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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Florida reviewed Terence Tobias Oliver’s convictions for two first-degree
murders and his two death sentences. The court rejected challenges concerning admission of shotgun
evidence, prosecutorial argument regarding remorse, the cold, calculated, and premeditated
aggravator, and Florida’s capital sentencing scheme after Hurst v. Florida. The court affirmed the

judgments of conviction and sentences of death.
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STANDARD OF REVIEW The admission of evidence was reviewed for abuse of discretion. The
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harmlessness beyond a reasonable doubt.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1

. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by admitting evidence and allowing the jury to view a

shotgun that was not the murder weapon.

. Whether the trial court erred in denying Oliver's motion for mistrial after the prosecutor argued that

Oliver had not demonstrated remorse.

. Whether competent, substantial evidence supported the cold, calculated, and premeditated aggravator for

Richardson's murder.

. Whether any Hurst v. Florida error in the penalty phase was harmless beyond a reasonable doubt.
. Whether sufficient evidence supported the first-degree murder convictions.

. Whether the death sentences were proportionate.

HOLDINGS

1.

The trial court did not abuse its discretion in admitting testimony concerning the shotgun or admitting
the shotgun into evidence because the evidence was relevant to explain how Oliver obtained and
disposed of the murder weapon, supported an inference of consciousness of guilt, and was not unfairly

prejudicial.

. The trial court did not abuse its discretion in denying Oliver's motion for mistrial.

. Competent, substantial evidence supported the trial court's finding that Richardson's murder was

committed in a cold, calculated, and premeditated manner without any pretense of moral or legal

justification.

. Any Hurst error in Oliver's penalty phase was harmless beyond a reasonable doubt, and Oliver was not

entitled to a new penalty phase.

. The convictions for first-degree murder were supported by competent, substantial evidence.

. Oliver's death sentences were proportionate when compared with other capital cases and considering the

totality of the aggravating and mitigating circumstances.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Evidence that a suspected person in any manner endeavors to evade a threatened prosecution by any ex post
facto indication of a desire to evade prosecution is admissible against the accused where the relevance of such

evidence is based on consciousness of guilt inferred from such actions.” (214 So. 3d at 614)

“The Sixth Amendment requires a jury, not a judge, to find each fact necessary to impose a sentence of death.

A jury’s mere recommendation is not enough.” (214 So. 3d at 617)



“It is not a comparison between the number of aggravating and mitigating circumstances.” (214 So. 3d at
621)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Oliver was convicted of killing Krystal Pinson and Andrea Richardson by shooting them inside Richardson's
home on July 22, 2009. Before the killings, Oliver was concerned that Pinson was cooperating with police
regarding an outstanding warrant and told a mechanic that Pinson was going to make him do something to her.
After the murders, Oliver obtained the handgun used in the killings, disposed of it in a lake, fled, used a disguise,
and later confessed to the killings to Sheena Camiscioli. The trial evidence included eyewitness testimony,
physical and ballistics evidence, DNA evidence, and evidence that Oliver entered Richardson's home without

permission and shot both victims.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A Brevard County jury found Oliver guilty of two counts of first-degree murder and armed burglary, and the trial
court found him guilty of possession of a firearm by a convicted felon. The trial court imposed two death
sentences, life imprisonment without parole for the burglary conviction, and five years for possession of a
firearm by a convicted felon. On direct appeal, the Florida Supreme Court affirmed the convictions and
sentences, including after considering the effect of Hurst v. Florida.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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