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PER CURIAM: Conrad Kenneth Phillips appeals his probation revocation. On
appeal, Phillips argues the circuit court abused its discretion by revoking his
probation because there was no evidence that he knew the minor victim (Victim)



was employed at the restaurant when he entered and remained on the premises.
We affirm pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR.

We hold the circuit court did not abuse its discretion by revoking Phillips's
probation because the record contained sufficient evidence establishing a probation
violation. The plea court issued a permanent restraining order regarding Victim
and imposed special conditions prohibiting Phillips from having contact with
Victim, entering Victim's place of employment, and entering into establishments
whose primary business was the sale of alcohol. At the revocation hearing, the
probation agent testified, and Phillips confirmed, that he went to Victim's
workplace and sat at the bar with a friend for approximately fifty minutes.
Although Phillips asserted at the revocation hearing that he did not recognize
Victim, the State was not required to prove willfulness because Phillips's violation
did not involve failure to pay fines or restitution. Thus, we hold the circuit court
did not abuse its discretion by revoking Phillips's probation. See State v. Proctor,
345 S.C. 299, 301, 546 S.E.2d 673, 674 (Ct. App. 2001) ("The determination to
revoke probation is within the discretion of the circuit [court]."); id. at 301, 546
S.E.2d at 674 ("A reviewing court will only reverse this determination when it is
based on an error of law or a lack of supporting evidence renders it arbitrary or
capricious."); State v. Hamilton, 333 S.C. 642, 648-49, 511 S.E.2d 94, 97 (Ct. App.
1999) (requiring an "evidentiary showing of fact tending to establish a violation of
the conditions" and a determination that there is "sufficient evidence" before
probation may be revoked); id. at 649, 511 S.E.2d at 97 ("It is only when probation
is revoked solely for failure to pay fines or restitution that a finding of willfulness
is mandatory.").

AFFIRMED.!

GEATHERS, HEWITT, and CURTIS, JJ., concur.

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



