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T H O M P S O N, Judge 

 

¶1 John Keith Coppinger (defendant) appeals from his 

sentences on two counts of forgery, class 4 felonies.  For the 
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following reasons, we reverse the portion of defendant’s 

sentence imposing probation surcharges. 

¶2  After a two-day jury trial, defendant was convicted of 

two counts of forgery.  The trial court sentenced him to two 

presumptive sentences of ten years in prison, to be served 

concurrently.  The court also imposed a surcharge of $20 for 

each count.  Defendant timely appealed. 

¶3  Defendant raises one issue on appeal:  whether the 

trial court imposed an illegal sentence by ordering to pay 

probation surcharge fees of twenty dollars for each count.  

Because defendant failed to raise this issue below, we review 

for fundamental error.  See State v. Henderson, 210 Ariz. 561, 

567-69, ¶¶ 19-26, 115 P.3d 601, 607-09 (2005).  The state 

concedes in its answering brief that the surcharges were 

erroneous.  Because the surcharges were not statutorily 

authorized, we reverse them.   

¶4    For the foregoing reasons, we reverse the probation 

surcharges imposed by the trial court and affirm the judgment  
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and sentence as modified.  

                                          /s/  

  

 ________________________________ 

                            JON W. THOMPSON, Judge 

 

 

 

 

CONCURRING: 

 

               

               /s/  

  

  

_____________________________________ 

DONN KESSLER, Presiding Judge 

 

               /s/ 

_____________________________________ 

DANIEL A. BARKER, Judge 

 


