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MEMORANDUM DECISION

Judge Staring authored the decision of the Court, in which Presiding
Judge Howard and Judge Espinosa concurred.

STARING, Judge:

q After a jury trial, appellant Charles Renault was
convicted of failure to obtain an annual, non-operating identification
license or driver’s license after having been convicted of child
molestation. The trial court found he had one historical prior felony
conviction and sentenced him to an enhanced, mitigated term of
nine months in prison.

q2 Counsel has filed a brief pursuant to Anders v. California,
386 U.S. 738 (1967), and State v. Clark, 196 Ariz. 530, 2 P.3d 89 (App.
1999), avowing he has reviewed the record and has found no
meritorious legal issues to raise on appeal. Consistent with Clark,
196 Ariz. 530, 432, 2 P.3d at 97, he has provided a factual and
procedural history of the case with citations to the record, and he
asks this court to search the record for error. Renault has not filed a
supplemental brief.

q3 We conclude substantial evidence supported the jury’s
verdicts. Before trial, Renault waived his right to counsel and the
trial court granted his request to represent himself with the
assistance of advisory counsel. After an evaluation pursuant to Rule
11, Ariz. R. Crim. P., he was found competent to stand trial based on
the opinions of two examiners. At trial, evidence was presented that
Renault had been convicted of child molestation in 1995; that he had
obtained the required identification in 2011 and 2012 and, on those
occasions, had initialed a form acknowledging his understanding
that he was required to obtain new identification “every year” after
his initial registration, but that he had failed to obtain the required
identification card after 2012. See A.R.S. § 13-3821(A) and (J); 13-
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3824(B). We further conclude Renault’s sentences are authorized by
statute and were imposed in a lawful manner. See A.R.S. §§ 13-
105(22)(a)(v), 13-703(B) and (I).

94 In our examination of the record, we have found no
reversible error and no arguable issue warranting further appellate
review. See Anders, 386 US. at 744. Accordingly, we affirm
Renault’s conviction and sentence.



