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SUMMARY

The Maine Supreme Judicial Court affirmed Nathaneal K. Nightingale's convictions for murder and
manslaughter. The court held that Nightingale was not in custody during the initial nine-hour
polygraph-related interrogation, that the fourteen-day rule from Maryland v. Shatzer did not apply, and
that the subsequent in-home statements and physical evidence were properly admitted. The court also
concluded that the police did not deliberately employ an impermissible two-step interrogation strategy
and that the confession was voluntary.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Nightingale was in custody for Miranda purposes during the polygraph-related interrogation.

2. Whether Maryland v. Shatzer's fourteen-day waiting period applied when police reinitiated questioning
after Nightingale requested counsel during a noncustodial interrogation.

3. Whether the detectives deliberately employed a two-step interrogation procedure that rendered
Nightingale's post-warning statements inadmissible under Missouri v. Seibert.

4. Whether police deception during the earlier interrogation rendered Nightingale's later post-warning
statements involuntary.

5. Whether physical evidence obtained as a result of the post-warning statements was inadmissible as fruit
of constitutional violations.

HOLDINGS

1. Nightingale was not in custody for Miranda purposes during the interrogation at the Criminal
Investigation Division.

2. Maryland v. Shatzer's fourteen-day waiting period did not apply because Nightingale invoked his right to
counsel during a noncustodial interrogation.

3. The State proved that the detectives did not deliberately employ a two-step interrogation strategy to
undermine Miranda, so Nightingale's post-warning statements were admissible.

4. The post-warning statements were voluntary under the totality of the circumstances despite the
detectives' use of fabricated evidence during the earlier interrogation.

5. The physical evidence was admissible because it was obtained as a result of voluntary post-warning
statements.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“On these facts, the trial court did nor err in finding that Nightingale was not in custody during the first
interrogation.” (58 A.3d at 1064)

“Accordingly, the State bears the burden of demonstrating by a preponderance of the evidence that the two-
step procedure was not deliberately employed to undermine the efficacy of the Miranda warnings.” (58 A.3d
at 1068)

“The court did not err in concluding that the State proved beyond a reasonable doubt that Nightingale’s post-
warning statements were voluntary in light of the totality of the circumstances.” (58 A.3d at 1070)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Michael and Valerie Miller were shot and killed in their home, and police learned that Nightingale was one of
the last people to be there. Nightingale voluntarily drove himself to a nine-hour polygraph-related interview,
received Miranda warnings twice, and was repeatedly told that he was free to leave. After detectives used



fabricated evidence during the interview, Nightingale requested an attorney and left. Later that evening, officers
went to his mother's home after learning that he had confessed to others; they obtained pre-warning statements,
then administered Miranda warnings and obtained further statements leading them to physical evidence
belonging to the victims.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Nightingale was indicted on two counts of murder and moved to suppress statements from a polygraph-related
interrogation, statements from a later in-home interrogation, and physical evidence found at a camp. The trial
court suppressed only the pre-Miranda statements made at the residence and denied suppression of the
polygraph-interview statements, post-Miranda in-home statements, and physical evidence. Following a six-day
jury trial, Nightingale was convicted of manslaughter on one count and murder on the other, received concurrent
sentences of fifteen and forty years, and appealed.
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