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      Criminal; Murder; Whether Trial Court Properly Admitted Hearsay 

Statements Under Declarations Against Penal Interest Exception; Whether State 

Violated Brady v. Maryland in Failing to Disclose Police Internal Affairs Report.  

Shamira Jenkins and the defendant, Carlton Bryan, were sitting in a car on a Hartford 

street early on the morning of April 29, 2013, when a gunman fired a single shot through 

the rear windshield, killing Jenkins.  Jenkins was four months pregnant with the 

defendant's child at the time.  Shortly after the shooting, Matthew Allen Hall-Davis 

(Allen) and Kingsley Minto were arrested in connection with the robbery of a jewelry 

store, and both men gave statements to the police implicating the defendant in Jenkins' 

murder.  The defendant was charged with murder and, at trial, the state sought to show 

that the defendant pressured Allen—who was ultimately convicted of murder as the 

gunman who fired the shot that struck Jenkins—to kill Jenkins because the defendant was 

unhappy about her pregnancy.  When Allen refused to testify at the defendant's trial, the 

state asked that the trial court admit out-of-court statements Allen had made to Minto 

under the "declaration against penal interest" exception to the general rule barring the 

admission of hearsay evidence.  Under that exception, which is codified in § 8-6 (4) of 

the Connecticut Code of Evidence, hearsay statements that tend to implicate the declarant 

in a crime are admissible at trial provided that the surrounding circumstances show that 

the statements are "trustworthy."  The trial court ruled that Allen's statements were 

admissible through Minto pursuant to § 8-6 (4), noting that the statements tended to 

implicate both Allen and the defendant in the crime and that, in State v. Schiappa, 248 

Conn. 132 (1999), the Supreme Court held that such "dual inculpatory statements" are 

admissible as statements against penal interest.  Minto then testified that Allen admitted 

to him that he shot Jenkins but that Allen told him that he didn't want to shoot her and 

that he only did so at the defendant's repeated urging.  A jury found the defendant guilty 

of murder and conspiracy to commit murder, and the defendant appeals from the 

judgment of conviction.  The defendant claims on appeal that the trial court wrongly 

permitted Minto to testify as to Allen's hearsay statements on determining that those 

statements were admissible under the declaration against penal interest exception to the 

hearsay rule.  He contends that Allen's statements to Minto were not declarations against 

penal interest because, with those statements, Allen was not incriminating himself but 

rather attempting to shift blame or responsibility for Jenkins' murder to the defendant.  

The defendant also argues that statements should not have been admitted under the penal 

interest exception because the surrounding circumstances did not show that the 

statements were inherently trustworthy.  Finally, the defendant claims that the state 

violated Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83 (1963), when it failed to disclose to the defense 

a police internal affairs report concerning Sergeant Reginald Early, the lead homicide 

detective who investigated Jenkins' murder and who served as one of the state's chief 

witnesses at the defendant's trial.  Brady holds that the prosecution must turn over any 

exculpatory evidence—evidence tending to exonerate the defendant—to the defense, and 

the defendant argues that, had he been in possession of the internal affairs report, he 

could have used it at trial to raise doubt in the jurors' minds as to Early's credibility.                                                    


