UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

United States v. Pelice

United States v. Pelice - No. Criminal Action No. 22-246 (JDB) - Decided December 10, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Columbia denies Jean Pelice’s motion to suppress

statements made during interviews with U.S. law enforcement in the Dominican Republic and the

United States. The court finds that the April 28, 2022 interview was voluntary and non-custodial for

Miranda purposes, and that the July 8, 2022 statements were voluntary, preceded by Miranda

warnings, and followed by a valid waiver.
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Defendant moved to suppress statements made during interviews with
U.S. law enforcement, arguing that the statements were involuntary
and that the April 28, 2022 interview violated Miranda. The district

court held an evidentiary hearing and denied the motion.

The government bears the burden of proving voluntariness and
Miranda waiver by a preponderance of the evidence. Voluntariness is
assessed under the totality of the circumstances, and custody is
determined under the objective circumstances of the interrogation.

Published district court memorandum opinion; persuasive authority

within the District of Columbia but not binding on other courts.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Pelice's April 28, 2022 statements in Santo Domingo were involuntary under the Due Process

Clause.
2. Whether the April 28 interview was a custodial interrogation requiring Miranda warnings.
3. Whether Pelice's July 8, 2022 statements were involuntary under the totality of the circumstances.

4. Whether Pelice received and waived his Miranda rights before the July 8 interview.

HOLDINGS

1. The April 28 statements were voluntary because the record showed no coercive police activity or

egregious facts sufficient to overbear Pelice's will.

2. Pelice was not in custody during the April 28 interview, so Miranda warnings were not required and no

Miranda violation occurred.
3. Pelice's July 8 statements were voluntary.

4. Pelice received Miranda warnings before the July 8 interview and waived those rights by making an

uncoerced statement without invoking them.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The facts of the April 28 interview fall in between Mathiason and Yarborough and the Court therefore finds

that the interview was non-custodial.” (at 10)

“Thus, the Court finds that Pelice was read his Miranda rights before the July 8 interview and that he waived
those rights.” (at 12)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Pelice, charged in connection with the kidnapping of U.S. missionaries in Haiti, voluntarily met with U.S. and
Dominican law-enforcement personnel in Santo Domingo on April 28, 2022. He was not restrained, was told the
interview was voluntary and could be stopped, was accompanied by his wife, and left with Dominican personnel
after the interview; no Miranda warnings were given. After his later arrest in the United States, Pelice was
interviewed on July 8, 2022, after receiving oral Miranda warnings in Haitian Creole and having opportunities to

consult privately with his attorney.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Pelice was charged with hostage taking, conspiracy, and aiding and abetting under 18 U.S.C. §§ 1203(a) and 2.
He moved to suppress statements from an April 28, 2022 interview in Santo Domingo and a July 8, 2022
interview in the United States. After a December 4, 2025 suppression hearing, the court found the statements
voluntary, determined that the April interview was noncustodial, and found that Pelice received and waived

Miranda rights before the July interview.
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