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Opinion

PER CURIAM. The petitioner, Lance Wargo, was con-
victed of, inter alia, murder and arson in connection
with the death of his wife as the result of a fire at their
house. See State v. Wargo, 255 Conn. 113, 763 A.2d 1
(2000). The petitioner brought this habeas action claim-
ing that his trial attorney rendered ineffective assistance
due to a conflict of interest that arose when the attorney
represented the petitioner in both a fire damage claim
against his homeowner’s insurance carrier and at his
criminal trial. The habeas court determined that there
was no legal authority supporting the petitioner’s posi-
tion that the claimed conflict of interest adversely
affected his trial attorney’s performance by causing the
attorney to refrain from filing a motion to suppress on
the ground of the attorney’s own unethical conduct.
Therefore, the habeas court rendered judgment denying
the petition for a writ of habeas corpus. The Appellate
Court affirmed the habeas court’s judgment, concluding
that the habeas court properly found that the petition-
er’s trial attorney had advised him regarding the risks
in cooperating with the insurance carrier’s investiga-
tion, but that the petitioner was adamant in pursuing
his insurance proceeds claim and maintaining his inno-
cence. Wargo v. Commissioner of Correction, 144
Conn. App. 695, 704, 73 A.3d 821 (2013). It also con-
cluded that the habeas court had properly determined
that, regardless of whether the petitioner’s trial attorney
had a conflict, his failure to file a motion to suppress did
not constitute ineffective assistance of counsel because
there was no legal authority for the ground suggested
by the petitioner. Id., 705. Thereafter, we granted the
petitioner’s petition for certification to appeal limited
to the following issue: ‘‘Did the Appellate Court properly
affirm the judgment of the habeas court rejecting the
petitioner’s claim that he was entitled to a writ of habeas
corpus with respect to his conviction of murder and
arson because the attorney in his criminal case was
burdened by a conflict of interest arising out of his
representation of the petitioner on a contingency fee
basis in connection with his claim against his insurance
company for payment for the losses he sustained as a
result of the same fire that formed the basis of the arson
charge?’’ Wargo v. Commissioner of Correction, 310
Conn. 944, 80 A.3d 908 (2013).

After examining the entire record on appeal and con-
sidering the briefs and oral arguments of the parties,
we have determined that the appeal in this case should
be dismissed on the ground that certification was
improvidently granted.

The appeal is dismissed.


