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MEMORANDUM.

Defendant was convicted of kidnapping, MCL 750.349; MSA 28.581, and assault with intent
to commit great bodily harm less than murder, MCL 750.84; MSA 28.279. He was sentenced to sixty
months on probation, the firgt year of which was to be spent in jall. However, the court ordered that
defendant be releasad to boot camp. Defendant was subsequently charged with engaging in threatening
behavior, in violation of term 11 of his probation order. Following a probation violation hearing,
defendant was found guilty of the probation violation and was sentenced to 3¥/40 twenty-five years
imprisonment for the kidnapping conviction and 3%40 ten years imprisonment for the assault conviction.
Defendant gppedls as of right the order revoking his probation and imposing sentence. We affirm.

Defendant first argues that the trid court erred by denying defendant’'s request to drike
dlegations of misconduct from his presentence report pursuant to MCR 6.425(D)(3) because the
information was not rdevant. We disagree. The trid court determined that the chdlenged dlegations
showed a history of negative behavior that was relevant in fashioning an appropriate sentence. Hence,
the trid court was not obligated to drike the information from the presentence report. MCR
6.425(D)(3).

Defendant next argues that the evidence was insufficient to support a finding that defendant
violated the terms of probation. Specificaly, defendant contends that the tria court improperly
consgdered evidence that was not charged in the petition and that the evidence failed to establish that
defendant engaged in threstening behavior in violation of term 11 of the probation order. We disagree.
The trid court relied on relevant evidence produced at the probation violation hearing pursuant to MCR
6.445(E)(1) when it concluded that defendant engaged in threstening behavior. Evidence that defendant
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told the hushand of his former supervisor that “I'll kill you” was sufficient to dlow a reasonable finder of
fact to conclude that defendant engaged in threatening behavior.

Affirmed.
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