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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Georgia affirmed Jamerson Mangrum’s convictions for felony murder,

aggravated child molestation, rape-related offenses, and evidence-concealment offenses. The court

rejected or found waived challenges concerning the voluntariness of police statements, Miranda

warnings, expert testimony, lesser-included-offense and accident instructions, sentencing, and jury

exhibits. The case was remanded for a hearing on Mangrum'’s ineffective-assistance-of-trial-counsel

claim.
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Mangrum appealed his convictions and sentences after a jury trial and
the denial of his motion for new trial. The Supreme Court of Georgia
affirmed the judgments and remanded for a hearing limited to his

ineffective-assistance-of-trial-counsel claim.

The court reviewed the sufficiency of the evidence under the rational-
trier-of-fact standard; evidentiary and mistrial rulings for abuse of
discretion; preservation and waiver issues under applicable procedural
rules; and jury-instruction claims for reversible error. The
voluntariness ruling concerning Mangrum's statements was reviewed

for abuse of discretion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1

2.

L0.
L1.

[2.

. Whether the evidence was sufficient to support Mangrum's convictions.

Whether Mangrum's statements to police were involuntary because they were induced by hope of benefit
or fear of injury under OCGA § 24-3-50.

. Whether statements made after a two-hour break in questioning had to be suppressed because police did

not repeat the Miranda warnings.

. Whether the trial court erred in denying a mistrial based on an expert's opinion that the victim's death

was a homicide.

. Whether Mangrum was entitled to an involuntary-manslaughter jury instruction based on statutory rape

as the underlying misdemeanor.

. Whether Mangrum was entitled to an accident-defense jury instruction.

. Whether the 2006 amendment to Georgia's aggravated-child-molestation statute required reversal of his

convictions or related felony-murder verdicts.

. Whether the trial court erred by denying the motion for new trial without conducting a hearing.

. Whether the trial court improperly charged that the victim's age supplied the against-her-will element of

forcible rape.
Whether admitting Mangrum's written statements into the jury room constituted reversible error.

Whether the aggravated-child-molestation convictions merged into the vacated felony-murder

convictions for sentencing purposes.

Whether Mangrum's ineffective-assistance claim was procedurally barred or should be remanded for an

evidentiary hearing.

HOLDINGS

1.

2.

3.

The evidence was sufficient for a rational trier of fact to find Mangrum guilty beyond a reasonable doubt

of felony murder and the other offenses.

Mangrum's statements were admissible because they were not induced by an impermissible hope of
benefit or fear of injury, and the trial court did not abuse its discretion in finding them voluntary under

the totality of the circumstances.

The absence of a second Miranda warning after the two-hour break did not require suppression because
Mangrum had previously been advised of and waived his rights and the interviews were part of a

continuous interrogation.



4. The trial court did not abuse its discretion in denying a mistrial after the forensic-pathology expert

testified that the death was a homicide.
5. The trial court properly refused to give an involuntary-manslaughter instruction based on statutory rape.

6. Mangrum was not entitled to an accident instruction because he denied committing any act that caused

the victim's death.

7. The 2006 statutory amendment did not require reversal of Mangrum's aggravated-child-molestation

convictions or the related vacated felony-murder verdicts.

8. The trial court did not err by denying the motion for new trial without a hearing because Mangrum did

not request a hearing.

9. The trial court properly instructed that the victim's age could supply the against-her-will element of

forcible rape.

[0. The claim concerning the written statements going out with the jury was not preserved because

Mangrum made no objection, and he failed to show reversible error in any event.

L1. The aggravated-child-molestation convictions did not merge for sentencing purposes because the
corresponding felony-murder verdicts were vacated and no sentences were imposed on those felony-

murder counts.

[2. Mangrum's ineffective-assistance claim was raised at the earliest practicable moment and required

remand to the trial court for a hearing limited to that claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The "hope of benefit" that will render a statement involuntary must relate to the charges facing the suspect,

and generally refers to the reward of a lighter sentence for confessing.” (at 678)

“However, the lack of a Miranda warning after the break "is of no consequence, as [Mangrum] was informed
of and waived his Miranda rights before the first interview and ... the second interview... [was] part of a

continuous series of interviews."” (at 679)

“Accordingly, if a defendant does not admit to committing any act which constitutes the offense charged, he is

not entitled to a charge on the defense of accident.” (at 681)

“An enumeration of error "complaining of the admission of evidence or of documents going out with the jury
presents nothing for decision by the Supreme Court where no objection is shown to have been made at trial."”
(at 683)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mangrum contacted a fifteen-year-old victim during the early morning hours, and witnesses later saw vehicles
resembling his vehicle leave his neighborhood. The victim's nude and burned body was found several hours later
near a bridge, and forensic evidence connected Mangrum to sexual activity involving the victim. Witnesses
testified that Mangrum confessed to sexually assaulting the victim, choking her with others, and burning her
body to destroy evidence; medical evidence indicated death by asphyxia and injuries consistent with forceful

restraint.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A jury found Mangrum guilty of three counts of felony murder, two counts of aggravated child molestation, rape,
abandoning a dead body, concealing a death, and tampering with evidence. The trial court imposed the described
sentences, merged the rape into one felony-murder conviction, and vacated two felony-murder verdicts by
operation of law. The trial court denied Mangrum's motion for new trial without a hearing. After notice of appeal
and transfer from the Court of Appeals, the Supreme Court of Georgia affirmed the convictions and sentences

but remanded for an ineffective-assistance hearing.
DISPOSITION

affirmed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remanded to the trial court for a hearing on Mangrum's ineffective-assistance-of-trial-counsel claim alone.
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