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Vaidik, Judge. 

[1] In March 2019, Javyon George-Boatman was sentenced to three years in the 

Department of Correction (DOC), all suspended to probation, for Level 5 

felony sexual misconduct with a minor. At sentencing, he “waive[d] the reading 

of general rules of the probation terms in open court,” Appellant’s App. Vol. II 

p. 95, but at some point he signed the conditions, Supp. Tr. pp. 25-26.  

[2] In May 2019, the State petitioned to revoke George-Boatman’s probation, 

alleging he had violated several conditions. Over the next year-and-a-half, the 

State amended the petition ten times, alleging additional violations. A hearing 

was held in November 2020, and the trial court found George-Boatman 

violated his probation and ordered him to serve eighteen months of the 

suspended time and then return to probation. Appellant’s App. Vol. II p. 170; 

Supp. Tr. pp. 36-39.  

[3] In 2022, after George-Boatman had served that time and returned to probation, 

the State filed another petition to revoke, again alleging he had violated several 

conditions. After a hearing, the trial court found George-Boatman violated his 

probation by using alcohol and by failing to call the drug-test hotline eighteen 

times. The court ordered him to serve the remaining eighteen months of 

suspended time in the DOC. 

[4] George-Boatman now appeals. He contends the trial court failed to advise him 

of his probation conditions when it sentenced him and therefore he was not 

bound by the conditions and could not have violated them. See Ind. Code § 35-
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38-2-1(a)(1) (“Whenever it places a person on probation, the court shall . . . 

specify in the record the conditions of the probation[.]”). However, he asks us 

not to consider his March 2019 sentencing. Instead, he argues the trial court 

“resentenced” him in November 2020, was required to advise him of his 

probation conditions at that time, and failed to do so. Appellant’s Br. pp. 9-10. 

But George-Boatman wasn’t “resentenced” in November 2020. The November 

2020 hearing was a probation-revocation hearing, and the trial court simply 

found that George-Boatman violated his probation and ordered him to serve 

eighteen months of his suspended time and then, after serving that time, return 

to probation. George-Boatman doesn’t cite any authority requiring a trial court 

to re-advise a defendant of probation conditions when it orders the defendant to 

return to probation after serving a portion of a suspended sentence. 

[5] George-Boatman has shown no error, so we affirm the trial court’s revocation 

of his probation. 

[6] Affirmed. 

Tavitas, J., and Foley, J., concur. 


