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NOT TO BE PUBLISHED IN THE OFFICIAL REPORTS

California Rules of Court, rule 8.1115(a), prohibits courts and parties from citing or relying on opinions not certified for publication or ordered published, except as specified by rule 8.1115(b).  This opinion has not been certified for publication or ordered published for purposes of rule 8.1115.

IN THE COURT OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FIFTH APPELLATE DISTRICT

	THE PEOPLE,

Plaintiff and Respondent,

		v.

JOHN SHANNON CARRICK,

Defendant and Appellant.

	
F071802

(Super. Ct. No. VCF313232B)


OPINION



THE COURT[footnoteRef:1]* [1: * 	Before Detjen, Acting P.J., Smith, J. and McCabe, J.†
†	Judge of the Merced Superior Court assigned by the Chief Justice pursuant to article IV, section 6 of the California Constitution.] 

	APPEAL from a judgment of the Superior Court of Tulare County.  James W. Hollman, Judge.
	Randy Kravis, under appointment by the Court of Appeal, for Defendant and Appellant.  
Office of the State Attorney General, Sacramento, California, for Plaintiff and Respondent.
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[bookmark: dabmci_3a8552c409aa438c98e0670840572367]Appointed counsel for defendant John Shannon Carrick asked this court to review the record to determine whether there are any arguable issues on appeal.  (People v. Wende (1979) 25 Cal.3d 436.)  Counsel filed an opening brief that sets forth the facts of the case.  Defendant was advised of his right to file a supplemental brief within 30 days of the date of filing of the opening brief.  More than 30 days elapsed, and we received no communication from defendant.  Finding no arguable error that would result in a disposition more favorable to defendant, we affirm.
[bookmark: dabmci_f213f82f9e284752ac1dc537182606f1]We provide the following brief description of the facts and procedural history of the case.  (See People v. Kelly (2006) 40 Cal.4th 106, 110, 124.)
On February 16, 2015, defendant and another person entered a residence.  They were found sitting on the couch watching television.  They appeared to be transients.  When the police arrived, defendant stated they were renting a room and he produced a handwritten rental agreement and a key to the residence.  In fact, they were not renting a room and they found the key inside after they forcibly entered the garage and then entered the residence.  
On February 18, 2015, the Tulare County District Attorney charged defendant with first degree residential burglary (Pen. Code, § 459)[footnoteRef:2] and identity theft (§ 530.5, subd. (a)).  The complaint further alleged that defendant had served three prior prison terms (§ 667.5, subd. (b)).  [2:  	All statutory references are to the Penal Code unless otherwise noted.] 

On April 8, 2015, defendant pled no contest to misdemeanor aggravated trespass (§ 602.5, subd. (b)) and identity theft (§ 530.5, subd. (a)), and admitted the three prior prison terms (§ 667.5, subd. (b)).  On April 30, 2015, the trial court sentenced defendant to two years in county jail pursuant to section 1170, subdivision (h) on the identity theft count, and imposed and stayed the three prior prison term enhancements, as agreed.  The court ordered defendant to pay a $500 restitution fine (§ 1202.4, subd. (b)); a $350 restitution fine (§ 1202.4, subd. (f)); a $40 court operations assessment fine on each count (§ 1465.8); and a $30 conviction assessment fine on each count (Gov. Code, § 70373).
We have reviewed the entire record and we see no arguable errors that would result in a disposition more favorable to defendant.
DISPOSITION
The judgment is affirmed.
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