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MELISSA B. BONEBO v. MICHAEL BONEBO
(AC 24343)

Bishop, West and DiPentima, Js.

Submitted on briefs June 7—officially released June 29, 2004

Defendant’s appeal from the Superior Court in the
judicial district of Hartford, Robaina, J.; Priestly, J.

Per Curiam. The judgment is affirmed.

STATE OF CONNECTICUT v. DOUGLAS SPENCER
(AC 24407)

Lavery, C. J., and Flynn and DiPentima, Js.

Argued June 3—officially released June 29, 2004

Defendant’s appeal from the Superior Court in the
judicial district of New Haven, geographical area num-
ber seven, Graham, J.

Per Curiam. The judgment is affirmed.

EMILE KING v. COMMISSIONER OF CORRECTION
(AC 23954)

Lavery, C. J., and Foti and McLachlan, Js.

Submitted on briefs June 7—officially released June 29, 2004

Petitioner’s appeal from the Superior Court in the
judicial district of Tolland, Fuger, J.

Per Curiam. The habeas court did not abuse its discre-
tion in denying the petition for certification to appeal
from the court’s denial of the petition for a writ of
habeas corpus.

The appeal is dismissed.

FRANK ROSA v. COMMISSIONER OF CORRECTION
(AC 24620)

Foti, Schaller and Dranginis, Js.

Submitted on briefs June 7—officially released June 29, 2004

Petitioner’s appeal from the Superior Court in the
judicial district of Danbury, Fischer, J.

Per Curiam. The habeas court did not abuse its discre-
tion in denying the petition for certification to appeal
from the court’s denial of the petition for a writ of
habeas corpus.

The appeal is dismissed.



EARL H. REID v. COMMISSIONER OF CORRECTION
(AC 24967)

Foti, Schaller and Dranginis, Js.

Submitted on briefs June 7—officially released June 29, 2004

Petitioner’s appeal from the Superior Court in the
judicial district of Tolland, White, J.

Per Curiam. The habeas court did not abuse its discre-
tion in denying the petition for certification to appeal
from the court’s denial of the petition for a writ of
habeas corpus.

The appeal is dismissed.

DANIEL HENDERSON v. HENDERSON’S AUTO
BODY, INC., ET AL.

(AC 24883)

Lavery, C. J., and Flynn and Bishop, Js.

Submitted on briefs June 7—officially released June 29, 2004

Plaintiff’s appeal from the Superior Court in the judi-
cial district of New Haven, Devlin, J.

Per Curiam. The judgment is affirmed.

EDWARD PARKER v. COMMISSIONER OF
CORRECTION

(AC 24071)

Lavery, C. J., and Flynn and Bishop, Js.

Submitted on briefs June 7—officially released June 29, 2004

Petitioner’s appeal from the Superior Court in the
judicial district of New Haven, Hon. William L. Had-

den, Jr., judge trial referee.

Per Curiam. The habeas court did not abuse its discre-
tion in denying the petition for certification to appeal
from the court’s denial of the petition for a writ of
habeas corpus.

The appeal is dismissed.


