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WOLFF, P.J.
{11} John P. Adkins was sentenced to consecutive four-year sentences for the offenses

of sexual battery and unlawful sexual conduct with a minor, both third degree felonies. We



2

remanded the case for resentencing. See State v. John P. Adkins, Clark App. No. 05 CA 121,
2006-0Ohio-5960. Upon remand, the trial court again imposed consecutive sentences of four
years for each offense. Adkins again appealed.

{92} Counsel was appointed to represent Adkins on appeal, and on December 17,
2007, appointed appellate counsel filed an Anders brief pursuant to Anders v. California (1967),
386 U.S. 738. Appointed appellate counsel indicated that after review of the record and
research of relevant case law, he was unable to find a meritorious issue to assert on appeal.

{113} We notified Adkins by magistrate’s order of February 4, 2008, that his appointed
appellate counsel had filed an Anders brief, and of the significance of an Anders brief. We
afforded Adkins sixty days within which to assert any assignments of error in a pro se brief. As
of April 17, 2008, Adkins has filed nothing with this court.

{114} Appointed appellate counsel suggests as two possible assignments of error that
the application of State v. Foster, 109 Ohio St.3d 1, 2006-Ohio-856, as applied to him, violates
the prohibition against ex post facto laws and Adkins’ right to due process, and that trial counsel
at resentencing was ineffective in raising these constitutional issues in the trial court. Counsel
nevertheless concedes that these constitutional arguments have not been successful, citing our
recent case of State of Ohio v. Clayton Williams, Clark App. No. 06 CA 0120, 2007-Ohio-5754.

{5} Pursuant to our responsibilities under Anders, we have conducted an independent
review of the record on appeal and agree with the assessment of appointed appellate counsel that
there are no meritorious issues for appellate review, and we further conclude that this appeal is
entirely frivolous.

{116} The judgment appealed from will be affirmed.



GRADY, J. and DONOVAN, J., concur.
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