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SUMMARY

The court affirmed the revocation of Xavier Estrada’s community supervision and ten-year sentence
for burglary of a habitation. It held that probation-office chronological records were properly
supported under the business-records exception, that the Confrontation Clause did not apply to the
revocation proceeding, and that sufficient evidence supported findings that Estrada violated multiple
supervision conditions.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by admitting probation-office chronological records and
testimony about their contents under the business-records exception to the hearsay rule.

2. Whether admitting testimony based on chronological records prepared by other probation officers
violated Estrada's federal constitutional right to confrontation.

3. Whether the evidence was sufficient to support revocation of community supervision.

HOLDINGS

1. A testifying probation officer need not be the custodian of probation records or have personal knowledge
of the underlying events; personal knowledge of how the records were prepared and stored is sufficient
to qualify the witness under Texas Rule of Evidence 803(6).

2. The Crawford-type confrontation right does not apply to a community-supervision revocation
proceeding because such a proceeding is not a stage of a criminal prosecution.

3. The evidence was sufficient to support revocation because proof of a violation of a single term or
condition of community supervision is sufficient, and Mata's testimony established multiple violations
by a preponderance of the evidence.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The business records exception does not require the State to admit the underlying document as a condition to
the witness testifying about its contents.” (at 5)

“To require the testifying witness to possess personal knowledge of the underlying facts would render
unnecessary the purpose of a business records exception.” (at 6)

“However, this Court has held that a Crawford-type right to confrontation “does not apply in the revocation
of community supervision arena because a revocation proceeding is not considered a stage of a criminal
prosecution.”” (at 8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Estrada was placed on five years of community supervision after pleading guilty to burglary of a habitation and
receiving a ten-year sentence. His supervision conditions required him to report as directed, submit to drug
testing, and participate in a state-contracted intermediate sanction facility program. At the revocation hearing,
probation officer Maria Mata testified from chronological records prepared and maintained by the probation
department that Estrada failed to report for an extended period, failed to submit to a required drug test, and failed
to report to the treatment facility.
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