Selected Texas Court Cases Regarding Juveniles

Statements/Confessions

1.
In the matter of R.J.H., S.W. 2d, No. 03-98-00654-CV, 1999 WL 645073, 1999

Non-custodial oral request to amend written statement is itself inadmissible as a fruit of prior statement.

2.
Moorhead v. State, No. 04-00-00230-CR, 2001 WL 322166

Police officer speaking to juvenile between writing confessions did not invalidate the final statement.  (Officer told subject that 1st statement which simply said “I confess” was not detailed enough so subject wrote a subsequent detailed confession.)

3.
In the Matter of V.M.D., 974 S.W. 2d 332

Voluntary written statement of juvenile admissible because not given while in custody..

4.
Vazquez v. State, No. 14-97-00376-CR, 1999 WL 604877


No requirement of Miranda warning because juvenile not in police custody.

5.
In the Matter of K.M.C., No. 04-98-00039-CV, 1999 WL 1020939

Oral custodial statement admissible because not in response to questioning.

6.
In the Matter of M.A.T., S.W. 2d, No. 04-97-00918 WL 784334, 1998

Statement made at police station was not made in custody nor was it involuntary made. 

7.
In the Matter of M.R.R., S.W. 2d, No. 04-97-00630-CV, 1999 WL 266466


Questioning not custodial; Statement not involuntary.

8.
Hernandez v. State, No. 04-95-00449-CR, 1996 WL 195414

Juvenile not in custody when statement given; Written statement not fruit of prior oral statement.

9.
Jeffley v. State, S.W. 2d, no. 538-98, 1999

Oral statements were inadmissible because given while in custody, but admission was harmless in light of other statements, conviction stands.

10.
Le. V. State, S.W. 2d, No. 538-98, 1999

Failure to take juvenile from processing office to statutorily approved place invalidates statement obtained in homicide office.

Le v. State, No. 14-94-01265-CR, 2000 WL1335290

On remand from Court of Civil Appeals, court of appeals finds erroneous admission of confession to be harmless, conviction stands.

11.
Ahmed v. State, No. 05-97-00874-CR, 1999 WL 669781

Error to admit statement not obtained in processing file, but harmless, conviction stands.

12.
Melendez v. State, 873 S.W. 2d 723, 1994

Oral confession from juvenile not in custody and not being interrogated admissible.

13.
In the Matter of J.M.O., No. 04-95-00594-CV, 1997 WL 404270


Statement admissible because not in custody when given.

14.
Mitchell v. State, 948 S.W. 2d, 62, 1997


No proof written statement was fruit of unlawfully obtained oral statement.

15.
In the Matter of L.E.C., No. 04-98-00295-CV, 1999 WL 692639


Evidence sufficient for arson; given while respondent not in custody.

16.
Mata v. State, no. 04-98-00411-CR, 2000 WL 816767

Juvenile murder suspect was not in custody so statement admissible in criminal trial.

17.
Childs v. State, S.W. 3d, No. 14-98-00531-CR, 2000 WL 702768

False claim by juvenile that he is 17 waives Family Code interrogation protections.

18.
Vega v. State, S.W. 3d, No. 13-98-044-CR, 2000 WL 1682512

Juvenile’s confession to Chicago Police is not admissible because obtained without complying with Texas Family Code.

19.
In the Matter of M.R.R., S.W. 2d, No. 04-97-00630-CV, 1999


Questioning juvenile at school not custodial, statement was voluntary.

20.
Williams v. State, S.W. 2d, No. 04-98-00230-CR, 1999 WL 323287

Taking Statement in undersigned homicide office lawful when no contact with adult prisoners occurred there.  Appellate Court ruled that Williams had already been exposed to adult prisoners and criminality when he was booked into the Bexar County jail as a result of his own misrepresentation of his age.

21.
Reyes v. State, No. 14-97-00933-CR, 1999 WL 1041477

Court of appeals held that juvenile voluntarily confessed to capital murder despite low I.Q. of 75.

22.
Martinez  v. State, S.W.3d, No. 04-02-00329-CR, 2003


Capital murder statement was admissible because the juvenile was not in custody

Failure of Law Enforcement to Obey Law After Taking Juvenile Into Custody

1.
Roquemore v. State, S.W. 2d, No. 01-9600019-CR, 1999 WL 350609

Failure to take juvenile directly to processing office results in exclusion of stolen property from evidence.

2.
Contreras v. State, S.W. 2d, No. 07-97-0487-CR, 1999 WL 242635

50 minute delay in taking child in custody to proper facility invalidates confession.

3.
Hampton v. State, S.W. 2d, No. 08-00-00045-CR, 2001 WL 62918

Murder confession not suppressed because police fail to notify parent’s of juvenile’s arrest status.

4.
In the Matter of C.R., S.W. 2d, No. 03-97-000785-CV, 1999 WL 332566


Failure to notify parents of taking child into custody invalidates confession.

5.
Gonzales v. State, S.W. 3d, No. 01-98-00540-CR, 1999 WL 997798


Failure to notify parents of taking child into custody invalidates confession.

6.
Pham v. State, S.W. 3d, No. 01-99-00631-CR, 2000 WL 189949


Failure to promptly notify parents invalidates murder confession


(State Supreme  reverses because suspect unable to show causal connect in case)

7.
Simpson v. State, S.W. 3d, no. 12-00-00235-CR, 2000 WL 33126576

Capital murder confession suppressed because police failed to notify parents of juvenile’s arrest.

Misc. Cases

1.
Freeman v. State, No. 03-94-00754-CR, 1997 WL 6302

Truancy gave grounds for stop and frisk; no duty to take arrested child to magistrate without delay.

2.
Urbanski v. State, 993 S.W. 2d 789, 1999

Absence for less than 24 hours still “substantial” under definition of running away from home.

3.
In the Matter of A.C.F.W., No. 05-00-00984-CV, 2001 WL 328160

Court of Appeals upheld juvenile court’s restitution order against the father of a child who vandalized a mobile home.

4.
In the Matter of R.P., No. 041-99-00176-CV, 2000 WL 349733


Curfew stop in high crime area justified frisk.

5.
In re A.R., Waco Court of Appeals, 2004

Officer had probable cause to take juvenile into custody for failure to identify.  The cocaine seized from his person as an incident to the arrest was properly admitted into evidence.

6.
Attorney General says unemancipated 17-year old is not a missing child when parents know the child’s whereabouts.

7.
In the Matter of K.E., No. 04-03-00504-CV 2004

Police officer’s weapon frisk during a daytime curfew stop was justified by self protection.

8.
In re L.C., No. 03-02-00070-CV, 2003

Austin Court of Appeals held that a search of a juvenile that uncovered cocaine was lawful based on the consent of the juvenile.

School Cases

1.
Attorney General says police may not release to school district the names of juveniles cited for minor in possession.

2.
In the Matter of J.L.O., No. 03-01-00632-CV, 2002

Austin Court of Appeals upheld assault on a public servant adjudications for contact with a classroom teacher and aide.

3.
In the Matter of A.I., 03-00-00-428-CV, 2001 WL 223294

Court of Appeals held that an assistant principal of a high school can be named as the owner for a criminal trespass case.

4.
In the Matter of C.M.L., 08-99-00210-CV, 2000 WL 678845

Court of Appeals held that a middle school used also as community center at night sufficient evidence under the punishment provisions of the graffiti statute.

5.
In re A.T.H., S.W.3d, No. 03-02-00401-CV, 2003

An anonymous tip did not provide reasonable suspicion for a stop and frisk by a school resource office.

6.
In the Matter of O.E., No. 03-02-00516-CV, 2003

Requiring juvenile to remove shoes to enter alternative learning center which produced marijuana was a valid search.  

United States Supreme Court Cases  

1.
Beckwith v. United States, 425 U.S. 341


Suspect told he was focus of investigation

2.
Oregon v. Mathinson, 429 U.S. 492

3.
Yarborough v. Alvarado 02-1684

Age of the suspect is not a factor in determining whether interrogation was custodial

4.
Fellers v. United States 02-6320

Interrogation cannot be considered non-custodial after suspect told police have a federal warrant and suspect has been indicted by grand jury.

5.
Thornton v. United States 03-5165

Ruled lawful a suspect’s arrest next to his vehicle after drugs were found inside the car.  The court said it is not always necessary for the suspect to be inside his car to have evidence used against him.

6.
Hiibel v. Nevada 03-5554


Individuals cannot refuse to give their name to officers who try to question them

7.
United States v. Pantane 02-1183

Officer started giving Miranda waring but suspect interrupted stating he knew his rights.  He then showed officers where weapon was hidden.

8.
Missouri v. Seibert 02-1371

Suspect questioned twice while in custody, no Miranda warning given on first interrogation.  After 20 minutes, officer gave warning then had suspect give written confession.

