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GRADY, P.J.
{11} Defendant James Cox appeals from afinal order revoking hisjudicial release.
{12} InJduly 2010, Defendant was convicted of arson, R.C. 2909.03(A)(1), a felony
of the fourth degree, and possession of criminal tools, R.C. 2923.24(A), a felony of the fifth

degree. He was sentenced to one year in prison. Defendant filed a motion for judicial



release, which thetrial court granted in January 2011.

{13} Severa months later, Defendant was arrested for violation of a protection
order. Defendant’s probation officer filed a notice of revocation of Defendant’s judicial
release. Following a hearing, the trial court found Defendant in violation of the terms of his
judicial release and ordered him to serve the remainder of his prison sentence.

{114} Defendant appeals raising the following assignment of error:

“THE TRIAL COURT COMMITTED PREJUDICIAL ERROR AND ABUSED ITS
DISCRETION IN REVOKING THE PROBATION OF DEFENDANT-APPELLANT.”

{15} When Defendant’s judicial release was revoked in July 2011, he had
approximately seventy-five days remaining on his sentence. We take judicial notice that
Defendant’ s name does not appear on the Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction
website and that he appears to have served the remainder of his sentence. Sate v. Slvers,
Clark No. 2005CA 18, 2006-Ohio-3129, 1 7.

{116} We have previoudy held that when a defendant has completed his sentence,
“we cannot provide him any meaningful relief as to his prison term.” Sate v. Jennings, 2d
Dist. Montgomery 24599, 2012-Ohio-1229, § 7. Therefore, we concluded in Jennings that
the defendant’s assignments of error that related to the trial court’s finding that he had
violated the terms of his community control were moot and held no arguable merit. 1d. The
same principle applies here, where Defendant was found to have violated the terms of his
judicial release.

{117} Accordingly, Defendant’s sole assignment of error is overruled as moot. The

judgment of thetria court is affirmed.



FROELICH, J., And HALL, J., concur.
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