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PER CURIAM: Appellant Brian E. Lorick Jr. seeks review of the denial of his
motion to dismiss the State's probation revocation action against him. Lorick
argues the violations with which he was charged were based on a condition that



was not judicially imposed and, therefore, the revocation of his probation should
be reversed. Lorick does not challenge the sufficiency of the evidence of his
violations.

On June 21, 2012, Lorick pled guilty to second degree assault and battery after
having struck Bethany Leaphart (Victim). The sentencing court imposed three
years of imprisonment, suspended upon the service of six months of imprisonment
and two years of probation, subject to standard conditions of probation
incorporated by reference into the Sentence Sheet. Standard condition number ten
requires probationers to follow the advice and instructions of their probation
agents.

While on probation, Lorick struck Victim again, after which Lorick’s probation
agent instructed Lorick to avoid contact with Victim. This instruction was
authorized by section 24-21-280(A) of the South Carolina Code (Supp. 2013),
which requires probation agents to "use practicable and suitable methods that are
consistent with evidence-based practices to aid and encourage™ probationers to
improve their conduct "and to reduce the risk of recidivism for the offenders under
his supervision." (emphasis added). After Lorick struck Victim yet again, he was
lawfully charged with violating standard probation condition number ten, i.e.,
failing to follow the advice and instructions of his probation agent. See S.C. Code
Ann. § 24-21-450 (2007) (authorizing the issuance of a warrant for the arrest of a
defendant who has violated a condition of his probation).

Based on the foregoing, the circuit court properly revoked Lorick's probation for
his violation of standard probation condition number ten. See S.C. Code Ann. 8§
24-21-460 (2007) (authorizing the revocation of a defendant's probation for his
violation of a probation condition).

AFFIRMED.

WILLIAMS, GEATHERS, and McDONALD, JJ., concur.



