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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Ohio held that a county child-abuse investigator was not required to provide
Miranda warnings before questioning a child because she was neither a law-enforcement officer nor
acting under police direction or control. The court also held that the child’s confession did not violate
federal due-process protections because it was not causally related to coercive police conduct, and it
affirmed the court of appeals’ judgment admitting the statement.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a county child-abuse investigator must provide Miranda warnings before questioning a child
suspected of committing child abuse when the investigator is neither a law-enforcement officer nor an
agent of law enforcement acting under police direction or control.

2. Whether admission of an incriminating statement obtained from a child by a county child-abuse
investigator violated the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.

3. Whether the trial court properly suppressed the statement and excluded it under Ohio Evid.R. 403(A).

HOLDINGS

1. A child-abuse investigator employed by a county children-services agency is not required to provide
Miranda warnings before questioning a suspect when the investigator is neither a law-enforcement
officer nor an agent of law enforcement acting under the direction or control of police.

2. Under Colorado v. Connelly, coercive police activity causally related to the confession is a necessary
predicate for a federal due-process claim based on an involuntary confession. Because no police officer
participated in, directed, or controlled Bradley's interview, the statement was not obtained in violation of
federal due process.

3. Even assuming that Bradley's position as a county employee triggered federal due-process protections,
M.H. failed to show that his statement was involuntary in the constitutional sense.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Absent police conduct causally related to the confession, there is simply no basis for concluding that any
state actor has deprived a criminal defendant of due process of law.” (¶ 2)

“Absent evidence that a child-abuse investigator employed by a county children-services agency is a law-
enforcement officer or an agent of law enforcement acting under the direction or control of the police, an
interrogation is not subject to the strictures of the Supreme Court’s decision in Miranda” (¶ 42)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The Cuyahoga County Department of Children and Family Services investigated allegations that 13-year-old
M.H. had engaged in sexual activity with a 12-year-old girl. Child-protection specialist Esther Bradley
interviewed M.H. at the agency without giving Miranda warnings, and M.H. made incriminating statements.
Bradley was not a law-enforcement officer, lacked arrest authority, and was not directed or controlled by police;
the assigned detective did not know about the interview until approximately two months later.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The state charged M.H. in juvenile court with two counts of rape and two counts of gross sexual imposition. The
trial court suppressed M.H.'s statement to the child-abuse investigator, concluding that it violated due process



and was inadmissible under Ohio Evid.R. 403(A). The Eighth District reversed and remanded, and the Supreme
Court of Ohio affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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