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SUMMARY

The New York Court of Appeals held that police questioning and related evidence were justified under
the emergency doctrine where the defendant was found covered in fresh blood and could not provide a
reasonable explanation. The court also held that statements the defendant made to a female
acquaintance in the presence of an investigator were not the product of custodial interrogation. The
court affirmed the Appellate Division's order upholding the denial of suppression, while noting that the
continued viability of the emergency doctrine's second factor was unresolved.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the emergency doctrine justified the police detention and questioning of Doll before police
knew definitively that a crime had occurred or identified a victim.

2. Whether evidence derived from the police questioning and investigation should be suppressed because
the questioning violated Doll's Miranda protections or indelible right to counsel.

3. Whether Doll's statements to a female acquaintance in the presence of a police investigator constituted
custodial interrogation or its functional equivalent.

4. Whether Doll's detention by the police was lawful.

HOLDINGS

1. The emergency doctrine justified the police questioning because the officers reasonably believed, based
on the fresh blood, Doll's conduct, and his inadequate explanations, that a person might have been
seriously injured and required imminent assistance. Definitive knowledge of a crime or the victim's
identity was not required.

2. The courts properly denied suppression of the statements Doll made to police before the victim was
discovered and of evidence derived from that information because the questioning was justified under
the emergency doctrine.

3. The conversation did not constitute interrogation or its functional equivalent, and Doll's statements were
voluntary and admissible.

4. There was no merit to Doll's challenge to the legality of his detention.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“It recognizes that the Constitution “is not a barrier to a police officer seeking to help someone in immediate
danger”” (at 670)

“the emergency doctrine is premised on reasonableness, not certitude” (at 671)

“The purpose of the Miranda rule is to “prevent[ ] government officials from using the coercive nature of
confinement to extract confessions that would not be given in an unrestrained environment”” (at 672)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Police responding to a 911 report found Doll walking along a public road wearing clothing covered with fresh,
wet blood and carrying a lug wrench. Doll gave inconsistent or incomplete explanations for the blood and
declined to say whether it came from a human or an animal. Police detained him, searched or impounded his
van, and investigated whether someone might be injured; they eventually found Doll's business partner dead in a
driveway. While in custody and after asking to speak with his divorce lawyer, Doll made incriminating
statements to a female acquaintance while a police investigator sat nearby and took notes.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



County Court held an evidentiary hearing and ruled that the police detention and questioning were justified
under the emergency doctrine, although it suppressed the DNA-test results because the police could have
obtained a warrant. A jury convicted defendant of second-degree murder, and he was sentenced to 15 years to
life. The Appellate Division, Fourth Department, affirmed, with two Justices dissenting; a dissenter granted leave
to appeal to the New York Court of Appeals, which affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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