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COPE, J.

Larry Jones appeals an order denying his notion for
postconviction relief. W affirm

Def endant - appel | ant Jones filed a petition for wit of error

coramnobis inthe trial court, which the court treated as a notion



for postconvictionrelief. Defendant’s notionis tinely under Wod
v. State, 750 So. 2d 592 (Fla. 1999).

Def endant sought to set aside seven prior convictions entered
by the M am -Dade County circuit court between 1976 and 1991. He
explains that he is presently a federal prisoner, whose sentence
was enhanced by reason of the prior Florida convictions. He argues
that heis entitled to relief because neither his attorneys nor the
courts “informed himthat at the tine he entered the pleas, that
they could be used against him in federal court as a ‘prior
of fense.’”

We affirm Judge Dennis’ order denying relief. “Neither the
court nor counsel is required to advi se a def endant what penalty he
can expect to receive for crimes not yet conmtted. The defendant
can avoid further sentencing consequences, enhanced or otherw se,

by refraining fromcommtting newcrines.” Myjor v. State, 790 So.

2d 550, 551-52 (Fla. 3d DCA 2001). See also Bisnmark v. State, No.

2D01- 2672 (Fla. 2d DCA Septenber 12, 2001); Baker v. State, No.

2D01- 2925 (Fla. 2d DCA Septenber 12, 2001).
As we did in Major, we certify that we have passed on the
foll ow ng question of great public inportance:
WHETHER THE TRI AL COURT OR COUNSEL HAVE A DUTY TO ADVI SE
A DEFENDANT THAT HIS PLEA IN A PENDI NG CASE MAY HAVE
SENTENCE ENHANCI NG CONSEQUENCES | F THE DEFENDANT COW TS
A NEW CRI ME I N THE FUTURE?

Affirmed; question certified.



