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SUMMARY

The Pennsylvania Supreme Court reviewed Raghunandan Yandamuri’s convictions and two death
sentences arising from the kidnapping and murders of a ten-month-old child and her grandmother. The
court addressed the sufficiency of the evidence and challenges to the admissibility of statements and
consent searches, including whether Yandamuri was unlawfully arrested or subjected to custodial
interrogation before receiving Miranda warnings. The opinion affirms the death sentences.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the encounter with detectives at the casino constituted an illegal arrest or custodial detention
unsupported by probable cause.

2. Whether Yandamuri was subjected to custodial interrogation without Miranda warnings before 11:03
p.m.

3. Whether the administration of Miranda warnings at 11:03 p.m. constituted an arrest without probable
cause and tainted the subsequent confession.

4. Whether Yandamuri's confession and consents were involuntary under the totality of the circumstances.

5. Whether the suppression court's factual findings were unsupported by the record.

6. Whether the Commonwealth presented false evidence or withheld exculpatory evidence in violation of
Brady v. Maryland.

7. Whether the trial court erred by declining to give optional jury-instruction language concerning delay
between arrest and arraignment.

8. Whether the evidence was sufficient to sustain the two first-degree murder convictions.

9. Whether the death sentences were supported by the statutory aggravating circumstances and were free
from passion, prejudice, or other arbitrary factors.

HOLDINGS

1. The evidence was sufficient to prove beyond a reasonable doubt that Yandamuri killed the child and
grandmother, was responsible for both killings, and acted with malice and the specific intent to kill.

2. Yandamuri was not arrested or illegally detained at the casino; the encounter was consensual, and the
subsequent statements were not fruits of an unlawful arrest.

3. Yandamuri was not in custody during the questioning from approximately 3:15 p.m. through 11:03 p.m.;
therefore, his statements during that period were gratuitous and were not subject to suppression for lack
of Miranda warnings.

4. The administration of Miranda warnings did not transform the noncustodial questioning into an arrest,
and Yandamuri was not arrested until after completing his confession.

5. Yandamuri's confession was voluntary under the totality of the circumstances and was properly
admitted.

6. The suppression court's material factual findings were supported by the record, and Yandamuri was not
entitled to relief based on alleged factual discrepancies.



7. Yandamuri was not entitled to relief on his claims that the Commonwealth presented false evidence or
withheld exculpatory evidence.

8. The trial court properly refused to give optional jury-instruction language concerning delay between
arrest and arraignment because Yandamuri's confession preceded his arrest and the issue was not
factually relevant to the jury's voluntariness determination.

9. The death sentences were not the product of passion, prejudice, or another arbitrary factor, and the
evidence supported at least one aggravating circumstance for each murder.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In determining whether a suspect is in custody, two discrete inquiries are essential: (1) an examination of the
circumstances surrounding the interrogation; and (2) a determination of whether, given those circumstances,
would a reasonable person have felt that he or she was at liberty to terminate the interrogation and leave.”
(520)

“The inquiry becomes “not whether the defendant would have confessed without interrogation, but whether
the interrogation was so manipulative or coercive that it deprived the defendant of his ability to make a free
and unconstrained decision to confess.”” (525)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Yandamuri entered the apartment of a family he knew, intending to kidnap a ten-month-old child for ransom.
During the attempted kidnapping, he fatally stabbed the child's grandmother, placed the child in a suitcase with
her mouth obstructed and later abandoned her in a sauna, and stole jewelry. After detectives approached him at a
casino, he voluntarily accompanied them to a police station, gave multiple statements and consents to searches,
received Miranda warnings later that evening, and ultimately confessed. The confession was corroborated by the
recovery of the child's body, ransom notes, and stolen jewelry.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A jury convicted Yandamuri of two counts of first-degree murder, kidnapping, burglary, robbery, and abuse of a
corpse, and returned two death verdicts. The trial court denied pretrial suppression motions, permitted
Yandamuri to proceed pro se with standby and penalty-phase counsel, and formally sentenced him to death on
November 20, 2014. The trial court rejected the issues raised in Yandamuri's Pa.R.A.P. 1925(b) statement, and
the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania affirmed after addressing the sufficiency of the evidence, suppression
challenges, alleged prosecutorial misconduct and Brady violations, the jury-instruction claim, and mandatory
statutory review of the death sentences.

DISPOSITION

affirmed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Prothonotary was directed to transmit the record to the Governor pursuant to 42 Pa.C.S. § 9711(i).
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