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OPINION

Médvin Chales Tdlis (Appdlant) was indicted for the felony offense of aggravated robbery.
Appdlant pleaded guilty and was sentenced by thetrid court to eight years imprisonment. On gpped to
this Court, Appelant assgns one point of error, contending thet the tria court abused itsdiscretion by not
permitting him to withdraw his guilty pleabefore sentencing. We afirm.

After thetria court thoroughly admonished Appdlant, determined thet hisguilty pleawasfredy and
voluntarily given and acogpted Appdlant’ sguilty pleg, it deferred impasing asentence until the completion
of apre-sentenceinvestigation report. During hissubssguent sentencing hearing, A ppdlant communicated
hisdesreto thetrid court to withdraw hisguilty plea. Thetrid court judge responded as follows



That request will be denied. The Court remembers this case and has checked its notes

The Court admonished the defendant. The Court asked if he was pleading guilty because

hewasguilty. Thedefendant answered thet question[by saying yes]. The Court took thet

in good faith. And now the Court bdieves despite what the defendant said, the defendant

is playing with the Court.

In his brief, Appellant asserts that the trid court abused its discretion in this case because no
witnesses had been cdled to court for ether Sdeand, therefore, therewould have been no inconvenience

if he was permitted to have ajury trid.

An accused may withdraw his pleaany time before judgment is pronounced or the case has been
taken under advisement. See Watson v. State, 974 SW.2d 763, 765 (Tex. App.—San Antonio 1998,
pet. ref’ d); see also Jackson v. State, 590 SW.2d 514, 515 (Tex. Crim. App. 1979). Thedecison
to dlow the defendant to withdraw his pleaafter the judge has taken the case under advisement, however,
is within the sound discretion of the trid court. See id. Once the judge has admonished the accused,
recaived his plea, and recaived evidence, passing the case for a pre-sentence investigation conditutes
“teking the case under advisament.” Seeid. Because Appdlant sought to withdraw his guilty pleaafter
the trid judge passed the case for preparation of a pre-sentence report, we review the court’s decison
under an abuse of discretion dandard. See id. To edtablish an abuse of discretion, an gopdlant must
show thet the trid court’s ruling lies outdde the “zone of reasonable disagreement.” See id. (quating
Montgomery v. Sate, 810 SW.2d 372, 391 (Tex. Crim. App. 1990)).

It appears from the record presented for our review that to support Appdlant’s guilt, the State
submitted aform to the trid court entitled, “Waiver of Condtitutiond Rights, Agresment to Stipulate, and
Judidd Confesson.”  Although presentation of this document aoneis a bare-bones gpproach to proving
quilt, ajudidd confesson is suffident to susain aconviction upon aguilty pleaevenif the defendant does
nothing more than afirm that the dlegations in the indictiment are true and correct.  See Watson, 974
SW.2d a 765 (citations omitted). Accordingly, we determine that the dipulationsin Appdlant’ swaiver
document established Appdlant’s guilt. See id. Because the waiver document supported Appdlant's
guilt, we condude that denying Appd lant permisson to withdraw his pleawas not an abuse of discretion.
Appdlant’ s testimony during his sentenang hearing professing hisinnocence does not change this result.
See id. Although atrid court is required to dlow a defendant to withdraw his guilty plea when the
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evidencefairly raises aquestion about the defendant’ sguilt in atrid beforethejury, pless before the court
aedbjecttodifferentrules. Seeid. (atingFairfield v. Sate, 610 SW.2d 771, 778n. 11 (Tex. Crim.
App. 1981)). Weoverrule Appdlant’s sole point of error.

Thejudgment is afirmed.
PER CURIAM
Judgment rendered and Opinion filed March 16, 2000.
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