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Minor, Y. C., appeals from the juvenile court’s order declaring her a ward of the
court under Welfare and Institutions Code section 602, after sustaining allegations that
she committed robbery and carjacking (Pen. Code, §§ 211, 215, subd. (a))." Minor was
ordered suitably placed for a maximum period of confinement of nine years. Minor
contends substantial evidence does not support the robbery finding that she took property
from the victim with intent to permanently deprive him of the property. She further
contends the eight-month maximum period of confinement for the robbery finding should
be stayed and the minute order of the dispositional hearing should be corrected to reflect
the maximum period of confinement for carjacking is nine years. We stay the eight-
month maximum period of confinement for the robbery finding, order the minute order
corrected to reflect the maximum period of confinement for carjacking is nine years, and

otherwise affirm the judgment.
FACTS

On August 30, 2011, at 5:30 p.m., minor and another girl, Jessica, approached
Moises Gonzalez at 2339 South Hooper Avenue near his parked Nissan Pathfinder and
demanded his car keys. Two female companions of the girls stood at a distance, so that
Gonzalez was surrounded by all four girls. Jessica gestured as if she were pointing a gun
at Gonzalez from inside her purse. He gave them the keys, and they drove away.

At 9:40 that night, the police apprehended minor and Jessica driving Gonzalez’s
car at a high rate of speed at Hooper Avenue and 28th Street. Minor admitted she took
the car. She stated to the police: “I was walking with the homegirl Jessica to the Metro
station, and this fool pulls up in a black truck, and then he talking about to get on the

fucking car, and we said no, and he passes like four times, and the fourth time he passed

1 Hereinafter, all statutory references are to the Penal Code, unless otherwise
indicated.



he got us with a strap, and as | seen the strap, | just waited till he got close to me, and |
pepper sprayed his ass because | was afraid that | would get blasted, and then we just

took off in his car.” Jessica stated she took the car because “he deserved it.”

DISCUSSION

Substantial Evidence

Minor contends substantial evidence does not support the finding she took the car
with the intent to permanently deprive Gonzalez of the car. We disagree with the
contention.

“The same standard governs review of the sufficiency of evidence in adult
criminal cases and juvenile cases: we review the whole record in the light most favorable
to the judgment to decide whether substantial evidence supports the conviction, so that a
reasonable fact finder could find guilt beyond a reasonable doubt.” (In re Matthew A.
(2008) 165 Cal.App.4th 537, 540.) ““The standard of review is the same when the
prosecution relies mainly on circumstantial evidence.” [Citation.]” (People v. Burney
(2009) 47 Cal.4th 203, 253.)

“[R]obbery is the taking of ‘personal property in the possession of another, against
the will and from the person or immediate presence of that person, accomplished by
means of force or fear and with the specific intent permanently to deprive such person of
such property . ...” (CALJIC No. 9.40.)” (People v. Burney, supra, 47 Cal.4th at
p. 253.) Specific intent to deprive the owner of possession of his vehicle may be inferred
from the facts and circumstances. (People v. Ivans (1992) 2 Cal.App.4th 1654, 1664-
1665 [“in most cases, evidence of intent [is] only circumstantial].) “California’s intent-
to-deprive-permanently requirement . . . is not to be taken literally.” (People v. Avery
(2002) 27 Cal.4th 49, 56.)

Substantial evidence supports the finding minor took the car with the specific

intent to permanently deprive Gonzalez of his property. Minor’s admission she took



Gonzalez’s car and the evidence she demanded the car keys while she and her
companions surrounded Gonzalez with Jessica apparently pointing a gun at Gonzalez
indicate minor took the car by means of force. She was still riding in the car over four
hours later, with no sign she intended to return the car or abandon it where it could be
recovered intact by Gonzalez. Indeed, her bogus description of the incident to the police
contains no suggestion she wanted Gonzalez ever to have his car back.

Minor asks this court to take our own look at the evidence and reach the
conclusion she merely took the car for a joyride. This is a request we reweigh the
evidence, which we will not do. (People v. Manriquez (2005) 37 Cal.4th 547, 577-578.)
As required by the applicable standard of review, we view the evidence in the light most
favorable to the judgment, drawing all inferences in support of the findings. The
evidence was sufficient for the trial court to conclude minor committed robbery of

Gonzalez.

Minute Order of Dispositional Hearing on October 11, 2011

The trial court set the maximum period of confinement at nine years, which is the
maximum punishment for carjacking. (8 215, subd. (b).) The court did not stay the
eight-month term for the robbery finding. The minute order states terms of nine years for
the carjacking and eight months for the robbery.

Minor contends, respondent agrees, and we concur the eight-month term should be
stayed under section 654, subdivision (a)2 and the minute order should be corrected to

reflect the maximum period of confinement is nine years.

2 Section 654, subdivision (a) provides: “An act or omission that is punishable in
different ways by different provisions of law shall be punished under the provision that
provides for the longest potential term of imprisonment, but in no case shall the act or
omission be punished under more than one provision.”



DISPOSITION
The eight-month maximum period of confinement for the robbery finding is
stayed pursuant to Penal Code section 654. The clerk of the superior court is directed to
correct the minute order of the hearing on October 11, 2011, to reflect a maximum period
of confinement of nine years for the carjacking count and the eight-month term for the
robbery count is stayed. In all other respects, the judgment is affirmed.
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