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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF GREENE COUNTY, MISSOURI 

Associate Division 26 

 

STATE OF MISSOURI,   ) 

      ) 

    Plaintiff, ) 

      ) 

vs.      )     Case No. 1731-CR04350-01 

      ) 

JAYSON ANDREW MEEHAN,  ) 

      ) 

    Defendant. ) 

 

ORDER 

 

 Hearing was previously held on Defendant’s Motion to Suppress Statements 

(“the hearing”).  Defendant appeared in person and with his attorney, Patricia L. Poe.  

The State appeared by Assistant Prosecuting Attorney Sarah Donelan.  Evidence was 

presented.  The Court retained all hearing exhibits and took the matter under 

advisement.  Both parties subsequently submitted legal suggestions in support of 

their respective positions on the motion. 

 

Statements Sought to be Suppressed 

 

 In this case, Defendant is charged with the class D felony of failing to register 

as a sex offender, second offense.  Defendant seeks to have suppressed all statements 

made by Defendant during questioning conducted by official of the Greene County 

Sheriff’s Department on June 23, 2016. 

 

Findings of Fact 

 

 At least as early as October 11, 2005, Defendant was required to register as a 

sex offender under Missouri’s Sex Offender Registration Act (“SORA”).1  Prior to June 

23, 2016, Detective J. R. Webb of the Greene County Sheriff’s Department (“GCSD”) 

began investigating Defendant for violating those laws by failing to register as 

required. 

 

 Individuals required to meet registration requirements in Greene County do 

so by registering at the Greene County Jail.  On June 23, 2016, subsequent to the 

date Detective Webb began his investigation, Defendant arrived at the jail per 

registration requirements.  Lisa Simmons, an employee of GCSD serving without a 

law enforcement commission and whose employment assignment was to conduct 

SORA registrations, met Defendant when he arrived at the jail.  Ms. Simmons 

                                                 
1 Sections 589.400 through 589.426, RSMo 
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conducted her registration of Defendant at a desk located in what she termed an 

“open area” in an “administrative area” of the jail and Defendant was not in restraints 

during the registration process; even so, it was still necessary for her to use a key 

card or key to access the questioning location with Defendant and Defendant was not 

able to leave the questioning location without Ms. Simmons accompanying him and 

she using either a key card or key. 

 

 Ms. Simmons advised Detective Webb that Defendant was present so Detective 

Webb could have the opportunity to observe the registration process.  Detective Webb, 

joined by non-commissioned GCSD employee Mary Gray, observed Defendant 

register.  Detective Webb had never been present during any previous instance when 

Defendant registered.  In fact, Detective Webb at the time did not register offenders 

and did not know the process by which offenders were registered.  Detective Webb’s 

purpose in being present during Defendant’s registration was to gather supplemental 

information for the case he was investigating.  Even though he had never before been 

involved in the registration of offenders, Detective Webb was involved in the 

questioning of Defendant on June 23, 2016. 

 

 Ms. Simmons’ regular protocol for instances in which she believed an offender 

was providing her inaccurate information during the registration process was to allow 

the offender the opportunity to provide her with correct information.  It was 

estimated that while it normally took 5 to 10 minutes to conduct the registration 

process, this particular registration with Defendant took 15 to 20 minutes. 

 

Conclusions of Law 

 

 In his Motion to Suppress Statements, Defendant argues that any statements 

he made during the registration process on June 23, 2016, should be suppressed as 

he was in custody and not advised of constitutional rights guaranteed him by 

Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U. S. 436, 444, 86 S. Ct. 1602 (1966).  Under Miranda, a 

person who is in custody must, prior to interrogation, be clearly informed that (1) he 

has the right to remain silent, (2) that anything he says will be used against him in 

court, (3) he must be clearly informed that he has the right to consult with a lawyer 

and to have the lawyer with him during interrogation, and (4) that, if he is indigent, 

a lawyer will be appointed to represent him. 

 

 Law enforcement officials “are not required to administer Miranda warnings 

to everyone whom they question. Nor is the requirement of warnings to be imposed 

simply because the questioning takes place in [a law enforcement building], or 

because the questioned person is one whom the police suspect. Miranda warnings are 

required only where there has been such a restriction on a person's freedom as to 

render him ‘in custody.’ It [i]s that sort of coercive environment to which Miranda by 

its terms [is] applicable, and to which it is limited.”  Oregon v. Mathiason, 429 U.S. 

492, 97 S. Ct. 711, 714, (1977). 
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A person’s “freedom to leave the site of questioning and the purpose, place, and 

length of the interrogation are factors to be considered in making a determination of 

custody.  United States v. Griffin, 922 F.2d 1343, 1348 (8th Cir.1990).  Those factors 

alone, however, are not determinative.  Id.  Other indicia of custody include (1) 

whether the [person] was informed at the time of questioning that the questioning 

was voluntary, that the [person] was free to leave or request the officers to do so, or 

that the [person] was not under arrest, (2) whether the [person] possessed 

unrestrained freedom of movement during questioning, (3) whether the [person] 

initiated contact with authorities or voluntarily acquiesced to official requests to 

answer questions, (4) whether strong arm tactics or deceptive stratagems were 

employed during questioning, (5) whether the atmosphere of the questioning was 

[dominated by law enforcement], or (6) whether the [person] was placed under arrest 

at the termination of questioning.  Id. at 1349. This list is not exhaustive. See Maine 

v. Thibodeau, 475 U.S. 1144, 1146, 106 S. Ct. 1799, 90 L.Ed.2d 343 (1986).” In 

examining the totality of the circumstances, an individual's personal background, 

experience, familiarity with police questioning, maturity, education, and intelligence 

may all also be considered.  United States v. Zahrey, 963 F. Supp. 1273, 1278 

(E.D.N.Y.1997).  With regard to the first three Griffin factors, “[t]he affirmative 

presence of one or more of [those three factors during questioning] ‘would tend to 

mitigate the existence of custody at the time of questioning.’  Id.  The affirmative 

presence of the last three Griffin factors would ‘tend to aggravate the existence of 

custody.’  Id. It is not necessary that all of the foregoing indicia be present to find 

custody. ‘A particularly strong showing with respect to one factor may compensate 

for a deficiency with respect to other factors.’” Id. 

 

State v. Werner, 9 S.W.3d 590, 595–96 (Mo. 2000). 

 

Additional analysis is necessary when determining the extent to which a 

person possesses unrestrained freedom of movement during questioning.  “’[C]ustody’ 

is a term of art that specifies circumstances that are thought generally to present a 

serious danger of coercion. In determining whether a person is in custody in this 

sense, the initial step is to ascertain whether, in light of ‘the objective circumstances 

of the interrogation,’ Stansbury v. California, 511 U.S. 318, 322–323, 325, 114 S.Ct. 

1526, 128 L.Ed.2d 293 (1994) (per curiam), a ‘reasonable person [would] have felt he 

or she was not at liberty to terminate the interrogation and leave.’ Thompson v. 

Keohane, 516 U.S. 99, 112, 116 S.Ct. 457, 133 L.Ed.2d 383 (1995). And in order to 

determine how a suspect would have ‘gauge[d]’ his ‘freedom of movement,’ courts 

must examine ‘all of the circumstances surrounding the interrogation.’ Stansbury, 

supra, at 322, 325, 114 S.Ct. 1526 (internal quotation marks omitted). Relevant 

factors include [(1)] the location of the questioning, see Maryland v. Shatzer, 559 U.S. 

98, 130 S.Ct. 1213, 1223–1226, [(2)] its duration, see Berkemer v. McCarty, 468 U.S. 

420, 437–438, 104 S.Ct. 3138, 82 L.Ed.2d 317 (1984), [(3)] statements made during 

the interview, see Mathiason, supra, at 495, 97 S.Ct. 711; Yarborough v. Alvarado, 
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541 U.S. 652, 665, 124 S.Ct. 2140, 158 L.Ed.2d 938 (2004); Stansbury, supra, at 325, 

114 S.Ct. 1526, [(4)] the presence or absence of physical restraints during the 

questioning, see New York v. Quarles, 467 U.S. 649, 655, 104 S.Ct. 2626, 81 L.Ed.2d 

550 (1984), and [(5)] the release of the interviewee at the end of the questioning, see 

California v. Beheler, 463 U.S. 1121, 1122–1123, 103 S.Ct. 3517, 77 L.Ed.2d 1275 

(1983) (per curiam). 

 

Howes v. Fields, 565 U.S. 499, 508–09, 132 S. Ct. 1181, 1189, 182 L. Ed. 2d 17 (2012) 

(emphasis added). 

   

Discussion 

 

The purpose of SORA is to “protect children from violence at the hands of sex 

offenders” and “to respond to the known danger of recidivism among sex offenders.”  

Doe v. Phillips, 194 S.W. 3d 833, 839 (Mo. banc 2006), quoting in first part J. S. v. 

Beaird, 28 S.W.3d 875, 876 (Mo. banc 2000).  SORA accomplishes its purpose by 

requiring an offender to provide, at least, certain information in the course of the 

registration process.2  Further, an offender shall provide positive identification and 

documentation as part of the registration process.3 

 

 The manner in which GCSD, according to Ms. Simmons’s testimony, 

“normally” conducts SORA registration is not a situation in which an offender being 

registered is in custody, thereby requiring an offender to be advised of his rights 

under Miranda.  In analyzing the Griffin factors to the particular facts of this case, 

however, it is clear Defendant was in custody and should have been advised of his 

rights under Miranda. 

 

 In considering the evidence in this case and taking into account the Griffin 

factors, the Court finds the following: 

 

1. Defendant was not informed at the time of questioning that the questioning 

was voluntary, that the person was free to leave or request the officers to 

do so, or that the person was not under arrest:  At no time was Defendant 

advised that the questioning was voluntary, that he was free to leave or 

request the officers to do so, or that he was not under arrest.    

 

2. Defendant did not possess unrestrained freedom of movement during the 

questioning:  While Defendant was not physically restrained by handcuffs 

during the questioning, Defendant was in an area of the jail and was not 

able to access or leave the area where the questioning was conducted 

without Ms. Simmons using either a key card or key.  In addition, as 

Defendant was required to be present at the site of the questioning as a 

                                                 
2 Section 589.407(1), RSMo 
3 Section 589.407(2), RSMo 
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result of SORA, objectively Defendant was not free to leave in that if he had 

not remained and completed the registration process he could have been in 

violation of his reporting requirements.  Further, the statements made by 

Defendant were incriminating in nature. 

 

3. Defendant initiated contact with authorities but did not voluntarily 

acquiesce to official requests to answer questions:  In this case, Defendant 

initiated contact with GCSD.  The reason he initiated contact was not 

necessarily because he desired to but, rather, because he was required by 

SORA to initiate the contact.  In particular, Defendant’s contact with GCSD 

was not for the purpose of being questioned by Detective Webb in regard to 

a criminal investigation. 

 

4. Strong arm tactics were not used during the questioning but deceptive 

stratagems were employed during questioning:  In no manner did GCSD 

use strong arm tactics during Defendant’s questioning.  However, the 

presence and participation of Detective Webb in the interview process was 

clearly a designed, deceptive action.  While Defendant was under the belief 

that he had arrived at GCSD for his required SORA registration, Defendant 

was not aware that Detective Webb was using this normally routine, 

administrative practice as a means by which to observe Defendant and 

obtain additional information from him that could be used against 

Defendant in Detective Webb’s investigation.  

 

5. The atmosphere of the questioning was dominated by law enforcement:  As 

opposed to the normal protocol of a non-commissioned employee of GCSD 

being present during Defendant’s questioning, there was in addition to that 

employee a detective of GCSD—a law enforcement official who was not 

familiar with the registration process and who was present for an 

investigative purpose.4  The atmosphere of the questioning was clearly 

dominated by law enforcement because different law enforcement officials 

were using the questioning for multiple purposes.   

 

6. Defendant was not placed under arrest at the termination of questioning:  

After completion of the questioning, Defendant was not placed under arrest 

and he was allowed to leave GCSD. 

 

 All but one of the six Griffin factors were present when Defendant was 

questioned on June 23, 2016, by GCSD, therefore resulting in this Court finding that 

a reasonable person in Defendant’s position would have considered themselves to be 

in custody during his questioning.  

 

 

                                                 
4 Detective Webb had not been present for any of Defendant’s forty-four previous registrations. 
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Ruling 

 

 In this specific instance involving these specific facts, law enforcement took an 

administrative process designed to protect the public and transformed it into a 

custodial interrogation designed to solicit potentially self-incriminating information 

from Defendant related to an investigation of an alleged criminal offense.  

Defendant’s Motion to Suppress Statements is granted. 

 

 

 

Date: June 22, 2018    ____________________________________ 

       J. Ronald Carrier, Judge 
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