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ISSUE PRESENTED
I. Did the superior court err by dismissing Mr. Summers’ appeal from district court and concluding that it did not have jurisdiction when Mr. Summers had a statutory right to appeal to superior court for a de novo violation hearing once his probation was revoked in district court?
Statement of the CASE
On 21 November 2016, Mr. Summers was arrested for embezzlement.  (R pp 3-4)  Mr. Summers then entered into a deferred prosecution agreement with the State.  (R p 5)  The case was heard on 6 April 2017 in Mecklenburg County District Court before the Honorable Alicia Brooks.  Judge Brooks approved the agreement and placed Mr. Summers on probation for 24 months.  (R pp 6-7)

On 12 December 2017, a probation officer filed a report alleging that Mr. Summers violated the conditions of probation.  (R pp 9-10)  The report was heard before the Honorable Matt Osman in Mecklenburg County District Court on 26 January 2018.  Mr. Summers admitted violating the conditions of probation.  Judge Osman continued the case for 90 days to review Mr. Summers’ progress with respect to restitution and community service.  (R p 11)
The case was heard again on 27 April 2018 by Judge Brooks.  At the conclusion of the hearing, Judge Brooks entered an order revoking Mr. Summers’ probation.  (R pp 12-14)  The same day, Mr. Summers gave notice of appeal to superior court.  (R p 15)  The case was then heard on 6 August 2018 before the Honorable Lisa Bell.  At the conclusion of the hearing, Judge Bell dismissed the appeal and ruled that the Mecklenburg County Superior Court did not have jurisdiction over Mr. Summers’ case.  (R pp 44, 47)  Mr. Summers appealed to this Court.  (R p 48)
Statement of the GROUNDS FOR APPELLATE REVIEW
Mr. Summers appeals pursuant to N.C. Gen. Stat. § 7A-27(b)(1) TA \l "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 7A-27(b)(1)" \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 7A-27(b)(1)" \c 2 , which grants the right to appeal “[f]rom any final judgment of a superior court . . . .”  “A final judgment is one which disposes of the cause as to all the parties, leaving nothing to be judicially determined between them in the trial court.”  Bailey v. Gooding, 301 N.C. 205, 209, 270 S.E. 2d 431, 433 (1980) TA \l "Bailey v. Gooding, 301 N.C. 205, 209, 270 S.E. 2d 431, 433 (1980)" \s "Bailey v. Gooding, 301 N.C. 205, 209, 270 S.E. 2d 431, 433 (1980)" \c 1 .  In State v. Singleton, 201 N.C. App. 620, 626, 689 S.E.2d 562, 566 (2010) TA \l "State v. Singleton, 201 N.C. App. 620, 626, 689 S.E.2d 562, 566 (2010)" \s "State v. Singleton, 201 N.C. App. 620, 626, 689 S.E.2d 562, 566 (2010)" \c 1 , this Court held that an order imposing satellite-based monitoring was a final judgment because it disposed of the State’s petition requesting satellite-based monitoring for the defendant.  Similarly, the order imposed by the trial court dismissing Mr. Summers’ appeal from district court was a final judgment because it terminated the deferred prosecution agreement between Mr. Summers and the State, and disposed of any issues related to the agreement.  

If this Court finds that Mr. Summers lacks an appeal of right from the 6 August 2018 order dismissing his appeal from district court, it should issue a writ of certiorari to clarify and explain the rules that apply when a court revokes probation imposed under a deferred prosecution agreement.  To that end, Mr. Summers has also filed a petition for writ of certiorari under N.C. Gen. Stat. § 7A-31(c) TA \l "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 7A-31(c)" \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 7A-31(c)" \c 2  and respectfully requests that this Court issue a writ of certiorari and review the merits of this appeal.

Statement of the FACTS

At the beginning of the 6 August 2018 superior court hearing, the defense attorney advised the judge that Mr. Summers had been placed on probation under a deferred prosecution agreement in district court, but that his probation was revoked after a hearing on a violation report.  (R p 17)  The defense attorney also noted that Mr. Summers had appealed to superior court.  (R p 18)  She then asserted that Mr. Summers was entitled to an appeal because “matters of deferred prosecution are to be handled exactly like any other probation violation matter.”  (R p 18)

As part of her argument, the defense attorney discussed the opinion in State v. Burns, 171 N.C. App. 759, 615 S.E.2d 347 (2005) TA \l "State v. Burns, 171 N.C. App. 759, 615 S.E.2d 347 (2005)" \s "State v. Burns, 171 N.C. App. 759, 615 S.E.2d 347 (2005)" \c 1 .  She explained that Burns involved the question of whether the “reasonable efforts” standard and “all the rest of the rules of probation” applied to probation under N.C. Gen. Stat. § 90-96 TA \l "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 90-96" \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 90-96" \c 2 .  She asserted that this Court determined in Burns that “the rules of probation do in fact cover all these other types of probation.”  (R p 18)  She also asserted that if Mr. Summers was “placed on probation as that phrase is known and understood in these courts, that’s -- everything that goes with that probation should apply to him.”  (R p 22)

The prosecutor responded that Mr. Summers did not have a right to appeal.  She argued that no right to appeal existed under N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1431 TA \l "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1431" \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1431" \c 2  because Mr. Summers had not pled guilty or been found guilty of a crime.  (R p 27)  She also argued that Mr. Summers had no right to appeal under N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347 TA \l "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347" \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347" \c 2  because the district court judge did not activate a sentence or impose special probation.  (R p 29)  The prosecutor then asserted that this case was similar to State v. Edgerson, 164 N.C. App. 712, 596 S.E.2d 351 (2004) TA \l "State v. Edgerson, 164 N.C. App. 712, 596 S.E.2d 351 (2004)" \s "State v. Edgerson, 164 N.C. App. 712, 596 S.E.2d 351 (2004)" \c 1 , where the defendant’s appeal was dismissed because it only involved an order modifying probation, and State v. Romero, 228 N.C. App. 348, 745 S.E.2d 364 (2013 TA \l "State v. Romero, 228 N.C. App. 348, 745 S.E.2d 364 (2013" \s "State v. Romero, 228 N.C. App. 348, 745 S.E.2d 364 (2013" \c 1 ), where the defendant’s appeal was dismissed because it only involved the imposition of a period of confinement in response to violation (“CRV”).  (R p 28)  According to the prosecutor, the purpose of revocation hearings in deferred prosecution cases was to “provide an impartial arbiter to determine whether the defendant has in fact violated his agreement between the D.A.’s Office and the defendant.”  (R pp 29-30)
The prosecutor then argued that when a defendant under deferred prosecution probation violates the conditions of probation, the proper response is for the court, under N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1344(d) TA \l "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1344(d)" \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1344(d)" \c 2 , to “order that the charges as to which prosecution has been deferred be brought to trial.”  (R p 33)  Finally, the prosecutor argued that Burns was distinguishable from Mr. Summers’ case because it involved the failure of the trial court to make any finding that the State made reasonable efforts to hold the revocation hearing in the case before the probationary period expired.  (R p 34)

The defense attorney countered that when a defendant is placed on deferred prosecution probation, “[t]hey are given the same terms and conditions of probation as people who are on 90-96 probation, and on any other type of probation whether it’s unsupervised or whatever.”  (R p 38)  She noted that in every other case involving probation, the only way the defendant can be revoked is if the defendant has had two CRVs, committed a crime, or absconded.  (R p 38)  She also argued that the district court judge did not revoke Mr. Summers’ probation for any of these reasons.  Instead, his probation was revoked for “technical violations.”  (R p 39)  She then argued that “given that this is a revocation for something that the statute wouldn’t even permit, he has a right to appeal and get a determination about whether or not the revocation in and of itself was warranted by the statute.”  (R p 39)  


After considering the arguments, the trial judge stated that 

[a] revocation on a regular probation would have activated his sentence or invoked a split sentence.  In this case the violation of a deferred prosecution contract only restores [the] status quo, as if he had just been charged.  The State’s not proven their case, he’s not had a trial.

(R p 41)  The judge also stated that the revocation “doesn’t activate his sentence and it doesn’t impose special probation for his revocation in a deferred prosecution.  Whereas a revocation on anyone else’s probation would activate the sentence and that’s what 15A-1347(a) provides.”  (R p 41)  The defense attorney asserted that the “closest case on this point is Burns, and Burns says that the rules of probation apply equally.”  (R p 43)  The judge disagreed, stating, “I find that this Court doesn’t have jurisdiction over a deferred prosecution revocation, and the matter is – the appeal is dismissed.”  (R p 44)

STANDARD OF REVIEW

Questions of subject matter jurisdiction are reviewed de novo.  State v. Oates, 366 N.C. 264, 266, 732 S.E.2d 571, 573 (2012) TA \l "State v. Oates, 366 N.C. 264, 266, 732 S.E.2d 571, 573 (2012)" \s "State v. Oates, 366 N.C. 264, 266, 732 S.E.2d 571, 573 (2012)" \c 1 .  Under the de novo standard of review, the reviewing court considers the matter anew and freely substitutes its own judgment for the lower court’s.  Sutton v. N.C. Dep’t of Labor, 132 N.C. App. 387, 389, 511 S.E.2d 340, 341 (1999) TA \l "Sutton v. N.C. Dep’t of Labor, 132 N.C. App. 387, 389, 511 S.E.2d 340, 341 (1999)" \s "Sutton v. N.C. Dep’t of Labor, 132 N.C. App. 387, 389, 511 S.E.2d 340, 341 (1999)" \c 1  TA \l "State v. Hennis, 323 N.C. 279, 285, 372 S.E.2d 523, 527 (1988)" \s "State v. Hennis, 323 N.C. 279, 285, 372 S.E.2d 523, 527 (1988)" \c 1 .
ARGUMENT

I. The superior court erred by dismissing Mr. Summers’ appeal from district court and concluding that it did not have jurisdiction when Mr. Summers had a statutory right to appeal to superior court for a de novo violation hearing once his probation was revoked in district court.
The superior court erred by dismissing Mr. Summers’ appeal from district court.  Although Mr. Summers was placed on probation as part of a deferred prosecution agreement, his case was governed by the same procedures that apply to probation in other cases.  N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1341(a1) TA \l "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1341(a1)" \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1341(a1)" \c 2 .  Under those procedures, Mr. Summers had the right to appeal to superior court upon the revocation of his probation in district court.  N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347(a) TA \l "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347(a)" \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347(a)" \c 2 .  As a result, the superior court erred by declining to consider the merits of Mr. Summers’ argument and concluding that it did not have jurisdiction over his case.

A. The district court revocation order triggered Mr. Summers’ right to appeal under N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347 TA \l "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1025" \s "N.C. GEN. STAT. § 15A-1025" \c 2 .

Under N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1341(a1) TA \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1341(a1)" , a defendant charged with a Class H or I felony or a misdemeanor may enter into a deferred prosecution agreement with the State if, among other conditions, the defendant has not previously been placed on probation or been convicted of any felony or misdemeanor involving moral turpitude.  As part of the agreement, the trial court may place the defendant on probation.
  N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1341(a1) TA \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1341(a1)"  specifies that if the court imposes probation, it must do so “as provided in” Article 82 of the North Carolina Criminal Procedure Act, which governs probation in criminal cases.  (A p 1)
If the defendant completes the term of probation or the court terminates probation early, the defendant is “immune from prosecution of the charges deferred . . . .”  N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1342(i) TA \l "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1342(i)" \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1342(i)" \c 2 ; (A p 4).  However, if the defendant violates the conditions of probation, the violations must be reported to the court and the prosecutor “as provided in” Article 82.  N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1342(a1) TA \l "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1342(a1)" \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1342(a1)" \c 2 ; (A p 3).  According to a provision under Article 82, the court must then hold a hearing on the alleged violations.  N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1345(e TA \l "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1345(e" \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1345(e" \c 2 ); (A p 10).  The State must also give the defendant notice of the hearing, including a “statement of the violations alleged.”  Id.  The court has the authority to continue, extend, modify, or revoke the defendant’s probation.  N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1344(a) TA \l "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1344(a)" \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1344(a)" \c 2 ; (A p 5).

In this case, the district court judge revoked Mr. Summers’ probation and Mr. Summers appealed to superior court.  (R pp 12-15)  However, the superior court judge erred by dismissing his appeal from the revocation order because Mr. Summers had a right to appeal to superior court.  According to N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347(a) TA \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347(a)" , “when a district court judge, as a result of a finding of a violation of probation, activates a sentence or imposes special probation, the defendant may appeal to the superior court for a de novo revocation hearing.”  (A p 11)  As part of the order revoking Mr. Summers’ probation, the district court judge found that Mr. Summers “violated the condition(s) of probation . . . .”  (R p 13)  Thus, the first part of N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347(a) TA \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347(a)"  was satisfied in this case.

Additionally, the second part of the N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347(a) TA \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347(a)"  was satisfied.  After finding that Mr. Summers violated the conditions of probation, the court revoked his probation.  (R p 13)  The phrases “revoke probation” and “activate a sentence” are terms of art that are synonymous with one another.  It has long been recognized that a judge may not activate a sentence without first revoking the defendant’s probation.  See, e.g., State v. Moore, ___ N.C. ___, ___, 807 S.E.2d 550, 551-52 (2017) TA \l "State v. Moore, ___ N.C. ___, ___, 807 S.E.2d 550, 551-52 (2017)" \s "State v. Moore, ___ N.C. ___, ___, 807 S.E.2d 550, 551-52 (2017)" \c 1  (stating that the “trial court accordingly revoked defendant’s probation and activated the suspended sentences . . . .”); State v. Murchison, 367 N.C. 461, 463, 758 S.E.2d 356, 357 (2014) TA \l "State v. Murchison, 367 N.C. 461, 463, 758 S.E.2d 356, 357 (2014)" \s "State v. Murchison, 367 N.C. 461, 463, 758 S.E.2d 356, 357 (2014)" \c 1  (noting that the “trial court revoked defendant’s probation and activated his suspended sentences”); State v. Bryant, 361 N.C. 100, 100, 637 S.E.2d 532, 533 (2006) TA \l "State v. Bryant, 361 N.C. 100, 100, 637 S.E.2d 532, 533 (2006)" \s "State v. Bryant, 361 N.C. 100, 100, 637 S.E.2d 532, 533 (2006)" \c 1  (observing that the “trial court revoked defendant’s probation and activated her suspended sentence”).  By definition, therefore, the phrase “activate a sentence” necessarily entails the revocation of probation.  

Moreover, the title and wording of N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347 TA \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347"  reflect how closely related the terms are.  “Although the title given to a particular statutory provision is not controlling, it does shed some light on the legislative intent underlying the enactment of that provision.”  State v. Fletcher, ___ N.C. ___, ___, 807 S.E.2d 528, 539 (2017) TA \l "State v. Fletcher, ___ N.C. ___, ___, 807 S.E.2d 528, 539 (2017)" \s "State v. Fletcher, ___ N.C. ___, ___, 807 S.E.2d 528, 539 (2017)" \c 1 .  The title of N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347 TA \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347"  does not include the phrase “activation of a sentence.”  Rather, the statute is entitled, “Appeal from revocation of probation or imposition of special probation; consequences of waiver of hearing.”  (emphasis added).  Further, without mentioning the phrase “activating a sentence,” the third sentence under subsection (a) states that appeals from district court to superior court from judgments “revoking probation” may be heard in term or out of term.  Even our Supreme Court, after reviewing N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347 TA \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347" , has determined that a defendant has the right to appeal to superior court “when the district court revokes a defendant’s probation . . . .”  State v. Hooper, 358 N.C. 122, 122-23, 591 S.E.2d 514, 515 (2004) TA \l "State v. Hooper, 358 N.C. 122, 122-23, 591 S.E.2d 514, 515 (2004)" \s "State v. Hooper, 358 N.C. 122, 122-23, 591 S.E.2d 514, 515 (2004)" \c 1  (emphasis added).  Thus, the title of N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347 TA \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347"  and the language employed in subsection (a) indicate that the General Assembly intended for the right to appeal to attach upon entry of an order revoking probation.
In addition, the cases that the State relied on at the superior court hearing in this case reflect this understanding of N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347(a) TA \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347(a)" .  In State v. Edgerson, 164 N.C. App. 712, 714, 596 S.E.2d 351, 353 (2004) TA \l "State v. Edgerson, 164 N.C. App. 712, 714, 596 S.E.2d 351, 353 (2004)" \s "State v. Edgerson, 164 N.C. App. 712, 714, 596 S.E.2d 351, 353 (2004)" \c 1 , this Court dismissed the defendant’s appeal.  Although this Court held that the order did not involve a sentence that had been activated or the imposition of special probation, the order itself did not involve the revocation of probation at all.  Instead, the trial court simply “continued defendant’s probation and modified the terms.”  Id. at 713, 596 S.E.2d at 353.  Similarly, this Court dismissed the defendant’s appeal in State v. Romero, 228 N.C. App. 348, 745 S.E.2d 364 (2013) TA \l "State v. Romero, 228 N.C. App. 348, 745 S.E.2d 364 (2013)" \s "State v. Romero, 228 N.C. App. 348, 745 S.E.2d 364 (2013)" \c 1 .  Again, this Court held that the orders at issue in the case did not involve the activation of a sentence or the imposition of special probation.  However, the orders in Romero also did not involve the revocation of the defendant’s probation.  Rather, the orders modified the conditions of the defendant’s probation and imposed a period of CRV.  Id. at 349, 745 S.E.2d at 369.  By contrast, the trial court in this case expressly revoked Mr. Summers’ probation.  (R pp 12-13)
Finally, nothing in N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1344(d) TA \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1344(d)"  precludes an appeal in a case involving probation imposed under a deferred prosecution agreement.  N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1344(d) TA \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1344(d)"  states that if the defendant violates the conditions of probation, the trial court “may” order that “charges as to which prosecution has been deferred be brought to trial.”  (A p 6)  However, this provision is not inconsistent with an appeal from district court to superior court under N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347(a) TA \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347(a)" .  “Statutes dealing with the same subject matter must be construed in pari materia and harmonized, if possible, to give effect to each.”  Bd. of Adjust. v. Town of Swansboro, 334 N.C. 421, 427, 432 S.E.2d 310, 313 (1993) TA \l "Bd. of Adjust. v. Town of Swansboro, 334 N.C. 421, 427, 432 S.E.2d 310, 313 (1993)" \s "Bd. of Adjust. v. Town of Swansboro, 334 N.C. 421, 427, 432 S.E.2d 310, 313 (1993)" \c 1  (citation omitted).  Reading N.C. Gen. Stat. §§ 15A-1344(d) and 15A-1347(a) TA \l "N.C. Gen. Stat. §§ 15A-1344(d) and 15A-1347(a)" \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. §§ 15A-1344(d) and 15A-1347(a)" \c 2  together, a defendant could appeal an order revoking probation under a deferred prosecution agreement.  If the appeal is unsuccessful, the trial court would then be authorized under N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1344(d) TA \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1344(d)"  to direct the State to bring the charge or charges to trial.  Consequently, the language in N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1344(d) TA \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1344(d)"  does not bar an appeal under N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347(a) TA \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347(a)"  from an order revoking probation imposed under a deferred prosecution agreement.

“Criminal statutes must be strictly, but not stintingly or narrowly, construed.”  State v. Lucas, 302 N.C. 342, 345, 275 S.E.2d 433, 436 (1981) TA \l "State v. Lucas, 302 N.C. 342, 345, 275 S.E.2d 433, 436 (1981)" \s "State v. Lucas, 302 N.C. 342, 345, 275 S.E.2d 433, 436 (1981)" \c 1 .  Indeed, an interpretation that “operates to defeat or impair the object of the statute must be avoided if that can reasonably be done without violence to the legislative language.”  State v. Hart, 287 N.C. 76, 80, 213 S.E.2d 291, 295 (1975) TA \l "State v. Hart, 287 N.C. 76, 80, 213 S.E.2d 291, 295 (1975)" \s "State v. Hart, 287 N.C. 76, 80, 213 S.E.2d 291, 295 (1975)" \c 1 .  The General Assembly’s stated policy under N.C. Gen. Stat. §§ 15A-1341(a1) and 15A-1342(a1) TA \l "N.C. Gen. Stat. §§ 15A-1341(a1) and 15A-1342(a1)" \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. §§ 15A-1341(a1) and 15A-1342(a1)" \c 2  is that probation imposed under a deferred prosecution agreement should be treated the same as any other type of probation.  Depriving Mr. Summers of a right to appeal to superior court based on a narrow interpretation of N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347(a) TA \s "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1347(a)"  would violate that policy.  Accordingly, this Court should reject the superior court’s interpretation of the statute and allow Mr. Summers a de novo hearing in superior court.
B. Conclusion TA \l "N.C. Gen. Stat. § 15A-1025" \s "N.C. GEN. STAT. § 15A-1025" \c 2 .

When a party properly appeals to a higher court, it is the task of the higher court to resolve the appeal on the merits if at all possible.  Dogwood Dev. & Mgmt. Co. v. White Oak Transp. Co., 362 N.C. 191, 199, 657 S.E.2d 361, 366 (2008) TA \l "Dogwood Dev. & Mgmt. Co. v. White Oak Transp. Co., 362 N.C. 191, 199, 657 S.E.2d 361, 366 (2008)" \s "Dogwood Dev. & Mgmt. Co. v. White Oak Transp. Co., 362 N.C. 191, 199, 657 S.E.2d 361, 366 (2008)" \c 1  (citations omitted).  In this case, Mr. Summers properly appealed the order revoking his probation to superior court.  The superior court therefore erred by dismissing the case and declining to address the merits of Mr. Summers’ arguments.  For these reasons, the order dismissing Mr. Summers’ appeal should be reversed.

 TA \l "State v. Warren, 289 N.C. 551, 556-57, 223 S.E.2d 317, 320-21 (1976)" \s "State v. Warren, 289 N.C. 551, 556-57, 223 S.E.2d 317, 320-21 (1976)" \c 1 CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the order dismissing Mr. Summers’ appeal must be reversed and remanded for a de novo revocation hearing in Mecklenburg County Superior Court.
Respectfully submitted this the 15th day of April, 2019.
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