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PER CURIAM



Affrmed. See § 90.202(6), Fla. Stat. (2025) (A court may take
judicial notice of . . . [rlecords of any court of this state or of any court of
record of the United States or of any state, territory, or jurisdiction of the

United States.”); Cueto v. State, 979 So. 2d 1113, 1115 (Fla. 3d DCA 2008)

(acknowledging that courts may take judicial notice of prior court records
and, “after reviewing the record on appeal and taking judicial notice of
various documents involved in the case,” finding sufficient evidence to

support the trial court’s conviction); Pankhurst v. State, 796 So. 2d 618, 620

(Fla. 2d DCA 2001) (“If the trial court elects to impose a habitual offender
sentence, it need not make specific findings that a habitual offender sentence
is necessary for the protection of the public, as was required prior to the 1988
amendments to the habitual offender statute. The trial court may simply
impose any sentence provided for in the statute.”); § 775.084(3)(a)6., Fla.
Stat. (2011) (“[T]he court must sentence the defendant as a habitual felony
offender or a habitual violent felony offender, subject to imprisonment
pursuant to this section unless the court finds that such sentence is not
necessary for the protection of the public. If the court finds that it is not
necessary for the protection of the public to sentence the defendant as a
habitual felony offender or a habitual violent felony offender, the court shall

provide written reasons . . . .”); Marion v. State, 582 So. 2d 115, 116 (Fla. 3d




DCA 1991) (“The date of the original offense determines the applicable

statute for sentencing.”).



