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SUMMARY

The Maryland Court of Appeals reviews whether statements made by Thomas during a police-station
interview were obtained during a custodial interrogation requiring Miranda warnings. The court holds
that a suspect’s belief that police may have probable cause to arrest is insufficient by itself to establish
custody and concludes that, under the totality of the circumstances, Thomas was not in custody when
he confessed. The court therefore determines that the motion to suppress should have been denied.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a suspect's belief that police have sufficient evidence or probable cause to arrest him renders
him in custody for purposes of Miranda.

2. Whether, under the totality of the circumstances, Thomas was subjected to custodial interrogation when
he voluntarily went to a police station, was questioned by two plainclothes detectives in an unlocked
room, was told he was not under arrest, and confessed before being arrested.

HOLDINGS

1. A suspect's belief that police may have probable cause or sufficient evidence to arrest him is not, by
itself, sufficient to establish custody for Miranda purposes. The objective circumstances of the
interrogation, rather than the subjective beliefs of the suspect or officers, control.

2. Thomas was not in custody for Miranda purposes when he made the statements. The totality of the
circumstances—including his voluntary arrival, lack of physical restraint, the unlocked door, repeated
statements that he was not under arrest, and the detectives' unarmed and nonconfrontational manner—
would have led a reasonable person to feel free to end the encounter and leave.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We shall hold that a belief held by a suspect that police may have probable cause to arrest him or her is not
sufficient to render the individual in custody for Miranda purposes.” (252)

“Our review of a grant or denial of a motion to suppress is limited to the record of the suppression hearing.”
(259)

“Given these facts, even when viewed in the light most favorable to Thomas, a reasonable person in Thomas’s
situation would have felt free to end the encounter and leave.” (272)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Thomas voluntarily drove to a police station after police asked to speak with him and his wife told him the
matter concerned allegations that he had sexually abused their daughter. Two plainclothes, unarmed detectives
questioned him for approximately an hour and a half in a room with an unlocked door, told him repeatedly that
he was not under arrest, but did not tell him expressly that he was free to leave. Thomas confessed to sexually
abusing his daughter and was arrested approximately twenty minutes after the interview ended.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Thomas moved to suppress statements he made during an approximately ninety-minute police interview. The
Circuit Court for Montgomery County granted the motion, finding that the interview was custodial. The State
appealed under Maryland Courts and Judicial Proceedings Article section 12-302(c)(3)(i). The Court of Special
Appeals reversed in a reported opinion, and the Court of Appeals affirmed that reversal.
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