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State of Florida v. James Earl Gafford

State of Florida v. James Earl Gafford - No. 6D2024-0196 - Decided July 18, 2025

SUMMARY

The Sixth District Court of Appeal of Florida reversed an order suppressing statements made by James

Earl Gafford during a custodial murder investigation interview. The court held that law enforcement

adequately answered Gafford’s preliminary question about obtaining counsel and that, after he

invoked counsel, he reinitiated contact and validly waived his Miranda rights.
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The State appealed the circuit court's order granting Gafford's motion
to suppress statements obtained during a custodial interrogation and
ruling that the State violated his Miranda rights.

The appellate court defers to the trial court's factual findings but
reviews legal conclusions de novo. It applies less deference to factual
findings based on video evidence rather than live testimony.
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1. Whether the detective gave a sufficient simple and straightforward answer when Gafford asked whether

he would be able to obtain an attorney.

2. Whether officers violated Gafford's Miranda right to counsel by continuing the interaction after he said,
"Damn. I want to speak with my lawyer," when Gafford immediately reinitiated contact and later

unequivocally waived counsel.

HOLDINGS

1. The detective complied with Miranda requirements by giving a straightforward, accurate, and simple

response to Gafford's clarification question about whether he could obtain an attorney.

2. The officers did not violate Gafford's Miranda rights because, after his invocation, Gafford reinitiated
contact with the officers and then unequivocally stated that he was not requesting an attorney,
establishing a valid waiver under the governing two-prong analysis.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Accordingly, to comply with the rule announced in Almeida, law enforcement must make a good-faith effort
to give a simple and straightforward answer to a clear question concerning a suspect’s rights; if after

answering, the suspect does not make an invocation, the interview may continue.” (at 4)

“When a suspect unequivocally invokes [his] right to counsel, the officers must immediately stop questioning
the suspect.” (at 6)

“That invocation, however, does not mean officers may never again question a suspect in a custodial setting.”
(at 6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Gafford was indicted for first-degree murder and interviewed by law enforcement in June 2021. During the
custodial interview, Detective Daniel Maganiello advised Gafford of his Miranda rights, and Gafford asked
whether he would be able to obtain an attorney; Maganiello responded that everyone has a right to an attorney.
Later, Gafford said, "Damn. I want to speak with my lawyer," but immediately continued speaking, asked
questions about the investigation, and ultimately stated that he was not requesting an attorney. He then confessed

to the murder.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A grand jury indicted Gafford for first-degree murder. After a June 2021 custodial interview in which Gafford
confessed, the circuit court granted his motion to suppress, finding that the detective inadequately answered a
preliminary question concerning counsel and that officers improperly continued the interrogation after Gafford

invoked his right to counsel. The State appealed, and the Sixth District Court of Appeal reversed and remanded.
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REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The order granting Gafford's motion to suppress statements from the June 2021 interview is reversed, and the
matter is remanded for further proceedings consistent with the opinion.
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