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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Florida reviewed Daniel Lugo’s convictions and death sentences arising from
the abduction, attempted extortion, and attempted murder of Marc Schiller and the murders of Frank
Griga and Krisztina Furton. The court affirmed the convictions and sentences, including the trial
court’s denial of Lugo’s motion to sever the RICO, Schiller, and Griga-Furton charges.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by refusing to sever the Schiller, Griga-Furton, and RICO
charges or Lugo's trial from those of his codefendants.

2. Whether sufficient evidence supported Lugo's convictions for RICO activity and conspiracy to commit
RICO activity.

3. Whether prosecutorial opening and closing arguments, codefendant cross-examination, evidentiary
rulings, or alleged Brady violations required reversal or a new trial.

4. Whether the evidence supported the aggravating circumstances and the death sentences.

5. Whether the trial court properly weighed mitigating circumstances and imposed consecutive sentences
for firearm-related offenses.

6. Whether Lugo's death sentences were disproportionate compared with the sentence imposed on
codefendant Jorge Delgado.

7. Whether Florida's capital sentencing scheme was unconstitutional.

HOLDINGS

1. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by trying the Schiller, Griga-Furton, and RICO charges
together because the offenses were connected by a meaningful relationship, common scheme, and the
alleged RICO enterprise.

2. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by trying Lugo with codefendants Doorbal and Mese,
particularly because Lugo received a separate jury and antagonistic defenses alone did not require
severance.

3. Competent, substantial evidence supported Lugo's RICO convictions because the State proved an
ongoing organization with a common criminal purpose, continuity of roles, and a pattern of related
racketeering activity.

4. The challenged prosecutorial comments, codefendant cross-examination, evidentiary rulings, and
alleged Brady violations did not warrant relief because any error was harmless or did not constitute
fundamental error.

5. The trial court properly found the prior-violent-felony, pecuniary-gain, witness-elimination or arrest-
avoidance, HAC, and CCP aggravators.

6. The trial court did not abuse its discretion in weighing mitigation, and Lugo's death sentences were
proportionate despite the lesser sentences received by codefendant Delgado.



7. The trial court acted within its discretion by imposing consecutive mandatory-minimum sentences for
robbery with a firearm and kidnapping with a firearm.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The nature of these crimes removes them from the category of being merely similar to each other, and
requires that they be placed in the category of "connected acts or transactions."” (97)

“The prosecutor unmistakably asked the jurors to place themselves in Furton's position, which clearly is
error.” (107)

“Four elements must be established to justify a finding of CCP” (114)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Lugo and his associates abducted and extorted Marc Schiller, attempted to abduct and extort Winston Lee, and
abducted Frank Griga and Krisztina Furton as part of an organized scheme targeting wealthy victims. Schiller
survived an attempted murder, while Griga and Furton were killed after being held, tortured, and questioned
about access to Griga's assets; their bodies were later dismembered and concealed. Evidence showed that Lugo
was a principal planner and leader of the enterprise, participated directly in the crimes, and helped direct the
treatment of Furton. The jury convicted Lugo on thirty-nine counts and recommended death for both murders by
votes of eleven to one.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Lugo was convicted on thirty-nine criminal counts, including two counts of first-degree murder, and was
sentenced to death for the murders of Frank Griga and Krisztina Furton. The trial court denied his motions for
judgment of acquittal, new trial, and arrest of judgment, imposed consecutive sentences, and accepted the jury's
death recommendations. Lugo appealed directly to the Supreme Court of Florida, which affirmed all convictions
and sentences.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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