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SUMMARY

The Connecticut Supreme Court considered whether a defendant’s signed confession should be
suppressed because police questioned him about a robbery while he was in custody before providing
Miranda warnings. The court held that, even assuming the initial questioning was custodial
interrogation, the later warnings were sufficiently separated from the initial questioning to make the

subsequent waiver and written confession admissible, and it affirmed the judgment.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The defendant appealed from the judgment of conviction after the trial

court denied his motion to suppress a signed confession made after

Miranda warnings.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The legal conclusions underlying a motion to suppress are reviewed
plenarily. The court also reviewed the adequacy of the record de novo
because the material facts were undisputed and the suppression issue

presented a legal question.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the record was adequate for appellate review despite the trial court's oral denial of the

suppression motion without factual findings or an articulated legal basis.

2. Whether the defendant's written confession was inadmissible because it followed a brief unwarned
custodial questioning at Keney Park and the later Miranda warnings were ineffective.

3. Whether any error in admitting testimony concerning the defendant's brief statement at Keney Park was

harmless.

HOLDINGS

1. The record was adequate for review because the material facts were undisputed and the suppression
issue was subject to plenary review, even though the trial court did not issue a written decision or

articulate its factual and legal basis for denying suppression.

2. The trial court properly denied the motion to suppress the defendant's written confession because the
later Miranda warnings were effective under the circumstances and the defendant's waiver and

confession were voluntary.

3. The court declined to decide whether the detective's question at Keney Park constituted custodial
interrogation requiring Miranda warnings; assuming that the statement should have been suppressed, any

error was harmless beyond a reasonable doubt.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We hold that regardless of whether the trial court’s denial of the motion to suppress testimony regarding the

initial questioning of the defendant was error, any such error was harmless.”

“Therefore, we conclude that the trial court properly denied the defendant’s motion to suppress the written

statement he made at the police station.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Police suspected Donald of participating in a masked robbery and shooting at a Hartford grocery store. After
Donald agreed to accompany detectives to the police station on an outstanding warrant, a detective briefly asked
him at Keney Park whether he knew about the robbery, and Donald responded that he knew about it. Several
hours later, after being transported to the station, booked, given Miranda warnings, and signing a waiver, Donald

provided a detailed confession and later signed a written statement.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The trial court denied the defendant's motion to suppress statements concerning a grocery-store robbery. A first
jury trial resulted in a mistrial, and a second jury trial resulted in convictions on all charged counts. The trial
court sentenced the defendant to a total effective term of seventy-five years of incarceration, including a fifteen-

year mandatory minimum, followed by ten years of special parole; the defendant appealed.



DISPOSITION

affirmed
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