
Criminal Procedure 

 Capital Law 

 

Hall v. Florida, 572 U.S. __ (May 27, 2014). The Court held unconstitutional a Florida law strictly defining 

intellectual disability for purposes of qualification for the death penalty. The Eighth and Fourteenth 

Amendments forbid the execution of persons with intellectual disability. Florida law defines intellectual 

disability to require an IQ test score of 70 or less. If, from test scores, a prisoner is deemed to have an IQ 

above 70, all further exploration of intellectual disability is foreclosed. The Court held: “This rigid rule . . . 

creates an unacceptable risk that persons with intellectual disability will be executed, and thus is 

unconstitutional.” Slip Op. at 1. The Court concluded: 

Florida seeks to execute a man because he scored a 71 instead of 70 on an IQ 

test. Florida is one of just a few States to have this rigid rule. Florida’s rule misconstrues 

the Court’s statements in Atkins that intellectually disability is characterized by an IQ of 

“approximately 70.” 536 U. S., at 308, n. 3. Florida’s rule is in direct opposition to the 

views of those who design, administer, and interpret the IQ test. By failing to take into 

account the standard error of measurement, Florida’s law not only contradicts the test’s 

own design but also bars an essential part of a sentencing court’s inquiry into adaptive 

functioning. [Defendant] Freddie Lee Hall may or may not be intellectually disabled, but 

the law requires that he have the opportunity to present evidence of his intellectual 

disability, including deficits in adaptive functioning over his lifetime. 

The death penalty is the gravest sentence our society may impose. Persons 

facing that most severe sanction must have a fair opportunity to show that the 

Constitution prohibits their execution. Florida’s law contravenes our Nation’s 

commitment to dignity and its duty to teach human decency as the mark of a civilized 

world. The States are laboratories for experimentation, but those experiments may not 

deny the basic dignity the Constitution protects. 

Slip Op. at 22. 

 

 Double Jeopardy 

 

Martinez v. Illinois, 572 U.S. __ (May 27, 2014). Double jeopardy barred the State’s appeal of a trial court 

order dismissing charges for insufficiency of the evidence. After numerous continuances granted to the 

State because of its inability to procure its witnesses for trial, the defendant’s case was finally called for 

trial. When the trial court expressed its intention to proceed the prosecutor unsuccessfully asked for 

another continuance and informed the court that without a continuance “the State will not be 

participating in the trial.” The jury was sworn and the State declined to make an opening statement or 

call any witnesses. The defendant then moved for a directed not-guilty verdict, which the court granted. 

The State appealed. The Court held that double jeopardy barred the State’s attempt to appeal, 

reasoning that jeopardy attached when the jury was sworn and that the dismissal constituted an 

acquittal.  

 

Arrest Search and Investigation 

http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/13pdf/12-10882_4f15.pdf
http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/13pdf/13-5967_7m5e.pdf


 

Plumhoff v. Rickard, 572 U.S. __ (May 27, 2014). Officers did not use excessive force in violation of the 

Fourth Amendment when using deadly force to end a high speed car chase. The chase ended when 

officers shot and killed the fleeing driver. The driver’s daughter filed a § 1983 action, alleging that the 

officers used excessive force in terminating the chase in violation of the Fourth Amendment. Given the 

circumstances of the chase—among other things, speeds in excess of 100 mph when other cars were on 

the road—the Court found it “beyond serious dispute that [the driver’s] flight posed a grave public 

safety risk, and . . . the police acted reasonably in using deadly force to end that risk.” Slip Op. at 11. The 

Court went on to reject the respondent’s contention that, even if the use of deadly force was 

permissible, the officers acted unreasonably in firing a total of 15 shots, stating: “It stands to reason 

that, if police officers are justified in firing at a suspect in order to end a severe threat to public safety, 

the officers need not stop shooting until the threat has ended.” Id. 

http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/13pdf/12-1117_1bn5.pdf

