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T H O M P S O N, Judge 

¶1  This case comes to us as an appeal under Anders v. 

California, 386 U.S. 738 (1967), and State v. Leon, 104 Ariz. 

297, 451 P.2d 878 (1969).  Counsel for Eduardo Sanchez-Gonzalez 
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(defendant) has advised us that, after searching the entire 

record, she has been unable to discover any arguable questions 

of law and has filed a brief requesting this court to conduct an 

Anders review of the record.  Defendant has been afforded an 

opportunity to file a supplemental brief in propria persona, and 

he has not done so.   

FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

¶2  Defendant was charged with robbery, a class 4 felony 

after forcibly removing a cell phone from the victim T.S.  T.S. 

made contact with police responding to 9-1-1 calls about the 

incident.  Defendant was apprehended nearby and the cell phone 

was recovered from a trash can defendant was standing next to.   

Police officers conducted a “one-on-one identification.”  

Initially, T.S. stated that she was unable to make an 

identification, but later she identified defendant as the 

individual who had robbed her.   

¶3  At trial, defendant testified that he did not rob 

T.S., that he’d never seen her before and asserted that he had 

also just been robbed of his cell phone.    

¶4  A jury found defendant guilty as charged.  The trial 

court suspended imposition of sentence and ordered defendant to 

serve two years probation.  Defendant timely appealed his 

conviction and sentence.  We have jurisdiction pursuant to 
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Article 6, Section 9 of the Arizona Constitution and Arizona 

Revised Statutes §§ 12-120.21(A)(1), 13-4031 and -4033(A)(1) 

(2010).   

¶5  We have read and considered counsel’s brief and have 

searched the entire record for reversible error.  See Leon, 104 

Ariz. at 300, 451 P.2d at 881.  We find none.  All of the 

proceedings were conducted in compliance with the Arizona Rules 

of Criminal Procedure.  So far as the record reveals the 

sentence imposed was within the statutory limits.  Pursuant to 

State v. Shattuck, 140 Ariz. 582, 584-85, 684 P.2d 154, 156-57 

(1984), defendant’s counsel’s obligations in this appeal are at 

an end. 

¶6  We affirm the conviction and sentence.  

    /S/ 
_____________________________ 

 JON W. THOMPSON, Judge 
 
CONCURRING: 
 
  
   /S/ 
___________________________________ 
MICHAEL J. BROWN, Presiding Judge 
 
 
 
   /S/ 
___________________________________ 
SHELDON H. WEISBERG, Judge 
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