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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Pennsylvania held that the defendant waived his double-jeopardy claim by

failing to raise it before his second trial. The court further held that statements and reenactment

evidence obtained after authorities made assurances concerning material-witness detention and bail

were not shown to result from a knowing, intelligent, and voluntary waiver of Miranda rights. The

judgment of sentence was reversed and a new trial was granted.
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Peters appealed from judgments entered after a jury convicted him of
aggravated assault and battery, assault and battery, two conspiracy
offenses, and voluntary manslaughter. The appeal challenged retrial
after a sua sponte mistrial, admission of three statements and

reenactment evidence, and the accomplice instruction.

The court reviewed preservation and waiver of the double-jeopardy
claim, evaluated suppression evidence under the Commonwealth's
evidence and uncontradicted defense evidence, and reviewed whether
the Commonwealth carried its burden to prove knowing, intelligent,

and voluntary Miranda waivers.

Published precedential decision of the Supreme Court of
Pennsylvania; the majority opinion is binding Pennsylvania authority

on the stated waiver and Miranda-voluntariness rules.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether Peters waived his double-jeopardy claim by failing to plead it before the second trial.

2. Whether Peters's 1969 statement was obtained during custodial interrogation requiring Miranda

warnings.

3. Whether the Commonwealth proved that Peters knowingly, intelligently, and voluntarily waived his

rights before the March 1971 statement, reenactment, and later statement.

4. Whether the accomplice instruction was erroneous.

HOLDINGS

1. Under the circumstances presented, failure to plead double jeopardy before commencement of the

second trial waives the claim for appellate review.

2. Peters's first statement was admissible because he was not subjected to custodial interrogation and

Miranda warnings were not required.

3. The March 1971 statement, reenactment evidence, and subsequent statement should have been
suppressed because the Commonwealth failed to prove that Peters voluntarily waived his Miranda

rights.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Furthermore, we are unwilling to adopt a requirement that warnings must be given merely because the

police request an interview and it occur at a police station.” (84)

“A fortiori, a waiver of rights cannot be considered voluntary where it is induced by promises of immunity

from such a person.” (86)

“While it is true that Peters was properly advised of his rights on both occasions, the promise which preceded
each set of warnings undoubtedly operated "to undercut the effect of the warning[s] by offering an

inducement [for Peters to waive his rights and] to speak."” (87)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Peters voluntarily went to a police station in 1969 for an investigatory interview when police did not suspect him
and did not restrict his freedom. In March 1971, after police learned that Peters had additional information about
the killing and after a criminal complaint had been filed, authorities questioned him after Miranda warnings,
obtained a sworn statement, and later had him reenact the incident. A detective told Peters that the most that
would happen was that he would be held as a material witness on nominal bail, or without bail, and Peters later

made an additional unrecorded statement admitting that he had struck the victim.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Peters and a codefendant were initially tried, but the trial court sua sponte declared a mistrial after the jury
indicated it could not reach a unanimous verdict on all charges, despite having agreed on some counts. Peters
was retried and convicted, and the Court of Common Pleas of Bucks County denied post-verdict motions. The
Supreme Court of Pennsylvania held that the double-jeopardy claim was waived because it was not pleaded
before the second trial, held the first statement admissible, but determined that the Commonwealth failed to
prove voluntary waivers preceding the later statements and reenactment; it therefore reversed and granted a new

trial.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Reverse the judgment of sentence and grant Peters a new trial. The March 1971 statement, reenactment
evidence, and subsequent statement must not be admitted unless the Commonwealth establishes a valid waiver

consistent with the court's holding.
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