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 Appellant James Varner pled guilty to possession of marijuana with intent to deliver,

possession of Darvocet, and possession of drug paraphernalia, in September 2007.  He was

sentenced to two years’ imprisonment, followed by eight years’ suspended imposition of

sentence (SIS).  The State filed a petition to revoke appellant’s SIS on July 30, 2015, alleging

that appellant had violated his conditions by committing two counts of possession of drug

paraphernalia, committing theft by receiving, and failing to pay his public defender fee as

ordered.  The revocation hearing took place on September 23, 2015.  The court found that

appellant had violated the terms of his SIS and sentenced him to four years’ imprisonment

followed by an additional four years’ SIS.  Appellant argues on appeal that the evidence was

insufficient to support the revocation.  More specifically, appellant contends that the State
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failed to introduce specific evidence that he knew or should have known about the drug

paraphernalia or that the motorcycle had been stolen.  We affirm.

To revoke a suspended sentence, the trial court must find by a preponderance of the

evidence that the defendant inexcusably violated a condition of the suspension.1  The State

bears the burden of proof, but it need only prove that the defendant committed one violation

in order to sustain the revocation.2  When a trial court bases its decision on alternate,

independent grounds, and the appellant challenges only one of those grounds, we will affirm

without addressing the merits of either.3

Here, the trial court based its decision to revoke appellant’s SIS on the three grounds

alleged in the State’s petition.  However, appellant challenges only the findings that he was

in possession of  drug paraphernalia and a stolen motorcycle.  Because appellant failed to

challenge all of the trial court’s grounds for revocation, we must affirm.4 

Affirmed.

GLADWIN, C.J., and HOOFMAN, J., agree.
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1Bedford v. State, 2014 Ark. App. 239. 
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