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STATEMENT OF THE CASE AND FACTS 

 

On January 24, 2012, the State Attorney for the Sixth 

Judicial Circuit, Pasco County, Florida filed a two-count 

information charging Mr. Edward Baker with 1) Possession of 

Burglary Tools contrary to Fla. Stat. § 810.06 (2012) and 2) 

Grand Theft in violation of Fla. Stat. § 812.014(2)(c)(1) (2012). 

VI/R12.  The events that gave rise to these charges occurred on 

January 7, 2012.  VI/R3.   

Mr. Baker entered pleas of no contest to both charges in 

accordance with a plea agreement with the State on February 15, 

2012.  VI/R19-21.  Mr. Baker was adjudicated and sentenced to two 

years of probation concurrently as to counts one and two.  

VI/R28.  A probation order was entered on March 1, 2012 

indicating that Mr. Baker shall abide by standard and special 

conditions, including warrantless searches and payment 

restitution.  VI/R33.  The order is quoted in pertinent part 

below:  

“ 1. You will report to the probation officer 
as directed. 

 
2. You will pay the State of Florida the 

amount of $50.00 per month, as well as 4% 
surcharge, toward the cost of your 
supervision in accordance with s. 948.09, 
F.S., unless otherwise exempted in 
compliance with Florida Statutes. 

 
3. You will remain in a specified place.  You 

will not change your residence or 
employment [or] leave the county of 
you[r] residence without first procuring 
the consent of your officer. 
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… 
 
9. You will promptly and truthfully answer 

all inquiries directed to you by the 
court or the officer, and allow your 
officer to visit in your home, at your 
employment site or elsewhere, and you 
will comply with all instruction your 
officer may give you. 

 
10.You will pay restitution, court costs, 

and/or fees in accordance with special 
conditions imposed or in accordance with 
the attached orders.”       

 
VI/R34. 
 

An arrest warrant was issued for Mr. Baker on October 29, 

2012 based on violations of his probation.  VI/R47-50.  He was 

alleged to have violated probation by: 1) failing to report as 

directed before October 16, 2012 (whereabouts unknown), 2) 

failing to pay costs of supervision, 3) changing residence absent 

probation officer consent, 4) failing to comply with instructions 

regarding monthly reporting, and 5) failing to make payments in 

lieu of community service and 6) failing to pay fees, costs and 

restitution in accordance with court orders. VI/R47-50.  

According to the detailed violation information, Mr. Baker was 

instructed to report monthly to the Dade City probation and 

parole office and not change residence without informing and 

receiving approval from his supervising officer.  VI/R47-50.  It 

was alleged that Mr. Baker did not report in September 2012 

through the date of the affidavit on October 16, 2012.  VI/R47-

50.  According to her affidavit, Probation Officer Springer went 

to Mr. Baker’s last known residence on October 11, 2012 and 

discovered that he no longer resided there.  VI/R47-50.  He 
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didn’t leave a forwarding address or phone number so he was 

deemed an absconder.  VI/R47-50. 

On November 29, 2012, Mr. Baker was arrested at his 

residence on Gulf Drive in New Port Richey, Florida for the 

Violation of Probation warrant.  VI/R53-58.   

On May 3, 2013, a probation violation hearing was held 

before Honorable Circuit Court Judge Pat Siracusa.  VI/R57.  The 

State did not provide probation records at hearing or in 

prehearing discovery.   VI/R88.  After the State and Defense 

presented evidence, Judge Siracusa found that Mr. Baker had 

violated his probation, and sentenced him to two years in prison 

(concurrent as to both counts) with credit for time served on 

both charges.  VI/R135, 140-141. 

Mr. Baker filed a timely notice of appeal on May 22, 2012.  

VI/R82. 

At the violation hearing on May 3, 2013, Mr. Baker admitted 

that he went to the probation office on August 21, 2012, but not 

in September or October of 2012.  VI/R94.  At that time, Dawn 

Scott Springer had not been assigned as his probation officer.  

VI/R94.  On the 21st of August, he met in-person with an unknown 

probation supervisor who instructed him as to the conditions of 

his probation.  VI/R94.  He was not told that he needed to report 

to the probation office between the first and fifth day of each 

month.  VI/R94.  His original probation officer, Officer 

Rodriguez, had gone on maternity leave so he was then told to see 

Officer Springer starting in July.  VI/R95.  Springer told Mr. 
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Baker to pick a date from the calendar and fill-in his name, and 

that would be his next reporting date in August.  VI/R95.  In 

August, Mr. Baker met with an unknown male officer and provided 

proof of medically related work absenteeism because Springer was 

not there.  VI/R95.  Mr. Baker’s lost wages made it impossible 

for him to pay his monthly fees. Id.  The unknown male officer 

did not have Springer’s calendar so Mr. Baker did not receive a 

return date at that time.  VI/R95.  He was told that Springer 

would be in touch with him to inform him of his next reporting 

date.  VI/R95-96.  Mr. Baker attempted to call probation numerous 

times between August 21, 2012 and November 29, 2013.  VI/R96.  He 

discovered that Officer Springer was unavailable on Mondays and 

Fridays, and had an extra case load while covering for Rodriguez. 

 VI/R96.  Springer did not return his calls concerning the 

transfer of his probation, but he left messages with his current 

phone number, address and employer in New Port Richey.  VI/R96.  

He also left messages on the emergency number because Springer 

had not called him back.  VI/R96.  Mr. Baker admitted he did not 

appear in person nor speak to an officer regarding his move to 

New Port Richey, Florida because he did not have transportation 

from New Port Richey to Dade City.  VI/R96-97.   

On the Wesley Chapel property, he and his former girlfriend 

shared land with Eber and Deborah Smallwood.  VI/R98-100.  Mr. 

Baker’s former girlfriend threw him out of the trailer around the 

first of October of 2012 while he was away visiting his daughter. 

 VI/R96-98.  She left Mr. Baker to be with her ex-fiancé, moved 
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out, padlocked the trailer, put Mr. Baker’s belongings in the 

back yard, and chained his dog to a tree.  VI/R100.  Mr. Baker 

knew he needed to inform probation officers of his new address, 

but his move was too urgent to get probation’s consent prior 

thereto.  VI/R96-98.   

Mr. Baker explained that, after his initial arrest in 

January of 2012, he spent 39 days in jail.  VI/R102.  This caused 

his car to be salvaged by the State because the vehicle was only 

held for 30 days.  VI/R102.  It is unknown what occurred to his 

car.  VI/R102.  When he was released from jail in February, he 

had to get new identification cards because all of his 

identification cards were in his impounded vehicle.  VI/R102.  In 

order to get new identification cards for finding employment, he 

had to request his birth certificate from another state and apply 

for a new social security card. VI/R102.  This took about six 

weeks after his release to resolve.  VI/R102.  He then got jobs 

at Outback Steakhouse and Drake’s Place restaurants and paid 

three months of fees to probation.   VI/R100-102.  Then, Mr. 

Baker developed leg edema and had to take medical leave at his 

jobs.  VI/R98-103.  He was la rendered homeless again when his 

girlfriend threw him out of the house. VI/R98-103.   

Mr. Baker testified that he had not been instructed to 

report on a specified day each month.  VI/R101.  He recollected 

that Springer was aware of his medical situation because she came 

to his home twice for visitation and saw his legs and feet.  

VI/R102-103.  When she appeared at his residence, she told him 
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not to come outside because she could see his condition from the 

parking area.  VI/R103.    

Ultimately, Mr. Baker stated, “I did the best I could with 

what I had.”  VI/R103-104.  He was homeless when he got out of 

jail then moved to a tent then a couch while working as a 

painter.  VI/R103-104.  Once he got his identification cards, he 

started working two jobs and moved with his girlfriend to the 

trailer.  VI/R103-104.  When he was forced to leave there, he 

moved to a house in New Port Richey.”  VI/R103-104.  Mr. Baker 

moved around a lot, but it was not by choice.  VI/R104.  He was 

unable to afford utilities, deposits, or a lease, but he was 

doing the best he could to get back on his feet.  VI/R104.  

During this time, he made good faith attempts to communicate with 

probation from New Port Richey, but could not travel due to his 

medical condition and the distance.  VI/R104.  On numerous 

occasions he attempted to contact probation officers but no one 

called him back.  VI/R105.   

Mr. Baker’s former neighbor, Deborah Smallwood, testified 

that Mr. Baker was living in the trailer with his former 

girlfriend.  VI/R105-108.  She and her husband had taken Mr. 

Baker for doctor visits and probation meetings while he lived 

nearby.  VI/R107-112.  She could not recall how many times she 

and her husband gave him rides to probation.  VI/R110.  She 

talked to a probation officer who visited in October of 2012 

after he had been thrown out.  VI/R105-108.  Mrs. Smallwood 

corroborated that Mr. Baker’s personal belongings were thrown out 
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of the camper by his former girlfriend, Brandy Fuller.  VI/R109.  

Probation Officer Dawn Scott Springer testified that Mr. 

Baker began probation on February 15, 2012 and his last in-person 

probation visit was on August 21, 2012.  VI/R113-114.  She only 

saw Mr. Baker once.  VI/R114.  She met with him on July 12, 2012, 

scheduled his next appointment on August 8, 2012, but he then he 

showed up on August 21, 2012 unannounced.  VI/R114.  Before she 

met with him in July, Mr. Baker had been assigned to another 

officer.  VI/R114.  She could not testify about any problems 

between February and July of 2012, but stated she did instruct 

him of his probation orders on July 12, 2012 including conditions 

that he must report in-person once per month.  VI/R114.  She 

advised Mr. Baker of his conditions and he acknowledged an 

understanding by signing a copy of the orders.  VI/R114.   

Ms. Springer said, “They’re required to come in the first 

five days of the month.  It states on the orders.” VI/R115.  But 

that requirement may be altered at an officer’s discretion.  

VI/R115.  According to her records, on August 21, 2012, Mr. Baker 

met with another officer, Officer Myrice (phonetic).  VI/R114-

115.  The Defense objected to Springer’s hearsay testimony 

regarding Mr. Baker’s meeting with Myrice, and the Court 

permitted the testimony briefly.  VI/R116.  She testified that on 

the written monthly report, Officer Myrice instructed Mr. Baker 

to “call his officer.”  VI/R116.  (emphasis added).  When it was 

revealed that the documents from which she was reading were not 

provided in discovery, the trial court sustained the hearsay 
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objection.  VI/R116-117.   

She told Mr. Baker on July 12, 2012 that he must “report 

every month between the first and the fifth.”  VI/R117.  She had 

no record of Mr. Baker reporting in September.  VI/R117.   

When asked about October, she testified, “I have no record 

and no indication that he reported to the office or contacted 

me.”  VI/R118.  On October 11, 2012, she went to Mr. Baker’s last 

known address in Wesley Chapel.  VI/R118.  She recalled that 

there was a main mobile home in the front of the property and Mr. 

Baker lived in the back piece of the property.  VI/R118-119.  

Mrs. Smallwood told her that he had moved and she had no 

forwarding information for him.  VI/R119.  

Officer Springer did not give Mr. Baker permission to move 

so he was labeled an absconder.  VI/R119.  She tried to reach him 

by phone but his number was no longer in service.  VI/R120.  She 

had no knowledge of him contacting her or another officer between 

August 21, 2012 and November 29, 2012.  VI/R120.  She was aware 

of Mr. Baker’s medical condition when she met with him on July 

12, 2012.  VI/R120.  Regardless, probationers cannot report by 

phone.  VI/R121.   

On cross-examination, Springer discussed that she was aware 

of the marshy conditions on Mr. Baker’s property.  VI/R121.  

However, she explained that it was not flooded to the extent that 

it prevented getting onto the property.  VI/R121.  Springer 

clarified that Mr. Baker reported in July and August but not 

after August.  VI/R121.  He had been on probation since February 
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without violations before she was assigned to him for one month 

in July of 2012.  VI/R122.  According to Springer, once the case 

was assigned to her, she had no need to talk to Mr. Baker’s 

former probation officer, Officer Rodriguez.  VI/R122.   

Springer stated she has no way of knowing whether or not Mr. 

Baker left messages on the agency’s regular or emergency lines.  

VI/R123. First, she stated there was no point in time where she 

received a message to contact Mr. Baker.  VI/R122.  However, when 

asked again about voicemails, she testified that one came to mind 

when he had called to discuss his job schedule.  VI/R122.  She 

also testified that Mr. Baker was working intermittently with his 

foot injury and seemed to be financially stable because he was 

employed and had a residence.  VI/R124.   

Next, the Defense presented testimony from an interoffice 

investigator who confirmed Mr. Baker had been employed at the 

Wing House Bar and Grill in New Port Richey from September 14, 

2012 through November 27, 2012.  Also, Mr. Baker was working at 

another New Port Richey area restaurant from October 15, 2012 

through December 7, 2012.  VI/R126.   

Last, Mr. Baker took the stand again and discussed his 

employment at various restaurants during his probation.  VI/R128-

129.  Mr. Baker worked as a restaurant manager, kitchen manager, 

fry cook and chef.  VI/R129.  He worked two jobs while living in 

Wesley Chapel and got two new jobs when he moved to New Port 

Richey.  VI/R129.  In the beginning of his probation, he had a 

foot injury but he was getting back on his feet when he had to 



 

 12

move from Wesley Chapel to New Port Richey.  VI/R129.   

Mr. Baker tried to get in touch with probation officers to 

transfer his probation to New Port Richey.  VI/R130-131.  He left 

multiple voicemails for Springer on both the regular and 

emergency lines of the probation office but his calls were not 

returned.  VI/R130-131.  He was gainfully employed in New Port 

Richey but did not have a car to go 80 miles to his appointments 

monthly.  VI/R130-131.  He was working two jobs, six days per 

week.  VI/R132. When he was arrested, Mr. Baker was in his 

driveway in New Port Richey at the address he reported to 

probation via voicemail.  VI/R132.    
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SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT 

 

The State did not prove with competent substantial evidence 

that Appellant willfully violated the conditions of his 

probation.  Therefore, the trial court abused its discretion in 

revoking Appellant’s probation.  For the reasons herein, this 

Honorable Court should reverse the trial court’s revocation and 

remand with instructions for the trial court to continue 

Appellant’s probation.   
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ARGUMENT 

 

ISSUE I: THE TRIAL COURT ABUSED ITS 
DISCRETION IN REVOKING THE APPELLANT’S 
PROBATION BECAUSE THE STATE FAILED TO PROVE 
BY THE GREATER WEIGHT OF THE EVIDENCE THAT 
THE PROBATIONER WILLFULLY AND SUBSTANTIALLY 
VIOLATED PROBATION. 

 

During the months he was on probation, Mr. Baker had serious 

impediments to complying with conditions – no transportation, no 

identification cards, no job, health issues, homelessness.  It is 

clear from the record that the State’s allegations of probation 

condition violations were not proved because there was no 

evidence presented of willfulness on the part of Mr. Baker.  

Therefore, competent substantial evidence does not exist to 

support a finding of a willful and substantial violation of 

probation.  For this reason, the trial court abused its 

discretion in revoking Mr. Baker’s probation and this Honorable 

Court should reverse the order of revocation, vacate Mr. Baker’s 

sentence and remand for probation reinstatement.   

A trial court's order revoking probation is reviewed on 

appeal for abuse of discretion. Oertel v. State, 82 So.3d 152, 

155 (Fla. 4th DCA 2012).  Defendants in probation revocation 

proceedings have the right to discovery.  Cuciak v. State, 394 

So.2d 500 (Fla. 4th DCA 1981).   

This Court has recently explained that a probation 

revocation standard of review involves two steps; 1) a review as 

to whether the State presented competent substantial evidence to 
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support a finding that the accused willfully and substantially 

violated probation and 2) a review of the court’s finding of 

revocation under the standard of abuse of discretion.  Savage v. 

State, 120 So.3d 619, (Fla. 2d DCA 2013) (holding “on appeal, 

competent substantial evidence must support a finding of a 

willful and substantial violation; only then will we assess 

whether the trial court abused its discretion in revoking 

probation.”).  

Competent substantial evidence is evidence which is legally 

admissible under the rules of evidence, quantifiable and tending 

to prove an essential element of the charge.  Id. citing In De 

Groot v. Sheffield, 95 So. 2d 912, 916 (Fla. 1957) (holding 

competent substantial is defined as "such evidence as will 

establish a substantial basis of fact from which the fact at 

issue can be reasonably inferred.") When the trial court acts as 

a finder of fact, such discretion is reviewed for sufficiency, 

not the weight of the evidence.  Id. citing Blackwood v. State, 

946 So. 2d 960, 973 (Fla. 2006).  “Equally important, the 

evidence must demonstrate willfulness.” Savage at 622, citing 

Miffin v. State, 19 So. 3d 377, 378 (Fla. 2d DCA 2009)  

If a violation is based solely upon hearsay, revocation is 

not appropriate because evidence must meet technical requirements 

to support a finding that a violation occurred. Id. citing C.B.H. 

v. State, 117 So.3d 450 (Fla. 2d DCA July 10, 2013) and Gaddy v. 

State, 23 So. 3d 1258, 1259 (Fla. 2d DCA 2009) (holding that the 

evidence that the defendant violated a probation condition was 
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not competent and substantial because the State presented only 

hearsay evidence).  This Honorable Court has consistently held 

that probation revocation, based only on officer hearsay is 

erroneous when the State fails to admit probation records into 

evidence.  Warren v. State, 924 So. 2d 979, 981 (Fla. 2d DCA 

2006), Grimsley v. State, 830 So. 2d 118 (Fla. 2d DCA 2002) and 

Johnson v. State, 962 So.2d 394, 396 (Fla. 2d DCA 2007).  The 

hearsay admitted into evidence should be reliable. See United 

States v. Frazier, 26 F.3d 110, 114 (11th Cir. 2012) (holding 

that although hearsay is admissible at supervised release 

revocation hearing, such statements must be reliable.)  In 

deciding whether to admit hearsay testimony of an absent witness, 

a court must (1) make findings that the hearsay was reliable; and 

(2) “balance the defendant's right to confront adverse witnesses 

against the grounds asserted by the government for denying 

confrontation.” Id.   

Here, the State failed to show that a willful and 

substantial violation occurred.  The State’s failure to admit 

probation records created a case built solely upon inadmissible 

hearsay in violation of this Court’s consistent proposition that 

the sole basis of a probation violation may not be hearsay.  The 

veracity of the probation officer is at issue with regard to 

testimony from her independent recollection.  She testifies to 

orders given to Mr. Baker and when reading records, it is clear 

that conflicting instructions were given.  

Mr. Baker made all efforts to comply with the terms of his 
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probation to all extents possible.  He was unable to control the 

circumstances presented to him, so the violations alleged were 

not committed with willfulness.  Given that he was arrested at 

his new address, it proves he had made substantial efforts to 

reach out to the Department of Corrections when his circumstances 

unpredictably and suddenly changed when he was thrown out of his 

home.  The lower court abused its discretion and erred in finding 

that a willful and substantial violation.  The trial court acted 

in an arbitrary, fanciful or unreasonable manner in determining 

that the defendant's violation was both willful and substantial. 

Brown v. State, 86 So.3d 1225 (Fla. 2d DCA 2012).   

“Although the power of the trial court in the area of 

probation revocation is broad and extensive, it ‘is not unbridled 

and should not be arbitrarily exercised.’” Id. (quoting State ex 

rel. Roberts v. Cochran, 140 So.2d 597, 599 (Fla. 1962)).   

Officer Springer only supervised Mr. Baker for one of the 

eight months he was on probation.  VI/R114-121.  The State did 

not provide documentation, business records or other discovery to 

the Defense.  Officers who had more substantial contact with Mr. 

Baker were not called at the hearing.  Mr. Baker testified those 

officers gave conflicting instructions to him.    

The probation officer testified as to her general 

instructions to probationers and unauthenticated claims of orders 

signed by Mr. Baker allegedly in his fifth month of probation 

regarding rules the agency did not follow.  She stated at 

hearing, “They’re required to come in the first five days of the 
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month.  It states on the orders.”  But the only order in the 

record regarding probation does not include that requirement.  

VI/R34.  Mr. Baker reported to probation on July 12, 2012, had an 

appointment on August 8, 2012 and showed up on August 21, 2012 

without facing violation - although none of the dates were within 

the first five days of the month.  VI/R113-114.  In the limited 

testimony provided by Officer Springer regarding Mr. Baker’s 

meeting after her single appointment with him, she stated that 

“on the written monthly report, the other officer instructed him 

to call his officer”.  VI/R116.   

The veracity of the probation officer in this case is at 

issue as her testimony was inconsistent, contradictory, 

unsupported by documentation, and based upon a limited 

involvement in the case of Mr. Baker.  The most compelling fact 

is that Mr. Baker was arrested at his new address – which he 

provided to probation on multiple voicemails Officer Springer 

denied receiving.  VI/R96, 98, 130.  The record proves that she 

was evasive with the trial court regarding orders, documentation 

and contact with the accused.   

Reciprocal discovery took place in this case, but the State 

did not provide the Defense a copy of the department of 

corrections files.  VI/R62.  This discovery violation was brought 

to the court’s attention during the hearing.  VI/R116.  In this 

case, Mr. Baker was certainly prejudiced as it was clear from the 

testimony at trial that notes existed showing Mr. Baker was 

attempting to comply with probation and was told to call in.  
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VI/R116.  Further, the department clearly had received his 

messages regarding his move because he was arrested for his 

violations at his new address.  Mr. Baker was not an absconder 

because his whereabouts were known.   

Given that Officer Springer had met with the defendant on so 

few occasions, and lacking additional testimony of probation 

officers, it was necessary that the witness rely on hearsay of 

other officers to formulate both the violation paperwork and 

testimony at hearing.  This hearsay evidence, standing alone, is 

legally insufficient to support the revocation of Mr. Baker’s 

probation. In order to find a violation, the court would have to 

depend upon unreliable hearsay in this cause.   

The probation officer’s independent recollection conflicts 

with logic and what minimal portions of the department records 

were presented or discussed at hearing.  Her limited contact with 

Mr. Baker creates many doubts.  Business records or testimony of 

other officers would have provided a more solid foundation for 

finding Mr. Baker to be worthy of revocation. 

Mr. Baker’s liberty far outweighs the State’s interests in 

not making probation records discoverable to the defense.  The 

State presented limited evidence via Officer Springer, who only 

met with Mr. Baker one time.  It is clear from the record that 

Officer Springer’s testimony was unreliable because it is 

contradicted by other evidence (i.e. arrest record shows Mr. 

Baker’s whereabouts were known so his voicemails were received; 

and Springer read from her files and began to testify that 
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another officer had given Mr. Baker permission to call in to 

report).  The State did not prove by a preponderance of the 

evidence that Mr. Baker committed a willful and substantial 

violation of probation because, absent discovery or admission of 

evidence via business records of the department, the single 

witness could only reasonably testify to two days of 

approximately 240 days Mr. Baker was on probation.   

In this case, Mr. Baker did not commit a new offense or 

otherwise substantially violate the probation order of the trial 

court.  He remained employed and sought better conditions 

throughout his term of probation.  Although he was presented with 

struggles from homelessness to transportation, he sought 

employment at multiple restaurants and worked.  He remained at 

liberty without violating the law and, from the record, stated he 

was impeded only by a monetary and housing situation for which he 

had no control.  He was making efforts to rehabilitate and 

conform to payment terms by finding employment when he was 

homeless, even going so far as to live on couches in exchange for 

work.  He made efforts to contact probation, calling repeatedly 

without returned calls.  He testified that he knew the remedy for 

his situation was a transfer of probation, and he was doing all 

he could to communicate with the department.  The State did not 

meet its burden because a willful and substantial violation 

cannot be successfully argued absent some meaningful violation on 

the part of Mr. Baker.  Here, it is clear that Mr. Baker did not 

purposefully disobey the orders of the trial court.  For these 
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reasons, the trial court abused its discretion and should be 

reversed. 

The decision to revoke a defendant's probation should be 

made only when the probation violation is both willful and 

substantial so as to indicate that probation will not work for 

that defendant; otherwise, there may be circumstances where 

revocation is patently unfair.  Brown v. State, 86 So.3d 1225 

(Fla. 2d DCA 2012).  Probation is not “unworkable” for Mr. Baker; 

he merely needs his case transferred to where he found 

employment.   

Here, the trial court abused its discretion in revoking Mr. 

Baker’s probation.  The admission of inadmissible hearsay, the 

State’s failure to provide discovery, the inaccuracy of the 

probation officer’s testimony and the trial courts finding of 

willfulness were erroneous and equate to an abuse of discretion. 

The State failed to prove by the greater weight of the 

evidence that Mr. Baker willfully and substantially violated 

probation.  Competent substantial evidence of willfulness was not 

provided to support the State’s claim of violation.  His 

probation violation was neither willful nor substantial because 

his circumstances were unavoidable.  For that reason, the trial 

court abused its discretion in revoking the accused’s probation. 

 This Honorable Court should reverse the trial court’s order of 

revocation and sentence, continue Mr. Baker on probation and 

permit the transfer of his probation to an office near his home 

and employment.   
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CONCLUSION 

 

For the foregoing reasons, arguments, and authorities, Mr. 

Baker respectfully requests this Honorable Court to reverse the 

judgment and sentence, and continue his probation with 

instructions to transfer his case to a probation office closer to 

his new residence. 
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