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H O W E, Judge: 
 
¶1 This appeal is filed in accordance with Anders v. California, 386 
U.S. 738 (1967) and State v. Leon, 104 Ariz. 297, 451 P.2d 878 (1969). Counsel 
for Hugo Ramon Flores asks this Court to search the record for fundamental 
error. Flores was given an opportunity to file a supplemental brief in 
propria persona. He has not done so. After reviewing the record, we affirm 
Flores’s convictions and sentences. 

FACTS AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

¶2 A police officer on routine patrol observed a black truck 
swerve between traffic lanes before stopping at a gas station. The police 
officer then activated his overhead lights and approached the driver, who 
he later identified as Flores.  

¶3 The officer observed that Flores had bloodshot and watery 
eyes and that an odor of alcohol emanated from his breath. The officer also 

noted that Flores’s speech was slurred. When the officer asked Flores to get 
out the truck, he noted that Flores swayed while standing. After performing 
field sobriety tests, the officer noted that Flores exhibited cues of 
impairment on all tests. Flores was then arrested and driven to the police 
substation, where Flores consented to having his blood drawn. The results 
of the blood draw later revealed that Flores had a blood alcohol 
concentration of 0.158.   

¶4 The State then charged Flores with (1) aggravated driving 
while under the influence of intoxicating liquor and (2) aggravated driving 
while under the influence of intoxicating liquor (blood alcohol 
concentration of 0.08% or more), class four felonies. The State also alleged 
a historical prior conviction of driving under the influence of an 
intoxicating liquor.  

¶5 Before trial, Flores moved to suppress “all evidence seized as 
a result of the officers’ unlawful conduct,” arguing that the stop and search 
was unreasonable in violation of the United States and Arizona 
Constitutions. The State objected, arguing that the officer possessed a clear, 
reasonable, and articulable suspicion to conduct an investigation. After an 
evidentiary hearing, the trial court denied Flores’s motion.  

¶6 Flores was then tried by a jury. At the close of trial, the jury 
found Flores guilty on all counts. The trial court conducted the sentencing 
hearing in compliance with Flores’s constitutional rights and Rule 26 of the 
Arizona Rules of Criminal Procedure. The trial court sentenced Flores to 
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four months imprisonment on each count, to run concurrently to each other. 
The trial court also ordered that Flores be placed on 18 months’ probation 
upon his release from prison and imposed necessary fines and fees. 

DISCUSSION 
 

¶7 We review Flores’s convictions and sentences for 
fundamental error. See State v. Gendron, 168 Ariz. 153, 155, 812 P.2d 626, 628 

(1991). Counsel for Flores has advised this Court that after a diligent search 
of the entire record, he has found no arguable question of law. We have 
read and considered counsel’s brief and fully reviewed the record for 
reversible error. See Leon, 104 Ariz. at 300, 451 P.2d at 881. We find none. All 

of the proceedings were conducted in compliance with the Arizona Rules 
of Criminal Procedure. So far as the record reveals, Flores was represented 
by counsel at all stages of the proceedings, and the sentence imposed was 
within the statutory limits. We decline to order briefing and we affirm 
Flores’s convictions and sentences. 

¶8 Upon the filing of this decision, defense counsel shall inform 
Flores of the status of his appeal and of his future options. Defense counsel 
has no further obligations unless, upon review, counsel finds an issue 
appropriate for submission to the Arizona Supreme Court by petition for 
review. See State v. Shattuck, 140 Ariz. 582, 584–85, 684 P.2d 154, 156–57 

(1984). Flores shall have 30 days from the date of this decision to proceed, 
if he desires, with a pro per motion for reconsideration or petition for 
review.  

CONCLUSION 

¶9 We affirm Flores’s convictions and sentences.  
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