SUPREME COURT OF CONNECTICUT

State of Connecticut v. David D. Roberts

State of Connecticut v. David D. Roberts - No. SC 21061 - Decided April 28, 2026

SUMMARY

The Connecticut Supreme Court affirmed the defendant's convictions and the denial of his motion to

withdraw guilty pleas. The court held that the plea canvass was constitutionally adequate under

Boykin v. Alabama because, considering the totality of the circumstances, the record affirmatively

demonstrated that the pleas were knowing and voluntary, although the canvass was close to

constitutionally inadequate and contrary to best practices.
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affirmed

The defendant appealed, after certification was granted, from the
Appellate Court’s affirmance of the trial court’s denial of his motion to

withdraw guilty pleas and the resulting convictions.

The court reviewed de novo whether the plea canvass affirmatively
disclosed that the defendant entered his guilty pleas knowingly and
voluntarily under Boykin, considering the totality of the circumstances

surrounding the canvass.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court’s plea canvass was constitutionally adequate under Boykin v. Alabama even
though the court did not specifically enumerate and obtain separate waivers of the rights against self-

incrimination, to a jury trial, and to confront one’s accusers.

2. Whether the defendant was entitled to withdraw his guilty pleas because the record did not affirmatively

disclose that the pleas were knowing and voluntary.

HOLDINGS

1. Boykin does not require a trial court to expressly enumerate each of the three rights identified in Boykin
or obtain a separate on-the-record waiver of each right. It requires an affirmative record showing that the

defendant entered the guilty plea knowingly and voluntarily.

2. The plea canvass was constitutionally adequate under the totality of the circumstances, although it

presented a very close question and fell at the outermost boundary of what Boykin permits.

3. As the best practice for ensuring a defendant’s understanding of the consequences of a guilty plea, trial
courts should personally inquire into all five rights enumerated in Practice Book § 39-19 (5), including

the rights to a jury trial, confrontation, and against self-incrimination.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Boykin requires only that the record affirmatively disclose that a defendant has entered his plea knowingly
and voluntarily for the plea to be constitutionally valid, and there is no requirement that a plea canvass

include enumeration of each of the three constitutional rights identified in Boykin.” (Opinion discussion

applying Boykin)

“Because Practice Book § 39-19 (5) was adopted in order to ensure a defendant’s understanding of the
consequences of his guilty plea, trial courts should expressly inquire as to all five rights enumerated in § 39-
19 (5), which includes all three Boykin rights.” (357)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

In 2020, David D. Roberts went to a neighbor’s house carrying a shotgun, cocked and aimed it at Airbnb renters,
used racial slurs, and ordered them to leave. He later left threatening voicemails for the property owner
concerning additional renters of color. Roberts pleaded guilty pursuant to an agreement under which the state
agreed to a six-year sentence, execution suspended after one year, followed by three years of probation, while

retaining the ability to seek a shorter term of incarceration.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The defendant pleaded guilty under the Alford doctrine to reckless endangerment in the second degree and
threatening in the first degree and entered a straight guilty plea to intimidation based on bigotry or bias in the

third degree. The Superior Court denied his motion to withdraw the pleas and rendered judgment in accordance



with them. The Appellate Court affirmed, and the Connecticut Supreme Court granted certification and affirmed

the Appellate Court.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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