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=5 100% 1. Rigterink v. State . 66 So. 3d 866 (Fla.. 2011} June 16, 2011 3 29

...improper Miranda waming because they failed to explicitly inform the defendant before a custodial interrogation that he had the right to

counsel both before and during the interrogation. This Court found the Miranda warning at issue in that case insufficient because it did not

include a clear instruction that the defendant had the right to counsel during the interregation. See Powell |. 938 So.2d at 537-41. The United

States Supreme Court, however, affirmed that Miranda waming because...
=5 T7% 2. United States v. Wysinger, 683 F.3d 784 (7th Cir., 2012) June 22, 2012 8 19

...misleading Miranda waming. In particular, \Wysinger complaing that the Miranda waming misled him inte believing that his nght to
counsel applied only to "questioning™ and that Agent Rehg then engaged in a course of conduct designed to divert \Wysinger away from
invoking his rights by implying that questicning had not yet begun. \We will first address the adequacy of the Miranda waming Agent Rehg
delivered, and we will then turn to whether \Wysinger was misled and diverted by the waming and the...

=

=5 % 3. State v. Labbe, 364 Mont. 415, 276 P.3d 848, 2012 MT 76 (Mont., 2012) April 10, 2012

...the Miranda waming was insffective. He asserted the waming was ineffective because he was then in custody, and the officers had
employed an impermissible "question first, warn later” interrogation technigue. The District Court denied the motion, ruling that Roger was
not in custody at the time, and, therefore, a Miranda warning was unnecessary. 11 9 Reger proceeded to a jury tnal and was acquitted of
aggravated assault but convicted of partner or family member assault. During clesing...
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