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SUMMARY

The Connecticut Supreme Court affirmed Donald Fields's convictions for felony murder, attempted
robbery in the first degree, and conspiracy to commit robbery in the first degree. The court addressed
whether his confession was involuntary because of alleged police-inflicted injuries and whether police
scrupulously honored his right to remain silent under Michigan v. Mosley. The court also considered a
challenge to the state's final argument.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court improperly denied suppression of Fields's confessions because the state failed to
prove that they were voluntary after Fields sustained injuries while in police custody.

2. Whether the state was required to rebut, by clear and convincing evidence, a presumption that injuries
sustained in police custody caused a confession to be involuntary.

3. Whether the police failed to scrupulously honor Fields's right to remain silent under Miranda and
Michigan v. Mosley by making repeated attempts to question him about the same crime.

4. Whether the state's final rebuttal argument deprived Fields of a fair trial by improperly relying on the
admission of the confession, commenting on his failure to testify, arguing facts not in evidence, or
commenting on his prior refusals to speak.

HOLDINGS

1. No broad federal due process presumption arises merely because a defendant who confessed sustained a
physical injury while in police custody. The defendant must establish that police physical violence
caused the confession; the court declined to require the state automatically to explain every injury or
prove by clear and convincing evidence that the injury was not inflicted to obtain the confession.

2. The trial court properly denied suppression because its finding that police did not use physical violence
to coerce Fields's confessions was not clearly erroneous.

3. The police scrupulously honored Fields's right to remain silent under Michigan v. Mosley, and the
confessions were not subject to suppression on that ground.

4. The state's challenged final arguments did not warrant reversal. Any improper suggestion that the
confession was reliable because a judge admitted it, or any comment concerning the absence of evidence
of police coercion, was cured by the trial court's clear and forceful instructions; the remaining
challenged arguments did not constitute prosecutorial misconduct.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The circumstances of each case determine whether the right to cut off questioning was scrupulously
honored.” (203)

“You cannot base any decision in this case, no matter what it might be, on the defendant exercising his
constitutional right to remain silent.” (207)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Sixteen-year-old Donald Fields participated with Terrence Thompson and Mark Symms in an attempted armed
robbery in Waterbury during which Thompson shot and killed Milton Velez. Police apprehended Fields and
Thompson near the getaway vehicle shortly after the shooting, and a handgun matching the fatal bullet was
found near Fields. After receiving Miranda warnings and initially refusing to speak, Fields later signed written



statements implicating himself and identifying Symms as the getaway driver. Fields later claimed that police had
beaten him before he confessed, although officers denied using force and the trial court rejected his account.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Before trial, Fields moved to suppress written confessions, claiming that the confessions were involuntary
because of police-inflicted injuries and that the police failed to scrupulously honor his right to remain silent. The
Superior Court, Damiani, J., denied the suppression motion. After a jury found Fields guilty, the Superior Court,
O'Keefe, J., rendered judgment on the verdict. The Supreme Court affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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