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SUMMARY

The Connecticut Appellate Court affirmed Antwon B.'s convictions for manslaughter in the first
degree with a firearm, attempted assault in the first degree, and larceny in the third degree. The court
held that sufficient evidence supported the attempted assault and larceny convictions. It also concluded
that prosecutorial improprieties during examination and closing arguments did not deprive the
defendant of a fair trial.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE The defendant appealed from a judgment of conviction following a
jury trial for manslaughter in the first degree with a firearm, attempt to
commit assault in the first degree, and larceny in the third degree. He
challenged the sufficiency of the evidence supporting the attempted-
assault and larceny convictions and claimed prosecutorial impropriety
deprived him of a fair trial.

STANDARD OF REVIEW For sufficiency of the evidence, the court construes the evidence in the
light most favorable to sustaining the verdict and determines whether,
on the facts and reasonable inferences so construed, the jury
reasonably could have found guilt beyond a reasonable doubt.
Prosecutorial-impropriety claims are reviewed under a two-step
process: first, whether impropriety occurred; and second, whether it
deprived the defendant of a fair trial. The prejudice inquiry considers
the State v. Williams factors, including severity, frequency, centrality,
curative measures, invitation by the defense, and the strength of the
State's case.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the evidence was sufficient to prove that the defendant intended to cause L serious physical
injury and took a substantial step toward committing assault in the first degree.

2. Whether the evidence was sufficient to prove that the defendant wrongfully took Shavrek's Ford
Explorer without the owner's knowing consent.

3. Whether the evidence was sufficient to prove that, when he took the vehicle, the defendant intended to
deprive Shavrek of it permanently despite later leaving it at the police station.

4. Whether prosecutorial improprieties during cross-examination and closing and rebuttal arguments
deprived the defendant of a fair trial.

5. Whether the prosecutor's limited use of first-person terms such as "we" and "us" improperly aligned the
prosecutor with the jury or imposed a duty to convict.

HOLDINGS

1. The evidence was sufficient to support the conviction because the jury reasonably could credit L's
testimony that the defendant pulled the trigger while holding the gun to her face and infer that he
intended to shoot her and cause serious physical injury.

2. The evidence was sufficient for the jury to find that the defendant wrongfully took Shavrek's Ford
Explorer without Shavrek's knowing consent.

3. The evidence was sufficient to establish that the defendant intended permanently to deprive Shavrek of
the vehicle at the time he took it, even though the vehicle was later left at the police station.

4. The prosecutor improperly asked the defendant to comment on L's veracity, improperly referred during
rebuttal to the defendant's responses to those questions, and improperly argued that the gun had jammed
or misfired based on facts not in evidence. Nevertheless, the improprieties, individually and
cumulatively, did not deprive the defendant of a fair trial.

5. The prosecutor's limited use of "we" and "us" did not constitute prosecutorial misconduct or deprive the
defendant of a fair trial.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“We conclude that the jury was free to credit L’s testimony that the defendant pulled the trigger the first time
he first pointed the gun at her face and that the jury could reasonably have inferred from this evidence that the
defendant intended to shoot L and cause her serious physical injury.” (236 Conn. App. 440)

“To be convicted of [larceny in the third degree], therefore, it is not necessary for the jury to find that the
defendant actually kept the property in question, but rather, that at the moment he took the property he
intended to retain it permanently.” (236 Conn. App. 448)

“In light of the foregoing, we conclude that the improprieties committed by the prosecutor during his cross-
examination of the defendant and his closing and rebuttal closing arguments were minor and unimpactful and
did not implicate the fairness of the trial.” (236 Conn. App. 466)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On October 22, 2019, the defendant encountered his former girlfriend, identified as L, with Leroy Jefferson in
the stairwell of their apartment building. The defendant shot Jefferson repeatedly, then placed a firearm against
L's face and pulled the trigger, although the gun did not fire; after reloading, he again placed it near her face
before shooting Jefferson further. The defendant then drove to his workplace, took a Ford Explorer belonging to
Brad Shavrek from an airport parking lot, drove it to a police station, and surrendered. At trial, L testified about
the attempted shooting, while other evidence established the circumstances of the vehicle taking and the
defendant's conduct after the shooting.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The State charged the defendant in the Superior Court for the judicial district of Hartford with murder, attempt to
commit assault in the first degree with a firearm, and larceny in the third degree. After a jury trial, he was
convicted of manslaughter in the first degree with a firearm, attempt to commit assault in the first degree, and
larceny in the third degree, and received a total effective sentence of fifty years. The trial court denied oral and
written motions for judgment of acquittal, and the Connecticut Appellate Court affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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