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Raul Jaime Perez gppeds from an order revoking his community supervision. Appdlant
originaly pleaded guilty to the offense of theft. Thetria court assessed punishment at confinement for ten
yearsin prison but suspended imposition of that sentence and placed appellant on community supervison
for ten years. The State subsequently filed amotion to revoke gppel lant=s community supervison. After a
hearing, thetria court revoked appe lant=s community supervision and assessed punishment at confinement
for tenyears. Inthreeissues, gopelant chalengesthelega and factud sufficiency of therevocation. Finding

the evidence a the hearing legdly and factudly sufficient, we affirm the revocation order.



BACKGROUND

On October 29, 2001, gppelant pleaded guilty to anindictment charging himwith thefe ony
offense of theft and containing an enhancement paragraph aleging that he had previoudy been convicted of
the fdony offense of sexud assault. Thetria court placed him on community supervison on December 6,
2001. On February 28, 2002, the State filed amotion to revoke his community supervision, aleging three
violations. that he committed the offenses of crimind trespass and staking and had falled to make his
payment of court-ordered community supervison fees. The aleged victim of the stalking and trespass
violations was Tina Marie Martin, to whom he had been married until mid-2001.

After a hearing in which Martin, three friends and neighbors, and appe lant=s probation
officer tedtified for the State, and gppellant and a friend testified on his behdf, the trial court found that
gppd lant had committed the three violations of termsand conditions of hiscommunity supervison, revoked

his community supervison, and sentenced him to ten years confinement.

DISCUSSION

In aproceeding to revoke community supervision, the State hasthe burden of proving by a
preponderance of evidence that the defendant violated the terms of his community supervison. Cobb v.
State, 851 SW.2d 871, 874 (Tex. Crim. App. 1993). We review a triad court=s order revoking
community supervison for abuse of discretion. Cardona v. State, 665 SW.2d 492, 493 (Tex. Crim.
App. 1984). Thetrid court abuses its discretion when the State fails to show by a preponderance of the
evidencethat the defendant violated acondition of hiscommunity supervisonasaleged. 1d. Violaionof a
single condition of community supervison is sufficient to support the revocation. Moore v. Sate, 605
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S\W.2d 924, 926 (Tex. Crim. App. 1980). We review the evidencein thelight most favorableto thetria
court=s order; the trid court is the sole judge of the credibility of the witnesses. Garrett v. Sate, 619
SW.2d 172, 174 (Tex. Crim. App. 1981); Jones v. State, 589 SW.2d 419, 421 (Tex. Crim. App.
1979).

Appelant chalenges firgt the sufficiency of the evidence that he violated the terms and
conditionsof his probation by committing the offense of crimind trespass. A person commitsthe offense of
crimind trespassif he enters or remains on property of another without effective consent and he had notice
that the entry was forbidden or received notice to depart but failed to do so. See Tex. Pen. Code Ann. *
30.05(a) (West 2003). At the hearing on the motion to revoke, Martin testified that in February 2002 and
during the previous Six months, gppe lant entered her home on severa occas onswithout her permisson and
after being advised that he was forbidden from entering. A neighbor dso testified that he observed
gppellant entering Martines home and called police because he was aware gppellant was not authorized to
enter Martinrs home. The police located appelant in the vicinity of Martirrshome. Appelant testified on
hisown behaf that he and Martin had an Aon agan/off againi relationship and that from timeto timehewas
welcome in her home.

Martin and two other witnesses d so testified extensvely concerning appe lant=s saking of
her, which included threatening language and harassing conduct directed toward Martin and her family.
Martin and another witnesstestified that they believed appd lant had vandalized her car, aswell asafriends
car that was parked in front of her house. Appellant admitted to putting pebblesinthe gastank of Martines

car.



Based upon our review of the evidence, we hold that the State proved by apreponderance
of the evidence that gppellant violated the terms and conditions of hiscommunity supervison. Becausewe
find the State carried its burden with respect to the crimind trepass violation and the trid court did not
abuse its discretion in revoking gppelant=s community supervison, we need not address the remaining
aleged violations of the terms and conditions of his community supervison. We overrule gppd lant=sfirst

issue and affirm the revocation order.

Jan P. Petterson, Justice
Before Justices Kidd, Yeakel and Petterson
Affirmed
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