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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Florida reviewed Kirk Douglas Williams's death sentence following his
conviction for first-degree murder. The court held that the evidence did not support the cold,
calculated, and premeditated (CCP) aggravator and questioned the evidentiary support for other
penalty-phase findings, concluding that the murder was not among the most aggravated and least
mitigated murders warranting capital punishment. The court vacated the death sentence and remanded
for imposition of life imprisonment without the possibility of parole.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether competent, substantial evidence supported the cold, calculated, and premeditated aggravator.

2. Whether competent, substantial evidence supported the heinous, atrocious, or cruel aggravator.

3. Whether competent, substantial evidence supported the pecuniary-gain aggravator.

4. Whether competent, substantial evidence supported the avoid-arrest aggravator.

5. Whether the trial court erred by rejecting the statutory mitigating circumstance that Williams's capacity
to appreciate the criminality of his conduct or conform his conduct to the law was substantially
impaired.

6. Whether the death sentence was proportionate under Florida's capital-sentencing proportionality review.

7. Whether the death sentence was unconstitutional under Ring v. Arizona.

HOLDINGS

1. The evidence did not support the CCP aggravator beyond a reasonable doubt, because the murder arose
during a spontaneous argument and there was no competent, substantial evidence of advance planning or
the heightened premeditation required for CCP.

2. The HAC aggravator was not supported by competent, substantial evidence because the record did not
establish that Dykes remained conscious and aware of impending death during the beating.

3. The pecuniary-gain aggravator was not supported by competent, substantial evidence because the
evidence was equally consistent with the reasonable hypothesis that Williams merely continued using
property he already had access to after the murder, without killing Dykes to obtain financial gain.

4. The avoid-arrest aggravator was supported by competent, substantial evidence because Williams's
admission to Hawley constituted direct evidence that avoiding arrest and imprisonment was the
dominant motive for the murder.

5. The trial court erred by rejecting the statutory mitigating circumstance that Williams's capacity to
conform his conduct to the requirements of law was substantially impaired.

6. Death was not a proportionate penalty because, after striking CCP and HAC and rejecting pecuniary
gain, only the avoid-arrest aggravator remained, while substantial statutory and nonstatutory mitigation
was present.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Rather than a carefully planned murder, the evidence demonstrates that this murder occurred after an
argument erupted with the victim, with whom Williams lived.” (190)



“In sum, the direct evidence of the murder—the inmates' testimonies—shows that this was not a preplanned
killing that would meet the heightened premeditation standard required for CCP.” (198)

“We conclude that the trial court erred in rejecting the statutory mitigation.” (205)

“However, this crime is not one of the most aggravated and least mitigated, and accordingly we conclude that
the imposition of the death penalty is not a proportionate penalty.” (207)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Williams lived with Susan Littrell Dykes and had a long history of substance abuse, including a crack-cocaine
binge around the time of the murder. After using Dykes's ATM card and arguing with her about the transactions
and crack cocaine, Williams beat her with an aluminum tee-ball bat. He later attempted to conceal the crime by
cleaning the trailer, transporting Dykes's body in a boat, and weighting it with cinderblocks before placing it in a
lake. The medical examiner could not determine whether Dykes remained conscious after the first blow or
whether any blow caused death or unconsciousness.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A Florida trial court convicted Williams of first-degree premeditated murder with a weapon and imposed a death
sentence after a jury recommended death by an eleven-to-one vote. The trial court found four aggravators,
rejected the requested impaired-capacity statutory mitigator, and found several nonstatutory mitigators. The
Florida Supreme Court exercised mandatory jurisdiction and reviewed the penalty-phase issues.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Vacate the death sentence and impose a sentence of life imprisonment without the possibility of parole.
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