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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, OHIO 
 
CYNTHIA MARJEAN DURRSTEIN : 
 
 Plaintiff-Appellee   : 
  
v.      : C.A. Case No. 18688 
 
ROBERT VERNON DURRSTEIN  : T.C. Case No. 00-DR-0054 
 
 Defendant-Appellant  : 
   
                                    . . . . . . . . . . . 
 
                                                       O P I N I O N 
 
                           Rendered on the   12th      day of    October       , 2001. 
 
                                                       . . . . . . . . . . .  
 
RICHARD P. ARTHUR, 1634 S. Smithville Road, Dayton, Ohio 45410 
 Attorney for Plaintiff-Appellee 
                                    
ROBERT V. DURRSTEIN, AMC Branch, P.O. Box 33629, Dayton, Ohio 45433-
0629 
  Defendant-Appellant, Pro Se 
 
                                                   . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
  

FAIN, J. 

 Defendant-appellant Robert Durrstein filed his notice of appeal in this case 

on January 22, 2001.   Although his notice of appeal is not specific with respect to 

the judgment or order from which the appeal is taken, our review of the record 

discloses that the only judgment or order from which this appeal can be deemed to 

have been timely filed is the judgment and decree of divorce entered on December 
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22, 2000.  January 21, 2001 having been a Sunday, the filing of the appeal on 

Monday, January 22, 2001 was timely.   

 Mr. Durrstein, who is proceeding pro se on appeal, has not favored us with a 

statement of his assignments of error, as required by App.R. 16(A)(3).  Although Mr. 

Durrstein alleges that the proceedings in the trial court were tainted by perjury and a 

lack of good faith, this is not portrayed in the record.  The record reflects that both 

parties appeared in open court, represented by counsel, and manifested their 

agreement to the provisions of the divorce decree that the trial court subsequently 

entered.   

 Mr. Durrstein now appears to take issue with the sufficiency of his legal 

representation in the trial court. However, the record reflects the following colloquy 

at the hearing at which the terms of the divorce decree were agreed to: 
THE COURT: Are each of you satisfied with the services 
of your attorney in this case? 

 
THE DEFENDANT [Mr. Durrstein]: Very much so, sir. 

 
 

 In reviewing an order of a trial court on appeal, an appellate court is limited to 

the record made up in the trial court.  We have reviewed that record, and we are 

satisfied that no error is portrayed in the record.   

 Mr. Durrstein also takes issue with a domestic violence protection order that 

he would like to have overturned.  From the record, it is apparent that that order was 

entered in a different case, and is not within the scope of this appeal.   

 The appellant having failed to portray error in the record, the judgment of the 

trial court is Affirmed. 

                                                     . . . . . . . . . . . 

BROGAN and GRADY, JJ., concur. 
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Robert V. Durrstein 
Hon. Denise Martin-Cross 
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