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Fernando Montes appeals an order denying his petition for resentencing
pursuant to Penal Code section 1170.18, enacted by Proposition 47. Pursuant to
People v. Wende (1979) 25 Cal.3d 436 (Wende), appellant’s counsel filed an
opening brief requesting this court review the record and determine whether any
arguable issues exist on appeal. We have reviewed the entire record and find no
arguable issue. We affirm.

BACKGROUND

On August 26, 2014, a felony complaint was filed alleging appellant
committed one count of felony possession of a forged seal resembling the Great
Seal of the State of California (Pen. Code, § 472; count 1) and one count of
misdemeanor driving without a valid license (Veh. Code, § 12500, subd. (a); count
2). On September 8, 2014, appellant pled no contest to count 1, and he was placed
on three years of formal probation. Count 2 was dismissed. On December 11,
2014, appellant admitted he violated the terms of his probation and was again
placed on probation with modified terms and conditions. On March 3, 2015,
appellant filed a petition for recall of his sentence and resentencing pursuant to
Penal Code section 1170.18. The court denied the petition on May 21, 2015, and
appellant timely appealed.

DISCUSSION

We appointed counsel to represent appellant on this appeal. After review of
the record, appellant’s court-appointed counsel filed an opening brief asking this
court to review the record independently pursuant to Wende, supra, 25 Cal.3d at
page 441. On October 16, 2015, we advised appellant he had 30 days to submit
any contentions or issues he wished us to consider. Appellant did not file a

supplemental brief.



We have examined the entire record. We are satisfied no arguable issues
exist and appellant’s counsel has fully satisfied his responsibilities under Wende.
(Smith v. Robbins (2000) 528 U.S. 259, 279-284; Wende, supra, 25 Cal.3d at
p. 441; see People v. Kelly (2006) 40 Cal.4th 106, 123-124.)

DISPOSITION
The court’s order is affirmed.

FLIER, J.
WE CONCUR:

BIGELOW, P. J.

GRIMES, J.



