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OPINION

Appdlant, George Washington Hudson, appeals froman order revoking community supervision,
and raisesone point of error dleging improper natice to his mother in his juvenile certification hearing. As
the dleged impropriety he raises actudly occurred in adifferent crimind action than the one before us,

we afirm.



Two separate crimind offenses, certificationhearings, and transfers are discussed by appdlant in
this apped, which requires usto set out the procedura factsin some detail. Appdlant’ sfirg offense
was for aggravated robbery, which occurred when he was 15 yearsold. A certification hearing washeld
on September 11, 1995, whichresulted in thejuvenile court certifying gppellant asan adult and transferring
the aggravated robbery case to the 338" crimind district court, under cause number 703,129. Appdlant
was subsequently found guilty of the aggravated robbery offense by a jury and placed on community

supervison.

A year or so later, when appdlant was 16 years old, he was charged with the second offense,
whichwasfor aggravated assault. Following the second certificationhearing, whichwas hdd onMarch 20,
1997, the juvenile court again waived jurisdiction and transferred the case to the 338" crimind digtrict
court. The State filed a motion and amended motions to revoke community supervision based on the
second crimind offense aswel as technica violaions of the probation terms. Asrequired by law, these
moations were properly filed under cause number 703,129, the aggravated robbery cause number. The
district court heard the State’ s motion to revoke community supervison, found that gppellant had violated
the terms of his community supervison, and revoked his community supervisonon December 19, 1997,

sentencing appellant to ten years incarceration for the origind aggravated robbery offense.

By hissole paoint of error, gppellant alegesthat the juvenile court was without jurisdictionto transfer
the aggravated assault case, ashis mother had not been served with notice of the hearing. Dueto thislack

of jurisdiction, he argues, the 338" district court was without jurisdiction to then revoke his probation.

Appdlant’s argument is groundless, as shown by the procedura facts surrounding these two
crimind cases. His"improper natice’ argument arisesfrom the certification hearing on thesecond crimind
offense, while the mation to revoke hearing occurred in the first crimind action. The existence of the
second offense was dleged as one of severd violationsin the motion to revoke community supervision.
The certificationhearing for the second offenseis not germane to the motionto revokefiledin thefirst case,
and is not part of the proceedings in this gpped, which is an gpped from the first case.

1 The court’s actual order revoking community supervision, however, referenced finding only

technical violations as grounds for revocation.



The only certification and transfer proceeding that is gpplicableto thisapped isthat which was
heard on September 11, 1995. No point of error has beenraised fromthat hearing, and no error is shown.
We do note that the certification order from the first offense clearly reflects that both gopelant and his

mother were properly served and were present for the hearing.

Appdlant’s point of error is overruled, and the judgment below is affirmed.
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