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¶1 Jesus Grijalva appeals from the trial court’s orders revoking his probation 

and sentencing him to the presumptive prison term of 2.5 years.  Counsel has filed a brief 

in compliance with Anders v. California, 386 U.S. 738 (1967), and State v. Leon, 104 

Ariz. 297, 451 P.2d 878 (1969), stating she “has found no arguable issues on appeal” and 

asking us to review the record for error.  Grijalva has not filed a supplemental brief.  We 

affirm. 

¶2 Pursuant to a plea agreement, Grijalva was convicted in 2010 of possession 

of marijuana for sale, a class four felony.  See A.R.S. § 13-3405(A)(2), (B)(4).  The trial 

court suspended the imposition of sentence and placed Grijalva on supervised probation 

for three years.  In 2011, the probation department filed a petition to revoke Grijalva’s 

probation alleging, among other things, that he had committed a federal offense on May 

21, 2011.  After a contested hearing, the court found Grijalva had violated his 

probationary terms by committing the federal offense of “bulk cash smuggling” in 

violation of condition one of his probation which requires he “maintain a crime-free 

lifestyle by obeying all laws, and not engaging or participating in any criminal activity.”    

¶3 A probation violation must be established by a preponderance of the 

evidence.  See Ariz. R. Crim. P. 27.8(b)(3).  We will uphold a trial court’s finding of a 

probation violation “unless it is arbitrary or unsupported by any theory of evidence.”  

State v. Moore, 125 Ariz. 305, 306, 609 P.2d 575, 576 (1980).  Viewed in the light most 

favorable to upholding the court’s finding of a probation violation, see State v. Vaughn, 

217 Ariz. 518, n.2, 176 P.3d 716, 717 n.2 (App. 2008), we find there was sufficient 

evidence Grijalva violated the terms of his probation by being convicted in federal court 
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of bulk cash smuggling.  And the sentence imposed upon the revocation of Grijalva’s 

probation was within the range authorized by law.  See A.R.S. § 13-702.   

¶4 In accordance with our obligation under Anders, we have reviewed the 

record for fundamental, reversible error and have found none.  We thus affirm the trial 

court’s determination that Grijalva violated the terms of his probation, its revocation of 

his probation, and the sentence imposed.   

 /s/ Garye L. Vásquez 

 GARYE L. VÁSQUEZ, Presiding Judge 

 

CONCURRING: 

 

 

/s/ Philip G. Espinosa 

PHILIP G. ESPINOSA, Judge 

 

 

/s/ J. William Brammer, Jr.        
J. WILLIAM BRAMMER, JR., Judge* 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

*A retired judge of the Arizona Court of Appeals authorized and assigned to sit as a 

judge on the Court of Appeals, Division Two, pursuant to Arizona Supreme Court Order 

filed December 12, 2012. 

 


