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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of New Mexico consolidated interlocutory appeals concerning the suppression of

a murder defendant's confession and physical evidence obtained through a search warrant. The court

held that the warrant affidavit established probable cause to search the defendant's mother's house and

that the confession was voluntary despite the interrogation tactics described. The court affirmed the

denial of suppression of the confession, reversed suppression of the physical evidence, and remanded

for further proceedings.
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Consolidated interlocutory appeals from the district court's rulings on
a motion to suppress. Evans appealed the denial of suppression of his
confession; the State appealed suppression of physical evidence

obtained under a search warrant.

The court reviewed the voluntariness of confessions de novo while
deferring to supported district-court factual findings. For the search-
warrant issue, the court focused on the issuing magistrate's probable-

cause determination rather than the district court's contrary conclusion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the search-warrant affidavit established probable cause to believe that evidence of Penaloza's

murder would be found at the particular house and basement bedroom searched.

2. Whether Evans's post-Miranda confession was involuntary because of alleged police threats, deception,
his alleged methamphetamine use and lack of sleep, his incarceration, or inaccuracies in his account.

3. Whether the September 19 confession was tainted by the September 18 confession.

HOLDINGS

1. The affidavit established probable cause both to believe that Evans was involved in the victim's death
and to believe that evidence of the crime would be found at the specified house and basement bedroom.
Probable cause to believe a suspect committed a crime does not automatically establish probable cause
to search the suspect's residence; the affidavit must provide a case-specific nexus to the particular place
searched.

2. The confession was voluntary and was not rendered inadmissible by the interrogator's vague threats,
exaggerated statements about potential consequences, deception, Evans's incarceration, or his alleged

impaired mental state.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Probable cause to believe a defendant has committed a crime, and particularly the crime of murder, will
often exist simultaneously with probable cause to believe there is evidence in the accused's home. But
probable cause does not follow ineluctably from an allegation of murder or any other crime.” (146 N.M. at
322)

“Police must give the issuing magistrate probable cause to believe that evidence will be at the particular
location in question, whether it is a suspect's home or not.” (146 N.M. at 323)

“The critical difference in the case law between impermissibly coercive threats and threats which do not cross

the line is in how credible and immediate the accused perceives the threat to be.” (146 N.M. at 325)

“There is certainly a point at which police threats, promises, or deception, would cross the line into coercion,
but that line has not been crossed here.” (146 N.M. at 326)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Police investigating the asphyxial death of sixteen-year-old Felicia Penaloza received statements implicating

Evans and observed electrical wiring, bedding, and mattresses in the basement bedroom Evans apparently used



at his mother's house. A magistrate issued a warrant to search the house, and police found physical evidence
including a piece of electrical cord allegedly matching the cord associated with the victim. The next day, after
Evans had been detained for thirteen days on unrelated charges, police interrogated him for approximately ninety

minutes, during which he made statements acknowledging culpability after initially denying involvement.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Evans was charged by criminal information with murder, kidnapping, and tampering with evidence and waived a
preliminary hearing. The district court declined to suppress his confession but suppressed physical evidence
seized from his mother's house after concluding that the search warrant lacked probable cause. Both parties
brought interlocutory appeals, which the Supreme Court of New Mexico consolidated pursuant to its jurisdiction

over criminal interlocutory appeals involving a possible life or death sentence.
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REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The case was remanded to the district court for further proceedings consistent with the opinion. The district
court's suppression of the physical evidence was reversed, while its refusal to suppress Evans's confession was
affirmed.
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