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SUMMARY

The Idaho Supreme Court held that Sheryl D. Robertson did not knowingly and intelligently waive her

constitutional right to a probation-revocation hearing by waiving a treatment-court termination

hearing. Because the district court proceeded directly to disposition without holding an evidentiary

probation-revocation hearing, the court vacated the order revoking probation and imposing a modified

sentence. The case was remanded for further proceedings.
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Robertson petitioned the Idaho Supreme Court for review of a Court
of Appeals decision affirming the revocation of her probation and
execution of a modified sentence. The Supreme Court granted review
and considered whether the district court violated due process by
proceeding directly to disposition without a probation-revocation

hearing after Robertson waived a treatment-court termination hearing.

On petition for review, the Idaho Supreme Court acts as if the case
were on direct appeal from the district court. It defers to factual
findings supported by substantial and competent evidence but freely
reviews the application of constitutional principles to those facts. The

validity of a waiver is a mixed question of law and fact.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Robertson knowingly, intelligently, and voluntarily waived her constitutional right to a

probation-revocation hearing by signing forms waiving a treatment-court termination hearing.

2. Whether the district court violated the Fourteenth Amendment Due Process Clause by proceeding

directly to disposition and revoking probation without first holding a probation-revocation hearing.

3. Whether review of the validity of Robertson's waiver was barred because the issue was not

contemporaneously raised in the district court.

HOLDINGS

1. Robertson did not knowingly and intelligently waive her right to a probation-revocation hearing because
the treatment-court Notification and Waiver forms did not clearly communicate that waiving the Wood

Court termination hearing would also waive the probation-revocation hearing in the sentencing court.

2. The district court violated Robertson's Fourteenth Amendment due-process rights by revoking probation

and imposing a modified sentence without first holding a probation-revocation hearing.

3. The Idaho Supreme Court could review the validity of Robertson's waiver even though she did not

contemporaneously object in the district court.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because Robertson’s waiver of her right to a probation-revocation hearing was not made knowingly and
intelligently, as the Constitution requires, we conclude that the district court failed to satisfy due process by

proceeding directly to disposition without first holding such a hearing.” (1)

“As such, we conclude that the State has not carried its burden of demonstrating that Robertson made a
knowing and intelligent waiver of the pre-revocation procedural rights to which she was entitled under the

Fourteenth Amendment’s Due Process Clause.” (12)

“Because the district court lacked a valid procedural foundation to revoke Robertson’s probation, the

resulting disposition judgment cannot stand.” (14)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Robertson pleaded guilty to felony possession and was ultimately placed on probation after serving a period of
retained jurisdiction. Following an earlier admitted probation violation, the district court continued probation
and required her to complete a treatment-court program. The State later sought to terminate her from Bonneville
County Wood Court and revoke her probation based on alleged program violations. Robertson signed treatment-
court forms waiving a termination hearing, but the forms did not clearly state that the waiver also relinquished



her separate right to a probation-revocation hearing. The district court revoked probation and imposed a

modified sentence without conducting that hearing.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Robertson pleaded guilty to felony possession, was sentenced, and was later placed on probation. After an earlier
probation violation, the district court continued probation and required treatment-court participation. When the
State sought her termination from Wood Court and revocation of probation, Robertson signed forms waiving a
treatment-court termination hearing. The district court then proceeded directly to disposition, revoked probation,
and imposed a modified sentence without a separate probation-revocation hearing. The Court of Appeals
affirmed under the Idaho Rules for Treatment Courts but did not address the constitutional issue. The Idaho

Supreme Court vacated and remanded.
DISPOSITION

vacated

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Vacate the district court's order revoking probation and executing the modified sentence, and remand for the

district court to hold a probation-revocation hearing.
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