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STATE v. ROBLES—FIRST CONCURRENCE AND DISSENT

D’AURIA, J., concurring in part and dissenting in part.

I agree with part I of the majority opinion but respect-

fully dissent from part II. My dissent from part II of the

majority opinion is based on my agreement with two

parts of Justice Mullins’ concurring and dissenting opin-

ion. First, I agree with Justice Mullins that the record

fairly reflects the parties’ intent to submit the stipulation

in relation to both counts two and three and that the

trial court in fact admitted it for those purposes. Second,

I agree with Justice Mullins that the trial court properly

took judicial notice of General Statutes §§ 29-28 and

29-30 to support its determination that, in light of the

parties’ stipulation that the defendant, Ulises Robles,

had been convicted of two felonies in 2006, he could

not have had a proper permit for the gun that the trial

court found he possessed while occupying a motor vehi-

cle during the incident that led to his conviction. I there-

fore conclude that there was sufficient evidence to sup-

port the defendant’s conviction of possession of a weapon

in a motor vehicle in violation of General Statutes (Rev.

to 2017) § 29-38 (a). I would affirm the trial court’s

judgment in all respects and not reach the other issues

discussed in part II of both the majority opinion and

Justice Mullins’ concurring and dissenting opinion.


