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LAWRENCE G. WASDEN 
Attorney General 
State of Idaho 
P.O. Box 83720 
Boise, Idaho 83720-0010 
(208) 334-4534 
 
PAUL R. PANTHER 
Deputy Attorney General 
Chief, Criminal Law Division 
 
LORI A. FLEMING 
Deputy Attorney General 
 
 

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
 
 
STATE OF IDAHO,  
 
          Plaintiff-Respondent, 
 
v. 
 
LAURA ANNETTE RENZ, 
 
          Defendant-Appellant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
          NO. 43212 
 
          Cassia County Case No.  
          CR-2008-2797 
 
           
          RESPONDENT'S BRIEF 

 
     
      Issue 

Has Renz failed to establish that the district court abused its discretion by 
revoking her probation and executing a reduced unified sentence of four years, with one 
year fixed, imposed upon her guilty plea to attempted grand theft? 
 
Renz Has Failed To Establish That The District Court Abused Its Sentencing Discretion 
 
 Pursuant to a plea agreement Renz entered an Alford1 plea to attempted grand 

theft, and the district court imposed a suspended unified sentence of seven years, with 

                                            
1 North Carolina v. Alford, 400 U.S. 25 (1970). 
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two years fixed, and placed her on probation for four years.  (R., pp.136-38, 147-52, 

165-84.) 

Approximately 18 months later, Renz was required to serve 15 days of 

discretionary jail time for using and testing positive for methamphetamine, and admitting 

to associating with known drug users and sellers.  (R., pp.185-86.)    Less than nine 

months later, Renz’s probation officer arrested her on an Agent’s Warrant.  (R., pp.187-

89.)  The state subsequently filed a motion for probation violation alleging Renz had 

violated her probation by failing to submit monthly reports to her probation officer for 

February and March 2011; incurring a new charge for possession of drug paraphernalia; 

testing positive for methamphetamine on three occasions, associating with, and 

purchasing methamphetamine from, known drug users and sellers; failing to attend 

and/or successfully complete substance abuse programming; and incurring the new 

felony charge of possession of methamphetamine.  (R., pp.198-205, 221-24.)  Renz 

admitted to violating some of the conditions of her probation, and the district court 

revoked her probation, ordered her underlying sentence executed, and retained 

jurisdiction for 365 days.  (R., pp.248-51.)  After a period of retained jurisdiction, the 

district court placed Renz on probation for five years.  (R., pp.264-71.) 

Less than two years after the district court reinstated Renz on probation, the 

state filed a new motion for probation violation alleging Renz had violated her probation 

by failing to report to her probation officer as directed, testing positive for 

methamphetamine, failing to attend a work crew as directed, abusing her prescription 

diet medication, and refusing to submit to substance abuse testing as directed.  (R., 
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pp.273-92.)  Renz admitted to violating her probation as alleged, and the district court 

continued her on probation as previously ordered.  (R., pp.298-99, 307-09.) 

Approximately eight months later, Renz’s probation officer arrested her on an 

Agent’s Warrant, and the state subsequently filed a motion for probation violation 

alleging Renz had violated her probation by incurring new criminal charges, failing to 

maintain full time employment, testing positive for methamphetamine, failing to pay her 

cost of supervision fees, and failing to submit to substance abuse testing as directed.  

(R., pp.310-11, 315-23.)  Renz admitted to violating some of the conditions of her 

probation, and the district court revoked her probation and ordered her underlying 

sentence executed; however, it sua sponte reduced Renz’s unified sentence to four 

years with one year fixed.  (R., pp.327-31.)  Renz timely appealed from the district 

court’s order revoking her probation.  (R., pp.343-45.)   

Renz asserts the district court abused its discretion when it revoked her 

probation in light of the “recovery skills and tools” she has learned while on probation.  

(Appellant’s brief, p.4.)  The record supports the district court’s decision to revoke 

Renz’s probation.   

“Probation is a matter left to the sound discretion of the court.”  I.C. § 19-2601(4). 

The decision to revoke probation lies within the sound discretion of the district court. 

State v. Roy, 113 Idaho 388, 392, 744 P.2d, 116, 120 (Ct. App. 1987); State v. 

Drennen, 122 Idaho 1019, 842 P.2d 698 (Ct. App. 1992).  When deciding whether to 

revoke probation, the district court must consider “whether the probation [was] achieving 

the goal of rehabilitation and [was] consistent with the protection of society.” Drennen, 

122 Idaho at 1022, 842 P.2d at 701. 
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Renz is not an appropriate candidate for probation.  At the probation violation 

disposition hearing, the state addressed Renz’s ongoing decisions to abuse illegal 

substances, her failure to accept responsibility for her actions and overall dismal 

performance while on probation.  (Tr., p.10, L.8 – p.13, L.2 (Exhibit A).)  The district 

court subsequently articulated the correct legal standards applicable to its decision and 

set forth in detail its reasons for revoking Renz’s probation and executing a reduced 

sentence.  (Tr., p.18, L.1 – p.21, L.11 (Exhibit B).)  The state submits that Renz has 

failed to establish an abuse of discretion, for reasons more fully set forth in the attached 

excerpts of the probation violation disposition hearing transcript, which the state adopts 

as its argument on appeal.  (Appendices A and B.) 

Conclusion 
 

 The state respectfully requests this Court to affirm the district court’s order 

revoking Renz’s probation and executing a reduced sentence.     

 DATED this 29th day of December, 2015. 
 
 
       /s/     
      LORI A. FLEMING 
      Deputy Attorney General 
 
      CATHERINE MINYARD 
      Paralegal 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 I HEREBY CERTIFY that I have this 29th day of December, 2015, served a true 
and correct copy of the attached RESPONDENT’S BRIEF by emailing an electronic 
copy to: 
 

ERIC D. FREDERICKSEN  
  DEPUTY STATE APPELLATE PUBLIC DEFENDER 
 
at the following email address:  briefs@sapd.state.id.us. 
 
       /s/     
      LORI A. FLEMING 

Deputy Attorney General   

mailto:awetherelt@sapd.state.id.us
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