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 Following her guilty plea to dealing in a schedule I controlled substance as a Class 

A felony because the offense occurred within one thousand feet of a school,1 Shannon M. 

Maiden appeals her sentence of thirty years executed, contending that it is inappropriate 

in light of the nature of the offense and the character of the offender.  We affirm. 

 Under Article VII, Section 6 of the Indiana Constitution, we have the 

constitutional authority to review and revise sentences.  However, we will not revise the 

sentence imposed unless it is inappropriate in light of the nature of the offense and the 

character of the offender.  Ind. Appellate Rule 7(B).  With regard to the nature of the 

offense, the advisory sentence is the starting point in our consideration of an appropriate 

sentence for the crime committed.  Childress v. State, 848 N.E.2d 1073, 1081 (Ind. 2006).  

Ind. Code § 35-50-2-4 provides, in pertinent part: “A person who commits a Class A 

felony shall be imprisoned for a fixed term of between twenty (20) and fifty (50) years, 

with the advisory sentence being thirty (30) years.”   Maiden received the advisory 

sentence for her crime. 

 Looking at the nature of her offense, we note that although the amounts in the drug 

transaction were small, the transaction leading to her arrest was conducted in the presence 

of Maiden’s sixteen-year-old daughter (PSI at 9), and Maiden admitted to selling heroin 

in order to subsidize her own addiction.  (PSI at 6).   

 Regarding character, while we are sensitive to the serious challenges that Maiden 

has confronted in her life since childhood, we note that Maiden had a prior conviction for 

                                                           
 

1
 See Ind. Code §§ 35-48-4-2(a)(1)(C), (b)(2)(B)(i). 
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forgery as a Class C felony and that she responded to the court’s leniency in imposing a 

suspended sentence and probation on that occasion by repeatedly violating her probation.   

 Maiden has not demonstrated that the advisory sentence was inappropriate, and we 

affirm the trial court. 

 Affirmed. 

MATHIAS, J., and CRONE, J., concur. 

 


