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SUMMARY

The Minnesota Supreme Court held that a district court accepting a contingent guilty plea must inquire

into the nature of the contingency and conduct a heightened inquiry into the risk of coercion. Because

the district court failed to conduct the required inquiry concerning the State’s promise of leniency to

the defendant’s wife, the court held that plea withdrawal was the proper remedy. The court reversed

the court of appeals and remanded for further proceedings.
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Torrez appealed from the denial of his motion to withdraw guilty pleas
entered under a contingent plea agreement. The Minnesota Court of

Appeals affirmed, and the Minnesota Supreme Court granted review.

The validity of a guilty plea presents a question of law reviewed de
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1. Whether Torrez could challenge the voluntariness of his guilty pleas for the first time on direct appeal.

2. What inquiry a district court must conduct to ensure the voluntariness of a contingent guilty plea

involving promised leniency for a third party.

3. Whether the district court's inquiry was sufficient when it accepted Torrez's contingent pleas without

conducting a heightened coercion inquiry.

4. What remedy applies when a district court fails to conduct the required heightened inquiry into a

contingent plea.

HOLDINGS

1. A defendant may challenge the constitutional validity and voluntariness of a guilty plea for the first time

on direct appeal without being limited to plain-error review.

2. To ensure that a contingent guilty plea is voluntary, the district court must inquire into the details of the
contingent plea agreement and conduct a heightened inquiry beyond the standard Minnesota Rule of

Criminal Procedure 15.01 colloquy targeting any possible coercion.

3. The district court's inquiry was legally insufficient because it did not conduct a heightened inquiry

targeting the coercive risk inherent in Torrez's contingent pleas.

4. When the district court fails to adequately inquire into the voluntariness of a contingent guilty plea at the

time the plea is entered, the defendant must be allowed to withdraw the plea.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To ensure that a contingent plea is voluntary, a district court must inquire into the nature of the contingency
and conduct a heightened inquiry into any risk of coercion; the proper remedy for failing to do so is plea
withdrawal.” (1)

“We reaffirm the principles set out in Danh and, consistent with that case, we hold today that a district court
must inquire into the details of a contingent plea agreement and conduct a heightened inquiry—beyond the
standard Rule 15.01 inquiry—targeting any possible coercion to ensure that, notwithstanding any

contingency, a guilty plea is truly voluntary.” (11)

“Therefore, plea withdrawal is the proper remedy.” (14)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

In October 2022, law enforcement discovered suspected methamphetamine and drug paraphernalia during a
search of Torrez's residence. Torrez was charged with four felony controlled-substance offenses and later entered
a plea agreement requiring guilty pleas to two counts in exchange for dismissal of the other counts and promised
leniency for his wife. Although the terms of the contingent agreement were disclosed at the plea hearing, the
district court did not conduct the standard voluntariness inquiry or a heightened inquiry into coercion arising

from the promise of leniency for Torrez's wife.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



After being charged with four felony controlled-substance offenses, Torrez pleaded guilty to first-degree sale of
a controlled substance and conspiracy in exchange for dismissal of two counts and promises of leniency for his
wife. The district court denied his later motion to withdraw the pleas and sentenced him. The court of appeals

affirmed, but the Minnesota Supreme Court reversed and remanded for plea withdrawal.
DISPOSITION
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REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Reverse the court of appeals and remand to the district court to allow Torrez to withdraw his guilty pleas and
conduct further proceedings consistent with the opinion.
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