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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court, Kings County, considers the defendant's motion to suppress evidence and
statements following a combined Dunaway, Huntley, and Payton hearing. The court finds probable
cause for the arrest but concludes that the defendant was subjected to custodial interrogation without
Miranda warnings and that police entry into his locked shelter room violated the Payton rule. The
motion is therefore granted in part and denied in part.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved to suppress evidence and statements following a
combined Dunaway, Huntley, and Payton hearing.

STANDARD OF REVIEW For the Dunaway inquiry, the People initially had to present credible
evidence tending to show lawful police conduct, after which the
defendant bore the burden of proving illegality by a preponderance of
the evidence. Voluntariness of a statement had to be established by the
People beyond a reasonable doubt. Voluntary consent to a search was
treated as a mixed question of law and fact.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published trial-court opinion; persuasive authority within New York
Supreme Court, subject to higher-court precedent.

PARTIES The People of the State of New York v. Raymond Maquila

TOPICS

fourth amendment search and seizure warrant requirement suppression of evidence probable cause



PRACTICE AREAS

criminal procedure constitutional law criminal defense

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the police had probable cause to arrest the defendant under the fellow-officer rule.

2. Whether statements obtained from the defendant during custodial interrogation were admissible absent
prior Miranda warnings.

3. Whether police violated the Payton rule by entering or opening the door to the defendant's locked shelter
room without an arrest warrant, exigent circumstances, or valid consent.

4. Whether the defendant had a reasonable expectation of privacy in his assigned shelter room and whether
the shelter employee had authority to consent to police entry.

HOLDINGS

1. The arrest was lawful because the police as a whole possessed probable cause, based on the
complainant's account, the controlled call, and the probable-cause I-card, even though the arresting
detective did not personally possess all of the information.

2. The defendant's statements were suppressed because he was subjected to custodial interrogation without
Miranda warnings.

3. The police violated the Payton rule by entering or opening the door to the defendant's locked shelter
room to arrest him without a warrant, exigent circumstances, or valid consent; physical evidence
obtained as a result was suppressed.

4. A shelter resident may possess a reasonable expectation of privacy in an assigned locked room;
determining that expectation requires consideration of the facility's operation, policies, physical layout,
use of the space, the occupant's conduct, and screening practices.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Even if an arresting officer lacks personal knowledge sufficient to establish probable cause, the arrest will
be lawful if the officer "acts upon the direction of or as a result of communication with a superior or [fellow]
officer or another police department provided that the police as a whole were in possession of information
sufficient to constitute probable cause to make the arrest."” (*2)

“The court finds that the defendant was subjected to a custodial interrogation for which he should have been
provided Miranda warnings. Accordingly, the defendant's motion to suppress the noticed statements is
granted.” (*3)

“The court finds that the police's actions violated the Payton rule prohibiting warrantless entry into a home to
conduct an arrest. Any physical evidence seized as a result must be suppressed.” (*5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Police detectives investigating allegations that the defendant sexually assaulted the complainant twice obtained
information from the complainant, conducted a controlled telephone call, and activated a probable-cause arrest I-
card. Detectives located the defendant at Safe Haven, a transitional homeless shelter, where a shelter employee
identified his room and brought officers to it; the defendant was then taken into custody. The defendant testified
that his assigned room was locked, that shelter employees had access, and that officers entered or caused the
door to be opened without a warrant before ordering him to dress and leave. He also testified that police
questioned him at the precinct without first giving Miranda warnings.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court conducted a combined suppression hearing on August 14, 2024. The People presented testimony from
two NYPD detectives, and the defendant testified. The court found the witnesses credible, determined that the
arrest was supported by probable cause, suppressed the defendant's statements for lack of Miranda warnings, and
suppressed physical evidence resulting from the warrantless entry into his shelter room.
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