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SUMMARY

The Idaho Supreme Court held that the components of a sentence enhanced under Idaho Code section

19-2520 need not be separately articulated because the firearm enhancement is not a separate sentence.

The court affirmed Douglas M. Farwell’s unified eight-year sentence, including four years fixed, and

held that the sentence was not excessive. It also affirmed denial of Farwell’s Idaho Criminal Rule 35

motion because he presented no new or additional information supporting sentence reduction.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a sentence enhanced under Idaho Code section 19-2520 must separately articulate the portion
attributable to the underlying offense and the portion attributable to the firearm enhancement to be

reviewable.

2. Whether Farwell's unified eight-year sentence, with four years fixed, was excessive or an abuse of

discretion.

3. Whether the district court properly denied Farwell's Idaho Criminal Rule 35 motion when Farwell

presented no new or additional information showing that the sentence was excessive.

HOLDINGS

1. A sentence enhanced under Idaho Code section 19-2520 need not separately articulate the component
attributable to the underlying offense and the component attributable to the firearm enhancement. The
enhancement is not a separate sentence; it increases the maximum sentence authorized for the

underlying crime, and the sentence remains capable of review.

2. Farwell's unified eight-year sentence, with four years fixed, was not excessive and was not an abuse of

discretion.

3. The denial of Farwell's Rule 35 motion was proper because he presented no new or additional

information showing that his sentence was excessive.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The firearm enhancement is not a separate sentence, Burnight, 132 Idaho at 658, 978 P.2d at 218, and thus,
it need not be separately reviewed.” (170 P.3d at 401)

“Finally, we daffirm the district court's denial of Farwell's Rule 35 motion because Farwell failed to support

his motion with any new or additional information showing the sentence to be excessive.” (170 P.3d at 402)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Farwell was charged with two aggravated assaults, each with a firearm-use sentencing enhancement. The
charges arose from incidents in which Farwell pointed a rifle at occupants of residences and threatened to shoot
them. He pleaded guilty to one aggravated-assault count and admitted one firearm enhancement, receiving a
unified eight-year sentence with four years fixed. The sentencing court considered the seriousness of the offense,

Farwell's criminal history and alcohol-related risk, deterrence, and punishment.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Farwell pleaded guilty to aggravated assault and admitted a firearm sentencing enhancement under Idaho Code
section 19-2520. The district court imposed a unified eight-year sentence with four years fixed and denied

Farwell's Rule 35 motion seeking reduction of the sentence. The Idaho Court of Appeals vacated and remanded,



concluding that the sentence was unreviewable because the court had not separately articulated the underlying-
crime and enhancement components. The Idaho Supreme Court granted review and affirmed the sentence and
denial of the Rule 35 motion.
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