
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE 
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF ALABAMA 

NORTHERN DIVISION 
 
 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA ) 
  ) 
 v. )  
  ) CR. NO. 2:24-CR-437-RAH-SMD 
  ) 
QUEEN NAJA  ) 
       ) 
  

RECOMMENDATION OF THE MAGISTRATE JUDGE 
 

Defendant, Queen Naja (“Naja”), is charged with conspiracy to commit mail fraud 

in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1349.  Indict. (Doc. 1) pp. 1-2.  The indictment alleges that Naja 

caused a fake check for $1,000,000 and a payroll tax voucher to be mailed to the Internal 

Revenue Service (“IRS”).  Id.  ¶ 6.  Her coconspirator, Quentin D. Sturgeon (“Sturgeon”), 

submitted tax forms showing a payroll tax overpayment, and the IRS issued a refund check 

for over $1 million.  Id. ¶¶ 7-8.  Naja now seeks to suppress all statements she made to the 

IRS during an interview conducted at her home in September 2024, and any evidence 

derived from those statements.  Mot. (Doc. 74).  Undersigned held an evidentiary hearing 

on March 24, 2025, and because Naja’s statements were voluntary RECOMMENDS that 

her motion to suppress be DENIED.    

I. LEGAL STANDARD 

The Constitution forbids coerced confessions and requires that statements to police 

be made voluntarily.  Dickerson v. United States, 530 U.S. 428, 433-434 (2000); Lego v. 

Twomey, 404 U.S. 477, 483-486 (1972).  Noncustodial interrogations are typically 
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analyzed under the due process clause while custodial interrogations are analyzed under 

the self-incrimination clause pursuant to Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436 (1966), and its 

progeny.  Id.  Defendant bears the initial burden on a motion to suppress “to make specific 

factual allegations of illegality, to produce evidence and persuade the court that the 

evidence should be suppressed.”  United States v. Evans, 572 F.2d 455, 486 (5th Cir. 

1978).1  Once defendant establishes a basis for her motion, the burden shifts to the 

government to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that defendant’s statements were 

voluntary.  United States v. Madison, 689 F.2d 1300, 1308 (7th Cir. 1982).   

A statement is involuntary if coerced by physical intimidation or psychological 

pressure.  Townsend v. Sain, 372 U.S. 293, 308 (1963), overruled on other grounds by 

Keeney v. Tomayo-Reyes, 504 U.S. 1, 5 (1992).  The test is whether agents overbore 

defendant’s will when she gave the statements.  Dickerson, 530 U.S. at 434; Schneckloth 

v. Bustamonte, 412 U.S. 218, 225 (1973).  In making this determination, the Court should 

assess the totality of the circumstances including the characteristics of defendant and the 

details of the interrogation.  Id. at 226.  Whether a statement is voluntary or coerced 

ultimately “depend[s] upon a weighing of the circumstances of [police] pressure against 

the power of resistance of the person confessing.”  Stein v. New York, 346 U.S. 156, 185 

(1953).    

 

 
1 Decisions of the former Fifth Circuit issued prior to September 30, 1981, are binding precedent in the 
Eleventh Circuit.  Bonner v. City of Pritchard, 661 F.2d 1206, 1207 (11th Cir. 1981). 
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II. DEFENDANT’S ALLEGATIONS 

Naja alleges that her statements were involuntary because she: (1) did not initiate 

the interrogation, (2) was under the influence of alcohol, (3) was alone, (4) was not given 

notice of her rights, (5) was not given notice she was the subject of a criminal investigation, 

and (6) was confused by the agents and did not understand or comprehend the significance 

of the interrogation or of the choices she was making by participating in the interrogation. 

Mot. (Doc. 74). She argues that under the totality of these circumstances, her statements 

were involuntary.  Mot. (Doc. 74) pp. 4-5; see also Tr. (Doc. 80) pp. 75-76.   

III. FINDINGS OF FACT 

 IRS Special Agent (SA) David McDaniel was the only witness called at the hearing.  

He had a calm and professional demeanor and a solid recollection of his interview with 

Naja that corresponded with his contemporaneous written report.  His testimony remained 

consistent throughout his direct and cross examinations, and the undersigned finds his 

testimony credible.  These findings of fact are derived from his testimony, report, and other 

evidence introduced at the hearing. 

 At approximately 10:00 am on Tuesday, September 24, 2024, IRS Special Agents 

McDaniel and Adenna Fiut drove to Naja’s home in York, Pennsylvania, and parked in the 

street.  Tr. (Doc. 80) pp. 12-13, 64; Gov’t Ex. A (Doc. 79-3) p. 1.  Naja’s home was a three-

level townhouse with a one-car garage on the ground level.  Def. Ex. 1 (Doc. 79-5).  The 

garage door was open and Naja was outside when the agents arrived.  Tr. (Doc. 80) p. 12; 

Gov’t Ex. A (Doc. 79-3) p. 1.  They approached her and identified themselves as Special 
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Agents with the IRS Criminal Investigation division and showed her their credentials.  Tr. 

(Doc. 80) pp. 12-13; Gov’t Ex. A (Doc. 79-3) p. 1.  SA McDaniel informed Naja that they 

wanted to speak with her, and Naja asked how they knew they were speaking with the 

correct person because there were many Queen Najas.  Tr. (Doc. 80) p. 14; Gov’t Ex. A 

(Doc. 79-3) p. 1.  SA McDaniel showed her a copy of her St. Lucia passport with her picture 

on it and copies of court documents showing her name change from Renata Winifred Ince 

to Queen Naja. Tr. (Doc. 80) p. 14; Gov’t Ex. A (Doc. 79-3) p. 1.  Naja was satisfied that 

she was the correct Queen Naja and told them she was expecting the IRS to contact her 

because she had the gift of sight. Tr. (Doc. 80) p. 15; Gov’t Ex. A (Doc. 79-3) p. 1.   

 SA McDaniel asked Naja if they could move into the garage to speak further, and 

she agreed.  Tr. (Doc. 80) pp. 14-15; Gov’t Ex. A (Doc. 79-3) p. 1.  Once in the garage, SA 

McDaniel asked Naja if they could record the interview, and she refused.   Tr. (Doc. 80) p. 

15; Gov’t Ex. A (Doc. 79-3) p. 1.  SA McDaniel then read Naja her rights from the IRS 

rights warning card, IRS Doc. 5661-A.  Tr. (Doc. 80) pp. 16-18; Gov’t Ex. A (Doc. 79-3) 

p. 1.  The card has a side for custodial rights and a side for noncustodial rights.  He read 

Naja the noncustodial side that reads: 

As a Special Agent, one of my functions is to investigate the possibility of 
criminal violations of the Internal Revenue laws and related offenses.  In 
connection with my investigation of your tax liability or other matter, I would 
like to ask you some questions.  However, first I advise you that under the 
Fifth Amendment to the Constitution of the United States, I cannot compel 
you to answer any questions or to submit any information if such answers or 
information might tend to incriminate you in any way.  I also advise you that 
anything which you say and any documents which you submit may be used 
against you in any criminal proceedings which may be undertaken.  I advise 
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you further that you may, if you wish, seek the assistance of an attorney 
before responding.  Do you understand these rights? 

 
Tr. (Doc. 80) p. 18. 
 
 Naja stated that she understood her rights and agreed to speak with the agents.  Tr. 

(Doc. 80) p. 18; Gov’t Ex. A (Doc. 79-3) p. 1.  She invited the agents into her house to 

conduct the interview because she wanted to take notes and led them through a door and 

up the stairs into her kitchen.  Tr. (Doc. 80) p. 19; Gov’t Ex. A (Doc. 79-3) p. 1.  The 

kitchen had a small eat-in area with a square wooden table with four chairs.  Tr. (Doc. 80) 

pp. 19-20; Def. Ex. 3 (Doc. 79-5).  Naja sat at the table with her back to the wall with SA 

McDaniel to her right and SA Fiut to her left across from him.  Tr. (Doc. 80) p. 20.  There 

was a doll in the open seat and a wine glass about half full of what looked like red wine on 

the table in front of the doll.  Id. at 20, 44.  The wine glass was covered with plastic cling 

wrap.  Id. at 20.  The agents never saw Naja drink from the glass.  Id. at 21.  She did not 

smell of alcohol, have an unsteady gait, slur her speech, or show any obvious signs of 

intoxication, id. at 21, 42, and the undersigned finds as a matter of fact that Naja was not 

intoxicated. 

 SA McDaniel conducted the interview while SA Fiut took notes.  Id. at 23.  The 

interview began with some background information.  Id. at 22.  Naja stated she was 44 

years old, had a bachelor’s degree, and was of sound mind and body and able to answer 

questions about herself and her business.  Id. at 22, 24, 63; Gov’t Ex. A (Doc. 79-3) p. 2.  

She stated that her adult daughter was in the house, but the agents never saw her.  Tr. (Doc. 
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80) p. 22.  The interview lasted approximately two and a half hours.  Id. at 25; Gov’t Ex. 

A (Doc. 79-3) p. 1.  SA McDaniel described the interview as a friendly and courteous back 

and forth conversation with Naja.  Tr. (Doc. 80) p. 25.  SA McDaniel showed Naja various 

checks and other documents during the interview.  Gov’t Ex. A (Doc. 79-3) pp. 3-7.  Naja 

was engaged and asked a lot of questions. Tr. (Doc. 80) p. 24. SA McDaniel concluded the 

interview when he had covered all the topics he wanted to discuss.  Id. at 28.  He finished 

by warning her in a stern voice that she was not to speak with or contact any of the witnesses 

because that could be considered witness tampering.  Id. at 22; Gov’t Ex. A (Doc. 79-3) p. 

7.              

IV. ANALYSIS 

 Under the totality of the circumstances here, the IRS agents did not pressure or 

coerce Naja, and she gave her statements voluntarily.  The evidence shows that Naja is a 

44-year-old adult woman with a college education.  The agents initiated the interview when 

they drove to her house during normal business hours at approximately 10:00 am on a 

weekday.  There is nothing coercive about this time or location, and Naja was free to ask 

the agents to leave her property.  When the agents first introduced themselves as Special 

Agents with the IRS Criminal Investigation division, Naja asked how they knew she was 

the right person because there are many Queen Najas.  This shows that she had the ability 

to resist and question the agents.  When SA McDaniel asked if he could record the 

interview she declined, and he complied.  The agents did not do anything to pressure Naja 

to change her mind and allow recording.  This shows that Naja was fully capable of refusing 
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requests from the agents and could expect them to honor her wishes concerning the conduct 

of the interview without objection.               

  Before asking Naja any questions, SA McDaniel read her the IRS’s standard 

noncustodial rights warning from IRS Doc. 5661-A.  Among the advice given was “I 

cannot compel you to answer any questions or to submit any information if such answers 

of information might tend to incriminate you in any way,” that “anything which you say 

and any documents which you submit may be used against you in any criminal 

proceeding,” and “you may, if you wish, seek the assistance of an attorney before 

responding.”  Tr. (Doc. 80) p. 18.  Naja stated that she understood these rights and was 

willing to speak with the agents.   

 The Supreme Court considered this IRS rights warning in Beckwith v. United States, 

425 U.S. 341, 343 (1976).  In Beckwith, IRS special agents interviewed a man suspected 

of criminal tax fraud in a private home where he sometimes stayed.  Id. at 342-343.  Prior 

to questioning, they read him the identical noncustodial rights advisement used here.  Id. 

at 343.  The suspect later argued that a confrontation with the IRS places the taxpayer under 

psychological restraint equivalent to custody requiring Miranda warnings.  Id. at 345.  The 

Supreme Court rejected this position holding that an IRS interview concerning suspected 

criminal tax violations in a private home “simply does not present the elements which the 

Miranda Court found so inherently coercive as to require its holding.”  Id. at 347.  The 

Court instructed that “[p]roof that some kind of warnings were given or that none were 

given would be relevant evidence only on the issue of whether the questioning was in fact 



8 
 

coercive” under the totality of the circumstances.  Id. at 348.  The fact that SA McDaniel 

gave Naja a rights warning against self-incrimination prior to questioning is further 

evidence that the interview was not coercive.  No additional warnings of any type were 

required. 

 After acknowledging that she understood her rights, Naja invited the agents into her 

home to conduct the interview.  The evidence shows that the interview was a friendly and 

courteous back and forth conversation between SA McDaniel and Naja at the kitchen table 

with SA Fiut taking notes.  A person is typically most comfortable and in control inside 

the familiar environment of their own home.  Naja could have used the bathroom, gotten 

something to eat or drink, or asked the agents to leave at any time.  There is absolutely no 

evidence that the agents physically abused, threatened, or in any way psychologically 

pressured Naja at any point during the two-and-a-half-hour consensual interview.   In fact, 

the only time SA McDaniel even spoke to Naja in a stern voice was when he advised her 

not to contact witnesses at the conclusion of the interview.  The interview was over at that 

point, so his stern tone has no relevance to her prior statements. 

 Finally, Naja’s motion alleges that she had been drinking wine and was intoxicated 

at the time of the interview.  Although intoxication is a factor to be considered under the 

totality of the circumstances, there is no evidence that Naja was drunk during the interview.  

The only evidence introduced concerning alcohol was SA McDaniel’s testimony that what 

appeared to be a half-full glass of red wine covered in cellophane was on the kitchen table 

in front of the seat containing a doll.  SA McDaniel never saw Naja drink anything or show 
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any signs of intoxication, and the undersigned has ruled as a matter of fact that Naja was 

not intoxicated. 

 The evidence here shows that the IRS agents applied no physical or psychological 

pressure on Naja to obtain her statements.  Her participation in the interview was entirely 

voluntary and free of coercion, and her statements and all information gained as a result of 

those statements should not be suppressed.            

V.   CONCLUSION 

For the reasons stated above, it is the RECOMMENDATION of the Magistrate 

Judge that Defendant’s motion to suppress (Doc. 74) be DENIED.  It is further  

ORDERED that the parties shall file any objections to this Recommendation on or 

before May 30, 2025.  A party must specifically identify the factual findings and legal 

conclusions in the Recommendation to which objection is made; frivolous, conclusive, or 

general objections will not be considered.  Failure to file written objections to the 

Magistrate Judge's findings and recommendations in accordance with the provisions of 28 

U.S.C. § 636(b)(1) shall bar a party from a de novo determination by the District Court of 

legal and factual issues covered in the Recommendation and waives the right of the party 

to challenge on appeal the district court’s order based on unobjected-to factual and legal 

conclusions accepted or adopted by the District Court except upon grounds of plain error 

or manifest injustice.  Nettles v. Wainwright, 677 F.2d 404 (5th Cir. 1982); 11TH CIR. R. 3-

1.  See Stein v. Lanning Securities, Inc., 667 F.2d 33 (11th Cir. 1982).  See also Bonner v. 

City of Prichard, 661 F.2d 1206 (11th Cir. 1981)(en banc). 
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  DONE this 16th day of May, 2025. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   
 Stephen M. Doyle 
 CHIEF U.S. MAGISTRATE JUDGE 
 




