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{11} Defendant-appellant Mark Wood pled no contest to one count of Domestic
Violence, in violation of R.C. 2919.25(A), with two prior convictions for Domestic Violence,
a felony of the third degree. He was convicted and sentenced to five years of community

control sanctions, including 180 days incarceration in the local jail, with credit for time served.



From his conviction and sentence, Wood appeals.

{12} Wood's appellate counsel has filed a brief under the authority of Anders v.
California (1967), 386 U.S. 738, 87 S.Ct. 1396, 18 L.Ed.2d 493, indicating that he could not
find any potential assignments of error having arguable merit. By entry filed herein on July
29, 2011, we afforded Wood sixty days within which to file his own, pro se brief. He has not
done so.

{113} As required by Anders v. California, we have independently reviewed the
entire record, including the pre-sentence investigation report. We have not found any
potential assignments of error having arguable merit.

{14} Whilethe indictment was pending, the State filed a motion in limine seeking to
introduce evidence of subsequent bad acts. The State alleged that Wood made the following
statement to the victim’s brother while they both were incarcerated in the same jail: “If | have
to spend one day in prison, | have somebody on deck to take care of your sister and nephew.”
This motion in limine had not been ruled upon when Wood pled no contest. As part of aplea
agreement, the State promised not to charge Wood with any additional offenses as a result of
this alleged statement.

{115} For its part, the trial court indicated to Wood that it would probably impose a
sentence of five years of community control sanctions, with 180 days incarceration in the local
jail. Thetria court complied fully with Crim. R. 11 in taking Wood's plea.

{116} When the trial court asked for Wood's oral plea to the charge, the transcript
records Wood's answer as: “(Indiscernible.)” We have listened to the audiovisual recording of

the plea, and we cannot make out Wood's response, if any, to the trial court’s asking him



3
“how do you plead?” But it isclear that the trial court heard him respond, and understood his
response to be a plea of no contest. Furthermore, the trial court had Wood execute a written
plea of no contest, which isin the record. Wood had informed the trial court that he had no
difficulty inreading. We are satisfied, beyond reasonable doubt, that Wood did, in fact, plead
no contest to the charge.

{17+ Atthe sentencing hearing, a statement from the victim was read into the record,
which concluded with the victim’s statement that: “| feel prison timeis the only thing that will
show him enough is enough.”

{118 Thetrial court heard from Wood' s trial counsel and from Wood, himself. The
trial court then imposed the sentence that it had previously indicated it would likely impose:
five years of community control sanctions, to include 180 days incarceration in a loca jail,
with credit for 124 days served.

{19} We have found nothing in the record that would give rise to any assignment of
error having arguable merit. We conclude that this appeal is wholly frivolous. Accordingly,
the judgment of thetria court is Affirmed.

GRADY, P.J., and FROELICH, J., concur.
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