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KENNETH S. HIXSON, Judge 

 
 This is a revocation case.  On January 23, 2020, the trial court entered a sentencing 

order placing appellant Rickie Nash on five years’ probation pursuant to Nash’s negotiated 

plea of guilty to possession of methamphetamine.  The conditions of Nash’s probation 

required that he not commit a criminal offense punishable by imprisonment. 

 On April 6, 2022, the State filed a petition to revoke Nash’s probation, alleging that 

he had violated the conditions of his probation by committing various drug-related offenses 

on March 17, 2022.  On August 18, 2022, the State filed a supplemental revocation petition 

alleging that Nash possessed methamphetamine and drug paraphernalia on July 27, 2022. 
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 After a revocation hearing held on October 6, 2022, the trial court found that Nash 

had violated the conditions of his probation.  On the same day, the trial court entered an 

order revoking Nash’s probation and sentencing him to six years in prison. 

 In this appeal, Nash’s sole argument is that there was insufficient evidence to support 

the revocation.  We note that today this court is also handing down Nash v. State, 2024 Ark. 

App. 108 (Nash I).  In Nash I, Nash appealed from the revocation of a probation that was 

based on the same allegations, the same hearing, and the same evidence on which the 

revocation in the instant matter was premised.  And the arguments raised herein challenging 

the sufficiency of the evidence are precisely the same arguments Nash made in Nash I.  

Finding sufficient evidence to support his revocation in Nash I, we affirmed the revocation 

in that case.  In the present case, we affirm Nash’s revocation for the same reasons we 

expressed in Nash I. 

 Affirmed. 

 HARRISON, C.J., and ABRAMSON, J., agree. 
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