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‘‘[T]here are countless ways to provide effective assistance in any given case. Even the best criminal defense
attorneys would not defend a particular client in the
same way.’’ (Internal quotation marks omitted.) Meletrich v. Commissioner of Correction, 332 Conn. 615,
637, 212 A.3d 678 (2019).
The crux of the petitioner’s argument on appeal is
that Gemeiner failed in a number of ways to undermine
Z’s version of events by relying on the undisputed fact
that Z did not disclose the alleged sexual abuse until
at least three weeks after it allegedly occurred. The
petitioner concludes that, had Gemeiner put more
emphasis on this delay, the jury would have concluded
that the delay in disclosure was an indication that the
incident never occurred. As we consider the petitioner’s
arguments, we recognize that our courts have permitted
expert testimony to be admitted in sexual assault cases
to explain why delayed disclosure does not necessarily
and inexorably lead to the conclusion that a sexual
assault did not occur. ‘‘Because it is only natural for a
jury to discount the credibility of a victim who did not
immediately report alleged incidents . . . testimony
that explains to the jury why a minor victim of sexual
abuse might delay in reporting the incidents of abuse
should be allowed as part of the state’s case-in-chief.’’
(Internal quotation marks omitted.) State v. Francis D.,
75 Conn. App. 1, 16, 815 A.2d 191, cert. denied, 263
Conn. 909, 819 A.2d 842 (2003).
The petitioner argues that the court erred in finding
that Gemeiner’s performance was based on sound trial
strategy because there was no evidence in the record
to demonstrate that he had a legitimate strategic reason
for (1) failing to familiarize himself with the issue of
delayed disclosure, (2) failing to consult with or to
present an expert witness on the issue of delayed disclosure, or (3) failing to cross-examine the state’s expert
witness, Montelli, adequately on the issue of delayed
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disclosure and that his cross-examination of her was
‘‘unfocused, disorganized, and rambling . . . .’’ He contends that Gemeiner testified at the habeas trial that
he did not believe that the issue of delayed disclosure
mattered in the petitioner’s case, despite the fact that
the state considered the issue to be so central that it
presented expert testimony from Montelli on the subject of delayed disclosure of sexual abuse by children
and, particularly, the fact that delayed disclosure was
not necessarily evidence of untruthful disclosure. We
are not persuaded.
We begin by setting forth our standard of review. ‘‘It
is well settled that in reviewing the denial of a habeas
petition alleging the ineffective assistance of counsel,
[t]his court cannot disturb the underlying facts found
by the habeas court unless they are clearly erroneous,
but our review of whether the facts as found by the
habeas court constitutes a violation of the petitioner’s
constitutional right to effective assistance of counsel
is plenary.’’ (Internal quotation marks omitted.) Brewer
v. Commissioner of Correction, 189 Conn. App. 556,
562, 208 A.3d 314, cert. denied, 332 Conn. 903, 208 A.3d
659 (2019).
In the present case, the court rejected the petitioner’s
argument that Gemeiner failed to familiarize himself
with the issue of delayed disclosure. It found that the
petitioner failed to present credible evidence to demonstrate that Gemeiner had failed to achieve a reasonable
degree of familiarity with materials relevant to child
forensic interview protocol, disclosure literature, and
validation criteria in preparation for the petitioner’s
criminal trial. The court noted that Gemeiner testified
that he had significant experience with child sexual
assault cases and that he ‘‘tried to read all materials on
testing the veracity of children—beyond newspapers
and magazines.’’ (Internal quotation marks omitted.)
Gemeiner also testified that he was ‘‘fairly consumed’’

