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PER CURIAM

Randy N. Slaymaker pleaded guilty to six felonies to include one count of grand theft by
deception, Idaho Code 88 18-2403(2)(a), 18-2407(1)(b), and five counts of issuing a check with
insufficient funds, Idaho Code § 18-3106(b).

Slaymaker entered into a plea agreement wherein, in part, he waived his right to appeal
the sentence unless the district court imposed a determinate sentence greater than the determinate
sentence recommended by the State. At the sentence hearing, the State recommended a
combined, unified fourteen-year sentence, with five years determinate.

The district court sentenced Slaymaker to fourteen years, with four years determinate, for
the grand theft by deception charge. For three of the issuing a check with insufficient funds

counts, the district court sentenced Slaymaker to three years indeterminate to run concurrently



with each other, but to run consecutively to the grand theft by deception sentence. For the
remaining two issuing checks with insufficient funds charges, the district court imposed three-
year indeterminate sentences to be served concurrently with each other, but consecutively to the
grand theft sentence and the other three issuing checks without sufficient funds sentences. The
combined sentence is a unified twenty-year sentence, with four years determinate. Slaymaker
appeals, contending that his sentences are excessive.

The plea agreement entered into contained a clause which required Slaymaker to waive
his right to appeal his sentence if the determinate portion of the sentence imposed exceeded the
determinate sentence recommended by the State. Slaymaker’s determinate sentence does not
exceed the State’s recommended determinate sentence. As such, we hold that Slaymaker’s
appellate challenge to the excessiveness of his sentences has been waived by his plea agreement.
See I.C.R. 11(f)(1); State v. Rodriguez, 142 ldaho 786, 787, 133 P.3d 1251, 1252 (Ct. App.
2006). Accordingly, we dismiss Slaymaker’s appeal.



