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TRADITIONAL

Static search results that are
over inclusive or under inclusive.




SMARTER

1. Search expansively, sort, and filter.
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FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS

v’ Can | “Shepardize”?

v How do | login?

v' What do you cover?
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Call: 1-866-773-2782
Email: support@fastcase.com
Chat: Help == Live Help

Visit us on the web for additional resources: Fastcase =+ Help & Training







QUICK CASELAW SEARCH

v’ Simple Keyword Search
v Citation Lookup

Best for| Known case citations, unique party
names, or docket numbers.




ADVANCED CASELAW SEARCH

v'Keyword Search
v'Natural Language
v Citation Lookup

Practice Tip| Unless you already have a your
case citation handy, Keyword Search usually
vields the best results.




RESEARCH TIP 1| START WITH BROAD SEARCHES

v"Use wildcard operators

v"Use within searches instead of phrases in
guotation marks

v'"Remember to use synonyms




Advanced Caselaw Search

Search Type: @ Keyword Search (Boolean) @ Natural Language ) Ctation Lookup

rcriminz] defendants have 3 post-conwiction nght to access DNﬂ«evideme'I

Show Search Tips

Syntax Example (click to run a search) Result
AND, B copyright AND preemption cases with both the words "copyright” and "preemption”
OR landlord OR lessor cases with either the word "landlord” or "lessor”
NOT chemical waste NOT management cases with the words "chemical” and "waste" but not "management”
(] {security OR pledge) AND assignment cases with either "security” or "pledge", and also the word "assignment”
e "felony murder"” cases containing the exact phrase "felony murder”
w3, /3 capital w2 punishment cases in which the word "capital" appears within 2 words of the word "punishment”
* termin® wildcard - cases containing variations of the stem, such as "terminal’, "terminate”, "tarminator”
Select Jurisdictions Recently Searched Jurisdictions
) Al Jurisdictions @ S0t Fed. 2nd Gir., D. Conn
© Al Federal Appellate © Fed. 2nd Gir.. D. Conn
© Al State D sa.
© Al District Courts O az

) All Bankruptcy Courts

) Individual Jurisdictions ...




No Results
Mo documents found for the following search:

Saarch Phrass: 'mdedmm;pﬂmmﬂilnm DINA

dusdictionfs): Al lurisdictions
Suggestions:

1. Check: your query for speling emors.

2. Check that you are searching in the comexd jurisdictions.

3. Broaden your search o include other possible: search temms,

4. For cabon searches, make s you're ching the frel page of the cass.
5. Modify your existing search or start & new seanch by chcking below.

® 19592010 Fasteass, In¢. Privacy Policy | Tems of Service | Scope of Coverage




ment Prirnt My Library Optin: Help

Advanced Caselaw Search

Search Type: @ Keyword Search (Boolean) D Natural Language @ Citation Lookup

post-conviction w10 evid* wi/10 DNA) or (Brady w/10 evid* w10 DNA}I

P
Show Search Tips E
Syntax Example (click to run a search) Result
AND, B copyright AND preemption cases with both the words "copyright” and "preemption”
OR landlord OR lessor cases with either the word "landlard” or "lessor”
NOT chemical waste NOT management cases with the words "chemical" and "waste" but not "management”
] (security OR pledge] AND assignment cases with either "security” or "pledge”, and also the word "assignment”
e "felony murder" cases containing the exact phrase "felony murder"
w3, (2 capital w2 punishment cases in which the word "capital" appears within 2 words of the word "punishment”
* termin® wildcard - cases containing variations of the stem, such as "terminal”, "terminate", "terminator”
Select Jurisdictions Recently Searched Jurisdictions
® Al Jurisdictions © 501 Fed. 2nd Gir.. D. Corn
@ Al Federal Appellate ) Fed. 2nd Cir., D. Conn
‘I

@ Al State O 5.
@ A District Courts @ az
@ Al Bankruptcy Courts

@ Individual Jurisdictions...




Print My Library

Results Interactive Timeline \
Jurisdiction: 5 Print List of Results
[ a0 Jurssictons =] M 4 1to 20 of 458 results. b M 5 Print/Save Documents in Queue L Authority @
Relevance Case Decision Date  Entire Database
{ﬂ 100% 1. Harvey v. Horan (4th Cir . 2002} March 28, 2002 0 =
(FM2). | do not believe that thers is any question that the majority’s rejection of a right to access ewidence for post-conviction DNAtesting is a holding, rather than a mere expression of opinion in dicta. And certainty
ltigarts must now proceed on the understanding that this court has rejected such a right. The majority’s statements rejecting any such right are many and unequivocal. See, eq., Harvey, 278 F.3d at 372 ("The district
court found that Harvey had a due process right of access. ..
‘{ﬂ B5% 2. Harvey v. Horan, 285 F.3d 258 (4th Gir., 2002) March 28, 2002 28
2. | do not believe that there is any guestion that the majority’s rejection of a right to access ewidence for post-conviction DNAtesting is a holding, rather than a mere exprassion of opinion in dicta. And cerainty
ltigarts must now proceed on the understanding that this court has rejected such a right. The majority’s statements rejecting any such right are many and unequivocal. See, eq., Harvey, 278 F.3d at 372 ("The district
court found that Harvey had a due process right of access. .. L
‘{5 7% 3. District Attomey's Office for Third Judicial District v. Osbome, Mo. 08-6 (U.5. 6/18/2009) (2009) June 18, 2009 0
The State also peformed DG .l‘-lpha tesﬂng on spemm found in the blue condom. D3 Alpha testing iz a relatively inexact form of DMAtesting that can clear some wrongly accused individuals, but generally cannot namow
the perpetrator down to less than 5% of the population. See Dept. of Justice, National Comm’n on the Future of DNA Evidence, The Future of Forensic DNA Testing 17 (NCJ 183657, 2000) {hereinafter Future of
Forensic DMA Testing): Dept. of Justice, National Comm'n on the Future of DINA. ..
{5 GG 4. Thompson v. State, 985 A 2d 32 411 Md. 664 (Md. App.. 2009) November 16, 2009 0
The DNA evidznice does not remove the Petitioner from the scene of the cime. The DNA evidence does eliminate the Petitioner from being the ultimate rapist. Yet, even in the Petitioner's testimory at the trial of James L
(Owens, he never claims to be the actual murderer or rapist. His claim was that he stood by as the event occumed. Since the DNA evidence does not show that the Petitioner is innocent of the underying crime of
burglary, coupled with his corfession stating that he burglarized the ...
{5 B2 5. Cooper v. Brown, 510 F.3d 870 (Sth Cir., 2007} December 4, 2007 7
Petitioner's trial was conducted in 1984-1585, priorto the advert of DNAtesting. In post-conwiction proceedings, Pettioner sought DNAtesting to prove his innocence. Subsequent to the passage of Calfomia Penal
Code section 1405, the People agreed to have certain DNAtesting performed in 2001. { See Joint DNA Agreement.) Petitioner, with the assistance of his pest-conviction counsel and two nationally recognized DNA
experts, entered into a Joirt DNA Agreement to test the ewidence. The. .
c‘,ﬂ B0 6. Sanchez v. Thaler, Mo. 07-10812 (Sth. Cir. 2/12/2010) (5th. Cir.. 2010) February 12, 2010 0
Mterthe TCCA denied Sanchez's state habeas petition, but before he filed his federal habeas claim, Sanchez filed for and received the results of a postconviction DNAtest. As the TCCA explained, the DNAtesting
"established that the DINA profile from the spem fraction of the vaginal swab was consistent with Veloz's DNAprofile,” "the epithelial cell fraction was also consistent with a midure from [Mangarita] and Veloz,” and
"therefare, [Sanchez] did not contribute any...
C"ﬂ 43% 7. Wade v. Brady, 612 F.Supp.2d 30 (D. Mass., 2003) April 30, 2009 ]
DNAtesting is differert. Because DNAtesting can exonerate the defendant, the govemment may only legtimately deny access to testing f it has a compelling reason to do so. To hold otherwise would subordinate the
pursuit of justice to an arid obsession with procedure. Where DMA evidence can prove that a miscamage of justice was perpetrated by an earlier verdict, our interest in fundamental faimess and the integrity of the
criminal justice system require that DNAtesting be allowed. Because. ..
c‘,ﬂ 28% 8. State v. Dupigney, (SC 18363) (Conn. 3/9/2010) (Conn., 2010} March 9, 2010 ]
Asthe United States Supreme Court recently noted, however, postconviction DINA provisions must "recognize the value of DNA evidence but also the need for certain conditions on access to the [sliate’s ewidence.”
Digtrict Attomey’s Office v. Osbome, supra, 1253 5. Ct. 2317, Condttioning access to DNA evidence serves important state interests, including respect for the finality of court judgments and the efficient use of limited state
resources. Seeid., 2326-29 (Alto, J., concuming)...
c‘,ﬂ T 9. Dowell v. State (Ala. Crim. App., 2002} June 28, 2002 i}
Alabama courts have recognized the admissibility of DNAtesting since 19971, The Alabama Supreme Court, in Ex parte Pemy, 586 So. 2d 242 (Ala. 1991), recognized the existence of a generally accepted theory in the -
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RESEARCH TIP 2| SEARCH BY CASE NAME

Example| Gideon v. Wainwright, 372 U.S. 335
(1963).

Search| Gideon w/15 Wainwright
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Results Interactive Timeline

My
Jurisdiction: =3 Print List of Results
[ Al Jurisdictions[iml 4 4 Tto 200f 1.000resutts. b M 4 Print/Save Documents in Queue [V Authority &
Relevance Case Decigion Date  Entire Database
c{ﬁ 100% 1. Hale v. State, 162 S0.2d 5 (Fla. App. 1 Dist., 1964) March 10, 1564 7 =

‘Come now the petitioner, Clifton Hale. | am being held in the state prison at the state road camp 3756, Pensacola, Florida, unlawfully. Having been convict of the charge assault with intert to murder and sertenceto a
term of six month to ten years on this 27th day of September, 1960. Ad in forma pauprise, being insolvert and as a result not being able to employ a counsel | Clifton Hale, the petitioner respectfully states that | was denied
do process and equal protection guaranteed by the...

Bin] 3T 2. DeMaranville v. State, 161 So.2d 553 (Fla.App. 2 Dist., 1964) March 11, 1364 0

On April 23, 1963, appellart filed in the lower court his hand-written motion to vacate and/or set aside judament and sentence pursuant to Criminal Procedure Rule No. 1, F.5.A. ch. 524 Appendix. In this motion, which
was subscribed before a notary public, the defendant swore that at the time of his conviction he was indigent and without sufficient funds to employ legal counsel, and that: "I view of the recent decision by the Supreme
Court of the United States, (Gideon vs Wainwright case no...

Bin) 33% 3. State v. Martin, 102 Aniz. 142, 426 P.2d 639 (Aniz., 1967) April 14, 1967 48

1 Although Johnson v. Zerbst is a pre-Gideon opinion, it is interpretive of the 6th Amendment which contrary to the views of Justice Haran in his concumence in Gideon has been in his significant part incorporated into
the 14th Amendment along with its previous federal interpretations. See State v. Anderson, 96 Arz. 123, 352 P.2d ..

o3 0% 4 Neeley v. State, 171 So.2d 605 (Fla. App. 1 Dist., 1965) February 11, 1965 ]

Cur examinztion of the record convinces us unequivocally that the appellant competently and inteligenthy waived-through two unchallenged written statements signed by him—his constitutional ight to counsel, and so he
was not entitled to counsel under the rule laid down by the United States Supreme Court in Gideon V. Wainwright, 372 .5, 335, 83 5.Ct. 792, 9 L.Ed.2d 7559 (1963), and Johnson v. Zerbst, 304 1.5, 458, 58 S.Ct.
1019, 82 L.Ed. 1461 (1938)...

o5 24% 5. 1.5, exrel. Durocher v. Lavalles, 330 F.2d 303 (C.A2 (N.Y), 1964) June 22, 1964 120

& That result is also assumed in the following precederts: Lopez v. United States, 373 U.S. 427, 445 83 5.Ct. 1381, 10 L.Ed.2d 462, where in a case invalving a pre-Gideon trial, Wamen, Ch. J_, in concuming in the
result, stated that a right to counsel might be invelved, and cited Gideon; Striker v. Pancher, 6 Cir., 317 F.2d 780, 783, where in a damage suit for deprivation of constitutional rights by a former prisoner against a sheriff
the court stated: ‘Betts v. Brady, 316 U.S. 455 62 5.Ct..

c‘,ﬁ 23% 6. Woods, In re, 48 Cal Rptr. 689, 64 Cal.2d 3 (Cal., 1966} January 26, 1566 100

We thus tum to the merits of pettioner's contention, aware of the difficulties which the passage of time has created, but equally cognizant that the effort is required. The words of Circuit Judge Kaufman in United States v.
LaVallee, 2 Cir., 330 F.2d 303, wherein retrospective application was given the Gideon decision, succinctly states our problem: [64 Cal.2d §] (The (courts) may find it difficult to determine whether those tried in the
remate past were indeed denied the assistance of ..

c‘,ﬂ 21% 7. Loper v. Beto, 405 U.S. 473, 52 S.C1. 1014, 31 L.Ed.2d 374 (1572) March 22, 1972 338
established in Gideon goes to the very intearity of the factfinding process”in criminal trials, and that a conviction obtained after a trial in which the defendant was denied the assistance of a lawyer lacked religbiltty.”
Linkletter v. Walker, 381 U.5. 618, 639, 85 5.Ct. 1731, 1743, 14 L Ed 2d 601 and n. 20. Loper has suffered anew’ from this unconstitutional deprivation, Burgett v. Texas, supra, regardless of whether the prior
convictions were used to impeach him before or afterthe..

c‘,ﬂ 21% 8. Gideon v. Wainwright, 153 So.2d 239 (Fla., 1963) May 15, 1963 44

Inasmuch as rt was ncrt announced urtil ;'-\.pnl 1, 1963, the e:ustence Df our Cnn‘unal Procedure Rule #1, was natulalh' ot made known to the Unrted States Supreme Court in the course of the G'deon pmceedlng

that Lourt's con3|sterrt recognition of the effectiveness of a...

9. Gideon v. Wainwright, 372 U.S. 335 83 5.Ct. 732, 3 L Ed.2d 733 (1963) March 18, 1963
Clarence Ead GIDEON. ...
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RESEARCH TIP 3| BOOKMARK SEARCH RESULTS

v'Fastcase always uses static urls so you can
bookmark your search results (or send
them to a colleague or client).

v Press Ctrl + D from the Results screen.
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Jurnisdiction; 4 Print List of Results
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—  Check
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Add a Favorite ﬁ

ﬁ 100% 1. Hale v State, 162 Sa0.2d 5 [Fla. App. 1 Dist., 1964] March 10, 1954 7 s
'Come now the petitioner, Clifton Hale. | am being held in the state '- Add a Favorite Izharge azzault with inkent to murder and zentence to
a term of s month bo ten years on this 27th day of September, 13§ M Add this webpage as a favorite. To access your favorites, visit the ton Hale, the petitioner respectfully states that | was
denied do process and equal pratection guaranteed by the. .. Favorites Center.

. ;ﬁ I7E 2. Detdaranville v. State, 161 So.2d 553 [FlaApp. 2 Dist, 1964] Name: Fastcase Demol March 11, 1964 0
On April 23, 1963, appellant filed in the laver court hiz hand-writte Cregtein: |5 Favorit - | | Mew Fold Mo, 1, F.5.4 ch 924 Appendis. n this motion,
which waz subszcribed befare a notam public, the defendant swore| I ’ﬁ Ve l [ Ew Torg l unzel, and that: 'In view of the recent decizsion by E
the Supreme Court of the United States, (Gideon +: Wainwrigh

[ ad ][ cancel |

I ;ﬁ 33% 3 State v bartin 102 Az 142 426 P 2d 639 [Ariz . 1967] April 14, 1967 48
1 &lthowgh Johnson «. Zerbst iz & pre-Gideon opinion, it iz interpretive of the Bth Amendment which contrare to the views of Justice Harlan in his concurence in Gideon has been in his zsignificant part incorporated
into the 14th Amendment along with its previous federal interpretations. See State . Anderson, 396 Az 123, 392 P.2d..

ﬁ 0% 4 Meeley w. State, 171 So0.2d 605 [Fla. App. 1 Dist., 1965] February 11, 1965 a L
Our examination of the record convinces us unequivocally that the appellant competently and inteligently waived-through two unchallenged wiitten statements signed by him--hiz constitutional right to counsel, and
20 he was not entitled to counsel under the rule laid dawn b the United States Supreme Court it Gideon . Wainwright, 372 1.5 335, 83 5.Ct. 792, 9L Ed.2d 739 (1963), and Johnzon v, Zerbst, 304 1.5, 458,
B8 5.CE 1015, 82 L.Ed 1487 [1338)...

. ﬁ 24% B ULS. exrel Durocher v, Lavalles, 330 F.2d 303 [C4.2 (M), 1964] June 22, 1964 120
B That result iz alzo aszumed in the following precedents: Lopez v, United States, 373 115, 427, 445,83 5.Cr 1387, 10 L.Ed.2d 462, where in a caze involving a pre-Gideon trial, “Warren, Ch, J., in concurming in the
result, stated that a right to counsel might be involved, and cited Gideon; Striker v, Pancher, B Cir., 2317 F.2d 780, 783, where in a damage suit for deprivation of constitubional rights by & fomier prizoner against a
sheriff the court stated: 'Betts «. Brady, 316 LS, 455, B2 5.CL..

. ;ﬁ 23% B Wwaoaods, Inre, 48 CalRptr. B89, 64 Cal 2d 3[Cal., 196E) January 26, 1966 100
Wie thus turn to the merits of petitioner's contention, aware of the difficulties which the passage of time has created, but equally cognizant that the effort is requied. The words of Circuit Judge Kaufman in United
States w. Lavallee, 2 Cir., 330 F.2d 303, wherein retrospective application was given the Gideon decizion, succinctly states our problem: [B4 Cal. 2d B] [T ke [courts] may find it difficult to determine whether thoze
tried in the remote past were indeed denied the assistance of...

ﬁ 21 V. Loperv. Beto, 405115, 473 92 5.Ct 1014, 31 LEd 2d 374 [1572] March 22, 1972 333
establizhed in Gideon goes to 'the very integrity of the fact-finding process' in criminal tialz, and that a corviction obtained after a trial in which the defendant was denied the assistance of a lavwer 'lacked reliabiliy,'
Linkletter v \walker, 381 U.5. B18, B39, 85 5.Ct 1731, 1743, 14 LEd. 2d B0T and n. 20, Loper has 'suffered anew' from this unconstitutional deprivation, Burgett «. Texas, supra, regardless of whether the prior
corvictions were uzed o impeach him before or after the...

ﬁ 21% 8. Gideon v W airwright, 153 So.2d 239 [Fla.. 1963 Map 15, 1963 44

Inazmuch az it waz not announced until April 1, 1963, the exiztence of our Criminal Procedure Fule #1, waz naturally not made known to the Urited States Supreme Court in the courze of the Gideon proceeding,
MWevertheless, we congider the promulgation of that rule as being ‘action not incongistent’ with the Gideomn opinion. In fact, we confess it to be action taken pursuant to the directive of the Gideon judgrment. 1n view
aof that Court's conzizstent recognition of the effectiveness of a...



RETRIEVE & BATCH PRINT
MULTIPLE CASES

You can string reporter citations together
(separated by commas) to pull up multiple
cases at once.

Once you have pulled up the cases, you can
batch print them in a single document.




Advanced Caselaw Search

Search Type: i@ Keyword Search (Boolean) D) Natural Language @) Cation Lookup

(285 F.3d 258, 510 F.2d 870, 612 F. Supp.2d 90, 334 F 3d 1282

Show Search Tips

Syntax Example (click to run a search)

AND, B copyright AND preemption

OR landlord OR lessor

NOT chemical waste NOT management

[ {security OR pledge) AND assignment

" "felany murder"

Result

cases with both the words "copyright" and "preemption”

cases with either the word "landlord" or "lessor”

cases with the words "chemical" and "waste" but not "management”
cases with either "security”" or "pledge", and also the word "assignment”

cases containing the exact phrase "felony murder"

w3, /3 capital w2 punishment cases in which the word "capital" appears within 2 words of the word "punishment"”

* termin® vildcard - cases containing variations of the stem, such as "terminal", "terminate", "terminator”
Select Jurizdictions Recently Searched Jurizdictions

@ Al Junisdictions & st Fed. 2nd Cir., D. Conn

@ Al Federal Appellate @ Fed. 2nd Cir.. D. Conn

D Al State ©sa

© Al District Courts © Az

@ Al Bankruptcy Courts
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Interactive Timeling

N
Jurisdiction: 4 Print List of Results
[ Al Jurisdictions [=] M4 Tto dof dresuts. b M 4 Print/Save Documents in Queue [ Authority @
Relevance Case Decision Date  Entire Database
=3 100% 1. Wade v. Brady, 612 F Supp.2d 50 (D. Mass. 2005} April 30, 2005 0
1. INTRODUCTION... Robert Wade ("Wade") brings this action under 42 U.5.C. § 1983 to vindicate. .. ... ... his due process right to access certain biological evidence post-conviction. He aims to subject that evidence to
DMA testing and use the results, which he believes will be exculpatory, to challenge his felory murder conviction. In 2006, | held that there was a Due Process right to postconviction access to biclogical evidence under
certain circumstances and that Wade had...
4{5 1007% 2. Bryson v. Gonzales, 534 F.3d 1282 (10th Cir., 2008) July 28, 2008 g
David Bryson was convicted of rape and spent 19 years in jail until exonerated by DMA evidence. He then sued Oklahoma City and a number of officials, including Police Chemist Joyce Gilchrist, District Attomey Robert
Macy, and former Oklahoma City Police Chief Sam Gonzales, alleging that they falsely procured his original conviction and then prevented him from obtaining access to DMNA evidence that he believed would demonstrate his
innocence. Mr. Bryson's lawsuit may ultimately demonstrate. ..
q'ﬂ 100% 3. Cooper v. Brown, 510 F.3d 870 (Sth Cir., 2007) Diecember 4, 2007 7
Kevin Cooper appeals the district court’s denial of his thind federal petition for a writ of habeas corpus. Sitting en banc, we held that Cooper made out a prima facie case that entitled him to file @ second or successive
application; authorized... [510 F.3d 874]... him ta file it; and remanded for the district court to order that two tests be performed so that “the guestion of Mr. Cooper’s innocence can be answered once and for all.” Cooper v.
Woodford, 358 F.3d 1117, 1124 ($th...
= ] 100% 4. Harvey v. Horan, 285 F.3d 298 (4th Cir,, 2002) March 28, 2002 28

ORDER... Appellee filed 3 petition for rehearing and rehearing en banc... Judge King voted to grant panel rehearing. Chief Judge Wilkinson and Judge Niemeyer voted to deny... No member of the Court requested a poll on
the petition for rehearing en banc... Chief Judge Wilkinson filed an opinion concuring in the denial of rehearing and rehearing en banc... Judge Luttig filed an opinion respecting the denial of rehearing en banc... The Court
denied the petition for rehearing and rehearing en...

© 1999-2010 Fastcase, Inc. Privacy Policy | Tems of Service | Scope of Coverage




RESEARCH TIP 5| FIND SEMINAL CASES

v'Find seminal cases by sorting your search
results according to the number of
subsequent citations.




Interactive Timedne

“ Print List of Results
[;I A 4 o 200f 1000 resuks. b K 4 Print/Save Documents in Queue

Relevance Case Decision Date

th

1. Miranda v_Sate of Aiona Vigners v, Stabe of Mew Yook Westover v Unibed States State of Calfomes v Stewsd 8212 761, 584 284 105 436 86 53 1602 16 L Bd 2d 654 June 13,
(1566) 1966
I tum now ta the: Court’s assetted reliance on the Fifth Amendment, an appmach which | frankly regand as 2 bompe l'osd. The Cout's opinion in my view reveals no adequale basis for exdending the
Fith Amendment’s privilage agang salfincrimination 1o the police staion. Far more impodant, # fals to show that the Court's new nues ane well suppoded, et slons compaded, by Fifth Amendment
precedants. Instead, the new nules actually derve from quotation and analogy drawn from precedents

2. Ovegon w. Blstad 470105, 298 84 | B4 2d 222 105 5.0 1285 (1585 March 4, 1585
12 A, & 312: se also arte, &t 314 "W must conclude that, sbeent delberately cosrcive or improper tactics in oblaining the indial stalement, the mere fact that a suspect has made an unwamed
admisson doss not warant & presumption of compulan”). 1. Iniview of the Count’s holding, it = not necessany to consider how that additonal burden should be discharged in all cases. In ganeral
hewewver, | should think that before the second session of custodial interogation beging, the

3. Momn v Butbine 475 15 412 106 501 1935 B3 | Bd 2d 410 (19E6) March 10, 1386

4. Among s other falings, the dissant dacines to folow Oregon w. Blstad, 470 U5, 258, 105 5.0, 1285, 84 LEd A 222 (1585), a decison that categoncally forecloses Justice STEVENS magor
premise-that Miranda requires the police to inform 2 suspect of any and all information that would be useful to @ decision whether to remain slent or speak with the polce. See also United States v
Washington, 431 U5, 181, 188, 57 5.0, 1814, 1815, 52 LEd 2d 238 (1977). The dissant

4, Michigen v Tycker 8212 452 417115 433 3450y 2357 41 LB 2d 152 (1574) June 10, 1974
I Johnson v. New Jersey. 384 S5, 719, 86 5.C1. 1772 16 L Ed.2d 382 (1966), the Court held thal sttements obisined in violation of Miranda standards must be exchuded from al rials occuming after
the date of the Miranda decision. Mr, Justice BRENNAN suggests that Johnson be imiad and that the fruits derved from unlawful pre-Miranda intemogations be admissible in trials subsequent to the
Miranda decision. Though respondent’s trial eccumed subsequert to the Miranda decision, his

5. Colorado v. Cornedy 479 LS. 157 107 5.C¢. 515 93 LEd 2d 473 (158 Dacembar 10, 1586
Miranda waiver conted than in the Fourteerdh Amendment cofession contest, The sole concem of the Rith Amendment . on which Miranda was based, is govemmenta coarcion. Ses Unied
States v. Washington, 431 U.5. 181, 187, 57 5.Ct. 1814, 1818, 52 L Bd_2d 238 (1977); Miranda, supra, 384 U5, at 460, 86 5.Ct., & 1620, indeed, the Rfth Amendment priviege is not concemed
“with moral and psychological pressures to confess emanating from sources other than official coercion. ™ Oregon

B Fare v Whchaed 247 .5 707, 59 500 560, 61 L Bd. 2 157 (1575 June 2], 1573

per s& an irvocation of the minor's Rith Amendment rghts, and, on the ather, that reversal was required becauss the State had not camed s burden of proving that respondent, by requesting his
probation officer, did not intend therebry to assed his Fifth Amendment peviege. bid. . 146 Cal Fplr. at 363-364, 579 P 2d, &t 12-13. There may wel be ambiguiy in this regand. See id. , at 477478,
146 Cal Fptr., at 361-362. 579 P 2d, & 11, Onthe basis of that ambigully, respondent

7. Brewer v Wilkams 430 15 387 675 Cr 1232 51U Ed 2 434 (1577 March 23, 1977

decisions, the courts below had no cccasion to consder whether the pinciple enuncisted in Aone may have been applicabie inthis case. That guestion has not been presentied in the brifs or
arguments submitted to us. 3 and we therefore have no occasion to consider the possible applicabilty of Sione, The applicabilty of the rationals of Stone in the Fifth and Suth Amendment confexd
raises & number of unresobved issues. Many Fifth and Sodh Amendment claims adse in the cordeat of challenges

8 Dickerson v LIS 530 US 428 12050 2306 147 L Ed.2d 405 2000 June 25, 2000
A conbrary conclusion is nof required by the fact that the Cout has subsaguently made exceaptions from the Miranda e, see_e.g.. New York v, Cuades, 467 1.5, 649, No constiutional e is
mmutabls, and the sor of refinements made by such cases ans mersly 3 nomnal part of constiutional law . Oregon v. Bstad, 470 U5, 238, 3064n which the Court, in refusing to apply the tradtional
“Truits” docirine developed in Fourth Amendment cases, stated that Miranda’s exciusionany rule senves the

8. Mew Yode v. Quades 467 1.5 643 104 § d 550 (1984] June 12, 1584

g Y - T T ———— L, F— el b s llnad b mo s el s, G b = s, mmnimal il ® L Rl diis, M b Ens s Rl Komn, movbionsmobioad diss, 260
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RESEARCH TIP 6| BROWSE STATUTES IN OUTLINE VIEW

v"When you are looking for a particular
statute section, try browsing the entire
statute in Outline View.

Example [42 U.S.C. § 1983




Search Statutes on Fastcase

L5 Code
Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Hawaii
Mlinois
Indeana
lonera

Kansas

Kentucky
Louwisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
Hew Jersey
New Mexico

New York

North Carolina
North Dakota
Oklahoma
Oregon
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessesa
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia

Wisconsin

Search State Websites

Some siates (and commercial
publshers) claim copyright on
their statute collections. We ink
fo thear offical versions here:

Colorado

-1
=3
-

Kahe

Ohig
Penngyhvania

B




Resuts  Document Pirt My Lbmary

Search U.5. Code

Search

Ouithree \View

) ) Naturl Language ) Cltation Lookup

Syntax Example [chek to run a search) Result
AND; & limited AND govermmeant documants with both the words
»l
II:
order of operations

i la
wi' 4, /4
"

Select Group

[¥] United States Code

B E]

ath aither the word

with the word “exec

wildcard - documants containing variations of

limited” and "govemmant

taxation™ or “represantation

v~ but not “cor

5 with either the word “vote® or the word “ballot”™, and also the word “eledion
docurnents containing the exact phrase "Supreme Court

documants in which the word “election” appaars within 4 words of tha word "vote

the stemn, such as “terminal”, “terminate”, “terminator




Search U.5. Code

Search Outhng View
=t United States Code
= Uniited States Codes (2006 Edition)
+} Onganic Laws

+} Title 1 General Provisions
-} Title 2 The Congress

- Chapter 1 Election of Senators and Representatives
Sex. 1. Time for election of Senators
Sec. 18, Blection to be certified by governar
Sec. 1h, Countersignature of certificate of election
Sec. 2. Omitted
Sec. 28, Reapportionment of Representatives; time and manner; existng decenrial census figures a5 bass; statement by President; duty of derk
Sec. 2b, Mumber of Representatives from each State in 78th and subsequent Congresces
Sec. 2t. Number of Congressional Dstricts; number of Representatives from each Detrict
Sec. 5. Nomnations for Representatives at large
Sec. 6. Reducton of representation
Sec. 7. Time of election
Sec. 8. vacanoes
Sec. 9. Voting for Representatives
Ses. 3, 4, Cmitted

+ Chapter 2 Organization of Congress

+| Chapter 3 Compensation and Alowances of Members

+ Chapter 4 Officers and Employees of Senate and House of Representatives

+ Chapter 5 Libeary of Congress

+) Chapter & Congressonal and Committee Procedure; Investigations

+ Chapter 7 Contested Bections

+ Chapter 3 Pederal Comupt Pracbces

+1 Chanter 8 Bemdation nf | ahhwing

® [astcase, Inc. Frivacy Policy| Te

L



RESEARCHTIP 7 | “ANNOTATE” A STATUTE
WITH ADVANCED CASELAW SEARCH

v'To find cases citing a particular statute section,
construct an Advanced Caselaw keyword search
with the statute section in quotation marks

Example| 42 U.S.C. § 1983

Search| “42 U.S.C. 1983" or ("42 U.S.C." w/3 1983)




Advanced Caselaw Search

Search Type: '@ Keyword Search (Boclean) Matural Language Citaion Lookup

TINEC T ORUS O WIS

¥ Show Search Tips
Syntax Example (click to run a search) Result
ARD, & cases with both the words “copyright™ and “preemption
cases with either the word “landlerd” or "lessor”

HOT cases with the words chemical’ and waste but not “management
cases with either “security” or “pledge”, and also the word “assignment
cases containing the exact phrase "felony murder

cases in which the word “capital® appears within 2 words of the word "punishmant

® Al lursdictions S0
Al Feders I-EE- e WY
Al Sate cT
Al Destrict Counts T
Al Bankrupicy Courts
ndvidual Jussdictions

Date Resuits

Btk 1505w Maocimum rasults: | 1,000

Resbts par page: | 30

[ ]
]
f T ]

Sot by Reevanse

o Authodity Check

o i § o P
| S0W UMD OfF LRS0NS N 283nh NesuRs

vildeard - cases containing wariatiens of the stem, such as “terminal”, “terminate”,

terminator



Resuls Interactive Timeine

Jurisciction: <3 Print List of Results
Al Juradiesons I; M A Tto 200f 1,000 resuts. b M “3 Print/Save Documerts in Queue ' Authority @
Check
Relevance Case Decision Date  Entire Dafabase
] 100% 1. Connedy v_Stale. 26 P 3d 1246 (Kan _ 2001) July 20, 2001 1 =
We have never held that siate agencies were persons under 42 ULS.C. 1383 for the purpose of sults seeldng damages thereunder. The: State has consented to sl for damages under the Kansas Tod Claims Act i
K.S.A T5G101 et seq.. but that act does nol contain the consent of the State to the filngs of actions for damages against it under Section 1983, (The State of Kansas has not waived its soversign immunity from sus
saeking monstary damages under 42 110.5.C. 1983 ) . .. Wi have
55 9% 2. 105 v Odaans Parish School Board 284 F 3d 45 Cr_ 2001 March 28, 2001 7 .
In Moned the Supreme Court hedd that local govemments are persons for the purposes of 42 ULS.C. 1983, Much of the opinion is concemed with the emors in the Cout’s decision in Monme v. Pape, 365 1.5, 167, 81
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Monroe was wrongly decided, the Cout went on to conclude that loca 4
=
_’EI 3B% 3. Maked City, Inc. v. Aregood. 657 F.Supp. 1246 (N.D. Ind., 1387 Pugust 21, 1387 2 |
This case was fied on May 22 1387, arty causes of action under 42 U,5.C. § 1983 or 1585 which accrued before Apal 17, 1985, must hawve been filed not laber than Apel 17, 1587, or they are bamed by the slatube of
mitations. To the extent that Goodman may apply in this cass, § decreases the Eoelhood that thess plantifs will preval, OF the plantffs’ clams under 42 U5 C. 55 1383 or 1385 whach are not the vichm of an mmundy
defense i appears that based upon the
2] 8% 4. Tampam Fasms, Ine v Supenvisor of Assessmants for Ogle County 649 N.E M 87 271 BAo0 34 738 (0 App 2 Deet | 1955) Apel 20, 1955 3
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-3 o 5. Prager v State 20 P 3d 39 (Kan  2001) March 23, 2001 2
Linder the facts of this case and for the reasons set forth in the opinion. 1 is hedd: (1) The trial court emonecusly demissed the plaintiff's 42 1.5.C. 1983 (1534) action for injunctive relief against the Kansas Depardment of
Rewerwe and i Sacretary in her official capacity for falure to exhaust administrative remadies, and s nling doing 50 is reversed: however, the trial court dd :e:'ec‘ dismizs the plartif's 42 1.5.C. 1983 action for
rpunchive rebsf aganst the Kansas
_‘EI B8% 6. Cndcher v. Com. of Ky, 455 F Supo. 601 (ED. Ky, 1980 July 21, 1980 0
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-\..w ally, 42 US C_ Section 2000, &t seq. provides no greaber or lesser probection aganst descrimnatony practices than 42 1) 5.C_ Section 1983 Camon v Yeshiva Universty, 535 F 2d 722 (24 Cr. 1578)
Govemor Brown'’s immunity to sull under 42 US.C. Section 2000e, et seq
o5 B T BELLY v PARENTS UNITED, 641 A 24 158 [DC, 1554) May 5, 1934 12
By suceeesfilly pursung & pivale dght of schon under the Numse Assignment Acl, Parerls United has obtaned all the substantive rebed § is entiled Lo recenie. Accondngly, there would be no nesd b mach the
constiutiond issues under 42U.5.C. § § 1983, but forthe fact that a successiul § 1983 clam would justify a l:lscm‘. orary award of attomey’s fees under 42 U.5.C. § 1538, supra note 5, which Parents Uinkedwould
nct cthenwiss be entitled to receive, We therefore must deal with §
) B1% 8. Davig v Weatherford (Tenn, Gt App 1589 Oclober 26, 1353 0
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essertial element to 3 Section 1983 claim. In Pok County v. Dodson, 454 1.5 312 325 (1981), the Unded States Supreme Coust held that a public defender does nof act under co
defendant in a sabe criminal procesding, In thes case, Danis
ﬁ &% §. Sema v Clv of San Anbonio 244 F 14 479 [5th Cir 2001) 22
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