looK, if tjou do Ad, Ad cLoeS hhd cfc? Yhah 

yetis Als crap over toltih. Xhati^Gidtiiti)

/iS. AAfbBkSOkl l X csould Coop erotic tiken. Voa uoani - X rceon, you 

(aanna hooe a. life bshen you're done, right ? (\{2hl)

MS. AAJt)dRS0Al' Alo, you need A shop freaKlr^ out Is cjKat gou need 

ha do, Voa need A brectihe. %u need A Ay io relax, /ox nnobS, X 

mean, do you coant A ha\K. later on An^gnt? X mean,X c.an try 

A Sneak over there. Do you Loanh-X mean toould hhd muKe. you
happy ? CMUhl

oue

Clio



I h\E t)£ ^EAJlSAA/Y\ because X have. fio go-go fihroLgk {had io
(sijtn)

i HB X- loue. tjoU.

mar Coco,

A15, ^/l/l^RSOA/: And x ioUC y0^* Hub ypu need bo-gou neeeb bo 

Call need bo leb Him HnccO.

I HE fSEPB^f^fiAfT‘ X need bo left him J- balked io gpu,

Clearlg, PeifbtoA&r's U)U( u>a$ ouercome when iie spoke 

AI5, //ndeCSorv 4oKe> ConViced Him bhad he needed, bo Co/\fess 

t)£^. Soch.0, So ht ujoald nob do XO tjears . Peblbtener made bhe 

decision then. and bhere bo Call Sochu ^Ae, dag and Confess.
Xhen nexb dag did nob Come as Socha. arresbed feblb?oner righb 

after bhe phone Cobb, book Him bo bh& police SbcJuon} Mlmndlzed 

him and e^broJlbed bhe Same InCifmlncdlng admission from
bhocL He touched BmlWs brea$bs>

Is esb<fo\lsHed bhab a

ibhCO 1

?e.UHtoner 

Once lb 1 Confession Is InVolunbarg, 4 

Suhseyuend Confession fs Resumed bo he Im/olunbatg also unless 

lb Is cleorlg SHoosn bhe "influences atbendand upon Bhel iniblul 

Confession" Caere d?S$1pdted prior bo bhe $u\>sepken.b Confess 

piffinfis u. diode. IM so.Xri £32' XIL (PL„ HtoV in Alhri&on, the 

Courb Concluded ihcJL bhe In fluence of Xiebecbhie Pdtt^'s promise 

bo /Is, Albritton bhoJu she Loould nob he prosecuted ■lor' a. 
Second- degree felang ?£ she had he an. angaglrg In a. religious 

rlbudl coos nob Suff Iclenblg dlsilpabed ab bhcolmt of Hex- 

Second. Confession on Jane XI bo alloco fbs Inbroducbton Inbo
evidence*', td } ab tHX.

hlUuilse, fn the press'd Case, bhe Influence of'the promise" 

bo Petitioner cLurlrg bhe Controlled Cal I bfavi He coould.
Serue X gears In &5 opposed bo ZO ?f he chose, bo fig kb

ion,.

I#on

dtl



the charges' mcls not WY’fcfen 

hfs Second. Confess 

^y\ho eufdence.
Ah hx\cXt Veil'll 

acts he 60as charged Lo?hh, fa 342). ryieanmg
ConhrtcCtcied the Controlled 'phone CaH.

^ d?SS°pade<C ah the htme, o-F 

^Ae 5«/n£ ew^j 7*0 alloco fls fniroduchloni cm

he$hi£?ed hhdd he cttcC not Con^m?/ the
1>e lft;bners iesltmom#

toner

2d



CrniCLUSTOAl

Petitioner's rfehf ip a -ptur trial AS guaranteed by ike
Amendments 5, L. and \H was violated wb en Petit taner s 

madm,ssJbli®, prejudicial admissions Oere heard by the jarcj. Zb u>a$ 

'Petitioner*, ujord o£a\nst tke Victim's. The erroneous admission of 

his statements to /As. Anderson and T)et. Socha Cannot ha sdd 

to Constitute harmless error. Ykere loos no forensic evidence 

produced the State, and the’vldlm‘1 trial testimony
her previous forensic Interview), The erroneous denial of 

Petitioner's motions lo Suppress Warrants a reversal and neu> trial 

ddhouf the admissions.

Conslfi ut I on

differedfto»n

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

<r~XsuZj>jjU d

Date: A)n u. H
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