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SUMMARY

The Connecticut Supreme Court affirmed Anthony Allen’s convictions for capital felony, murder,
conspiracy to commit murder, attempted first-degree assault, and conspiracy to commit first-degree
assault arising from the shooting death of a fifteen-year-old victim. The court held that the evidence
was sufficient, that a letter written by Allen was properly admitted, and that the trial court properly
declined to poll the jury under the circumstances. The court also rejected Allen’s constitutional
challenge to a sentence of life imprisonment without the possibility of release for a defendant who was

seventeen at the time of the offense.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Direct appeal from a judgment of conviction for capital felony,

murder, conspiracy to commit murder, attempt to commit assault in the
first degree, and conspiracy to commit assault in the first degree.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Sufficiency of the evidence is reviewed under a two-part test: the
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sentencing claim was reviewed under State v. Golding.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the evidence was sufficient to support Allen's convictions, including the state's proof that he

was involved as an accessory even though the evidence did not establish that he fired the fatal shot.

2. Whether the trial court improperly admitted Allen's letter to his girlfriend on the ground that its

probative value was outweighed by unfair prejudice.

3. Whether the trial court violated Practice Book § 42-31 by denying Allen's request to poll the jury after

the jury's verdict had been accepted and while it continued deliberating on codefendant Amos's case.

4. Whether imposing life imprisonment without the possibility of release on a defendant who was under

eighteen when he committed a capital felony violated the Eighth Amendment.

HOLDINGS

1. The evidence was sufficient to support Allen's convictions because the jury reasonably could credit
eyewitness testimony identifying him as one of the shooters and could reconcile inconsistencies in the
witnesses' prior statements and the forensic evidence. Because Allen was charged as an accessory, the

state was not required to prove that he, rather than the other shooter, fired the fatal shot.

2. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by admitting the letter because it was highly probative of
Allen's motive, intent, and steps toward carrying out the shooting, and its probative value was not

outweighed by unfair prejudice.

3. When codefendants are tried together and the jury returns and the court accepts a verdict as to one
defendant before continuing deliberations on another defendant's case, the first defendant must request a
jury poll before the jury resumes deliberations on the remaining codefendant's case. Allen's request was
untimely and ineffective because counsel failed to request the poll when the jury's verdict was accepted,
failed to request recall after the state withdrew the sentence-enhancement charge, and did not ensure

Allen's presence or establish a waiver of his presence when requesting the poll the next morning.

4. The Eighth Amendment does not prohibit imposing life imprisonment without the possibility of release
on a defendant who was under eighteen when he committed a capital felony; Roper v. Simmons does not
extend its categorical prohibition on juvenile executions to this sentence.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Rather, discharge of the jury is triggered "by the separation and dispersal of its individual members."” (289
Conn. at 568; 958 A.2d at 1229)



“Therefore, when, as in the present case, the jury informs the court that it has reached a verdict in one
defendant's case but still requires additional time in which to deliberate on the remaining codefendant's case,
following the court's acceptance of the verdict, the defendant must request a poll before the jury resumes its
deliberations.” (289 Conn. at 571; 958 A.2d at 1231)

“The eighth amendment affords heightened significance to the "diminished culpability" of juveniles, but the
reasoning of Roper does not extend to the present case.” (289 Conn. at 580; 958 A.2d at 1236)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Seventeen-year-old Anthony Allen was charged in connection with the February 22, 2005 shooting death of
fifteen-year-old Lorenzo Morgan Rowe after a high school basketball game. Witnesses testified that Allen and
Kevin Amos followed a group that included the victim and the Weaver brothers, and that Allen and Amos were
identified as two of the shooters. Allen presented alibi witnesses, while the state introduced, among other
evidence, a letter Allen wrote from pretrial detention describing his intent to kill two Weaver brothers and his
approach with a gun. The jury convicted Allen on all five counts, and the trial court imposed life imprisonment

without the possibility of release.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The defendant and Kevin Amos were charged in connection with the fatal shooting of Lorenzo Morgan Rowe,
and their cases were consolidated for trial. A jury convicted Allen on all five counts but could not reach a
unanimous verdict as to Amos, resulting in a mistrial in Amos's case. Because Allen was seventeen at the time of
the capital felony, the trial court imposed a total effective sentence of life imprisonment without the possibility

of release. Allen directly appealed to the Supreme Court of Connecticut.
DISPOSITION

affirmed
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