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Opinion

PER CURIAM. The petitioner, John Pittman, appeals
from the judgment dismissing his amended petition for
a writ of habeas corpus. On appeal, the petitioner claims
that the habeas court improperly determined that he
was not deprived of the effective assistance of counsel.
We affirm the judgment of the habeas court.

The petitioner was convicted of murder in violation
of General Statutes § 53a-54a (a) and sentenced to sixty
years imprisonment. Our Supreme Court affirmed his
conviction in State v. Pittman, 209 Conn. 596, 553 A.2d



155 (1989). The habeas court denied the petitioner’s
amended petition for a writ of habeas corpus, and, on
the granting of certification, the petition appealed to
this court.

The petitioner claims that his attorney discussed pre-
senting a demonstration to the jury using a mannequin,
the victim’s clothing and knives similar to those owned
by the petitioner. No such demonstration was con-
ducted. The habeas court, in its memorandum of deci-
sion, concluded that the petitioner failed to prove that
the use of a mannequin would have affected the result
of the trial or that trial counsel’s performance preju-
diced the petitioner.

‘‘Our standard of review in a habeas corpus proceed-
ing challenging the effective assistance of trial counsel
is well settled. Although a habeas court’s findings of
fact are reviewed under the clearly erroneous standard
of review . . . [w]hether the representation a defen-
dant received at trial was constitutionally inadequate
is a mixed question of law and fact. . . . As such, that
question requires plenary review by this court unfet-
tered by the clearly erroneous standard.’’ (Citation omit-
ted; internal quotation marks omitted.) Milner v.
Commissioner of Correction, 63 Conn. App. 726, 737–
38, 779 A.2d 156 (2001).

‘‘[T]o prevail on a constitutional claim of ineffective
assistance of counsel, [the petitioner] must establish
both (1) deficient performance, and (2) actual preju-
dice. . . . To prove that his counsel’s performance was
deficient, the petitioner must demonstrate that coun-
sel’s representation fell below an objective standard of
reasonableness. . . . Furthermore, the petitioner must
establish not only that his counsel’s performance was
deficient, but that as a result thereof he suffered actual
prejudice, namely, that there is a reasonable probability
that, but for counsel’s unprofessional errors, the result
of the proceeding would have been different.’’ (Cita-
tions omitted; internal quotation marks omitted.) Id.,
738.

On the basis of our review of the record, we conclude
that the habeas court properly determined that the peti-
tioner failed to satisfy his burden of establishing that
his trial counsel provided ineffective assistance under
the Strickland test.

The judgment is affirmed.


