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The “officially released” date that appears near the
beginning of each opinion is the date the opinion will
be published in the_Connecticut Law Journal or the
date it was released as a slip opinion. The operative
date for the beginning of all time periods for filing
postopinion motions and petitions for certification is
the “officially released” date appearing in the opinion.
In no event will any such motions be accepted before
the “officially released” date.

All opinions are subject to modification and technical
correction prior to official publication in the Connecti-
cut Reports and Connecticut Appellate Reports. In the
event of discrepancies between the electronic version
of an opinion and the print version appearing in the
Connecticut Law Journal and subsequently in the Con-
necticut Reports or Connecticut Appellate Reports, the
latest print version is to be considered authoritative.

The syllabus and procedural history accompanying
the opinion as it appears on the Commission on Official
Legal Publications Electronic Bulletin Board Service
and in the Connecticut Law Journal and bound volumes
of official reports are copyrighted by the Secretary of
the State, State of Connecticut, and may not be repro-
duced and distributed without the express written per-
mission of the Commission on Official Legal

Publications, Judicial Branch, State of Connecticut.
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Opinion

PER CURIAM. The petitioner, Anthony Jones,
appeals following the denial of certification to appeal
from the judgment denying his petition for a writ of
habeas corpus. On appeal, the petitioner claims that
the habeas court (1) abused its discretion in denying his
petition for certification to appeal and (2) improperly
denied the habeas petition. We dismiss the petition-
er’s appeal.

The facts of the underlying criminal trial are set forth
in State v. Jones, 59 Conn. App. 762, 757 A.2d 689 (2000),
cert. denied, 255 Conn. 924, 767 A.2d 99 (2001), in which
this court affirmed the petitioner’s conviction of larceny
in the first degree in violation of General Statutes
§§ 53a-119 and 53a-122 (a) (3), robbery in the second
degree in violation of General Statutes § 53a-135 (a) (1)
and of being a persistent dangerous felony offender in
violation of General Statutes § 53a-40 (a).

On January 21, 2003, the petitioner filed a petition for
a writ of habeas corpus, alleging that his trial counsel,
attorney Auden Grogins, provided ineffective assis-
tance of counsel. He also set forth a claim of actual
innocence. Specifically, the petitioner claimed that
Grogins was deficient in three ways. First, she did not
challenge adequately the fair market value of the vic-
tim’s stolen motor vehicle; second, she failed to produce
a certain witness at trial; and third, she failed to intro-
duce into evidence a stolen vehicle report that would
have proved exculpatory, as well as supported the
actual innocence claim.



Following an evidentiary hearing, the court issued a
thorough and comprehensive memorandum of decision
in which it concluded that the petitioner failed to sustain
his burden of proof with respect to both Strickland!
prongs and his claim of actual innocence. The court
then denied the petition for a writ of habeas corpus
and subsequently denied the petition for certification
to appeal.

We begin by setting forth the applicable standard
of review. “Faced with the habeas court’s denial of
certification to appeal, a petitioner’s first burden is to
demonstrate that the habeas court’s ruling constituted
an abuse of discretion. Abuse of discretion is the proper
standard because that is the standard to which we have
held other litigants whose rights to appeal the legisla-
ture has conditioned upon the obtaining of the trial
court’s permission. . . . If the petitioner succeeds in
surmounting that hurdle, the petitioner must then dem-
onstrate that the judgment of the habeas court should
be reversed on its merits. . . . Simms v. Warden, 230
Conn. 608, 612, 646 A.2d 126 (1994). In order for us to
find that the habeas court abused its discretion, the
petitioner first must demonstrate that the issues are
debatable among jurists of reason; that a court could
resolve the issues [in a different manner]; or that the
questions are adequate to deserve encouragement to
proceed further. . . . Id., 616, citing Lozada v. Deeds,
498 U.S. 430, 432, 111 S. Ct. 860, 112 L. Ed. 2d 956
(1991).” (Internal quotation marks omitted.) Gibson v.
Commissioner of Correction, 98 Conn. App. 311, 314,
908 A.2d 1110 (2006).

After reviewing the entire record before us, including
the briefs, file, exhibits and transcripts, we conclude
that the petitioner has not satisfied any of the required
criteria and therefore has failed to demonstrate that
the court’s denial of his petition for certification to
appeal reflects an abuse of discretion. See Simms v.
Warden, supra, 230 Conn. 612.

The appeal is dismissed.
! Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 104 S. Ct. 2052, 80 L. Ed. 2d
674 (1984).




