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HALL, J.  

{¶ 1}  Shea M. VanHoose appeals from his conviction and sentence following a 



negotiated guilty plea to one count of trafficking in marijuana, a fifth-degree felony. 

{¶ 2}  VanHoose’s appointed appellate counsel has filed a brief pursuant to Anders v. 

California, 386 U.S. 738, 87 S.Ct. 1396, 18 L.Ed.2d 493 (1967), asserting the absence of any 

non-frivolous issues for appellate review and requesting permission to withdraw. We notified 

VanHoose of counsel’s filing and gave him an opportunity to submit a pro se brief. No such brief 

has been filed. 

{¶ 3}  In his Anders filing, counsel does identify a potential assignment of error 

concerning the propriety of VanHoose’s ten-month prison sentence. Counsel concludes, however, 

that a challenge to the sentence would be frivolous because it was less than the statutory 

maximum and was supported by the record.  

{¶ 4}  Upon review, we agree that a challenge to VanHoose’s sentence would be 

frivolous. The Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction’s web site reflects that 

VanHoose is no longer incarcerated, and a county “JusticeWeb” site reflects that he is no longer 

even on post-release supervision. See State v. Bair, 2d Dist. Champaign No. 2011-CA-8, 

2011-Ohio-6798, ¶ 4 (taking judicial notice that a defendant’s name did not appear on the ODRC 

web site of incarcerated individuals). Therefore, any challenge to his sentence would be moot. Id. 

at ¶ 6. 

{¶ 5}  Finally, pursuant to our responsibilities under Anders, we independently have 

examined the record, including plea and sentencing hearing transcripts, and have found no 

non-frivolous issues for appellate review. The record reflects a knowing, intelligent, and 

voluntary guilty plea in compliance with Crim.R. 11. In exchange for the plea, the State agreed to 

dismissal of a second count and deleted a specification that VanHoose’s offense was committed 

within the vicinity of a juvenile, reducing the offense from a fourth-degree to a fifth-degree 
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felony. 

{¶ 6}  Appointed counsel’s motion to withdraw from further representation is sustained, 

and the trial court’s judgment is affirmed. 
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FROELICH, P.J., and FAIN, J., concur. 
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