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PER CURIAM:  Michael Greggory Youman, Jr., appeals the trial court's 
revocation of his probation.  On appeal, Youman argues the trial court abused its 
discretion because the State's evidence—an incident report and the victim's 
statement—was insufficient to support its finding that he violated conditions of his 



probation.  He asserts the evidence was insufficient because he had not yet been 
convicted of the alleged crime described in the incident report, and neither the 
incident report nor the victim's statement was a sworn statement. We affirm 
pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR.

We hold the State presented sufficient evidence for the trial court to find Youman 
violated conditions of his probation because the incident report and the victim's 
statement established Youman possessed a firearm and threatened the victim's life.  
See State v. Lee, 350 S.C. 125, 129, 564 S.E.2d 372, 374 (Ct. App. 2002) ("[An 
appellate c]ourt will not disturb the [trial c]ourt's decision to revoke probation 
unless the decision was influenced by an error of law, was without evidentiary 
support, or constituted an abuse of discretion."); State v. Allen, 370 S.C. 88, 94, 
634 S.E.2d 653, 655 (2006) ("The trial court must determine whether the State has 
presented sufficient evidence to establish that a probationer has violated the 
conditions of his probation."); Lee, 350 S.C. at 131, 564 S.E.2d at 375 ("Once the 
determination is made that a probationer has violated the conditions of his 
probation, the [trial court] can require the probationer to serve all or a portion of 
the sentence originally imposed."); State v. Pauling, 371 S.C. 435, 437-39, 639 
S.E.2d 680, 681-82 (Ct. App. 2006) (holding the trial court did not abuse its 
discretion in revoking probation because it relied on arrest warrants and affidavits 
of investigators when it revoked Pauling's probation although he had not been 
convicted at the time of his probation revocation hearing).

As to Youman's argument that the State's evidence was insufficient because it 
relied on unsworn statements, we hold he did not preserve this argument for 
appellate review because he did not argue this at his probation revocation hearing.  
See State v. Dunbar, 356 S.C. 138, 142, 587 S.E.2d 691, 694 (2003) ("A party may 
not argue one ground at trial and an alternate ground on appeal.").

AFFIRMED.1

THOMAS, HEWITT, and VINSON, JJ., concur.

                                      
1 We decide this case without oral argument pursuant to Rule 215, SCACR.


