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AFFIRMED

Appellant pled no contest to a third charge of driving while intoxicated as part of a plea

agreement with the State. Pursuant to the agreement, the trial court found Narvaiz guilty, fined
him $1,500, and sentenced him to four years in prison. The court suspended the sentence of
confinement and placed Narvaiz on community supervision for a period of four years. The State
later filed motions to revoke Narvaiz’s community supervision, alleging he violated various

conditions of his community supervision. Narvaiz pled true to allegations he failed to report to his

supervision officer in September, November, and December of 2018 and in each month January
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through July of 2019. Narvaiz also pled true to leaving the county in August 2019 without written
permission of the court or his supervision officer. The State abandoned several of its allegations,
and Narvaiz pled not true to allegations that he failed to report a change of address and that he
committed the offense of failing to identify himself to a police officer by providing false
information.

After an evidentiary hearing, the trial court found the allegation Narvaiz failed to give
notice of a change of address to be not true. The court found true the allegations Narvaiz violated
the terms of his community supervision by committing the offense of failure to identify, failing to
report to his supervision officer as required in ten separate months, and leaving the county without
permission. The court revoked Narvaiz’s community supervision and imposed a sentence of three
years in prison and a $1,500 fine. Narvaiz timely appealed. His sole issue on appeal is that the
officer who arrested Narvaiz for failure to identify did not have reasonable suspicion to initiate an
investigative stop.

We review the trial court’s order revoking probation for abuse of discretion. Jackson v.
State, 645 S.W.2d 303, 305 (Tex. Crim. App. 1983). Only one sufficient ground is necessary to
support a trial court’s decision to revoke community supervision. Smith v. State, 286 S.W.3d 333,
342 (Tex. Crim. App. 2009). And a plea of true, standing alone, is sufficient to support revocation.
Moses v. State, 590 S.W.2d 469, 470 (Tex. Crim. App. [Panel Op.] 1979). Narvaiz does not
challenge three of the grounds to which he pled true and which the trial court found to be true.
Those grounds and Narvaiz’s plea of true to them are sufficient to support the trial court’s order
revoking his probation. We therefore do not address his sole argument. See Moore v. State, 605
S.W.2d 924, 926 (Tex. Crim. App. [Panel Op.] 1980) (“We need not address appellant’s other
contentions since one sufficient ground for revocation will support the court’s order to revoke

probation.”); Gobell v. State, 528 S.W.2d 223, 224 (Tex. Crim. App. 1975) (“Since the other
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finding upon which probation was revoked is unchallenged, appellant’s contention, even if correct,
would not show an abuse of discretion.”)
The trial court did not abuse its discretion in revoking Narvaiz’s community supervision.
We affirm the judgment.
Luz Elena D. Chapa, Justice
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