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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

[/] For

to

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix
the petition and is ’

[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished. :

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix
the petition and is

to

[ ] reported at _ ; Or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

[ 1 is unpublished.

cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at
Appendix _A  tothe petition and is

[ ] reported at ; Or,

[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

[\/j is unpublished.

The opinion of the ___court
appears at Appendix to the petition and is

[ 1 reported at s or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was

[ ] No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: , and a copy of the
orcder denying rehearing appears at Appendix _

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date)
in Application No. __A :

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. 8. C. §1254(1).

[¥] For cases from state courts:

-38’309\0'

The date on-whiéh the highest state court decided my case was 5
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

[I/J/ A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
2-1d-36a0 , and a copy of the order denying rehearing
appears at Appendix D '

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date) in
Application No. __A ‘

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,
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California Rules of Court, rule 8.1115(a), prohibits courts and parties from citing or relying on opinions not certified for
publication or ordered published, except as srecnﬁed by rule 8.1115(b). This opinion has not been certified for publication
or ordered published for purposes of rule 8.1115.

IN THE COURT OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

THIRD APPELLATE DISTRICT
(Sacramenté)
THE PEOPLE, C088733
Plaintiff and Respondent, (Super. Ct. No. 17FE017119)
v.
FERNANDO SANCHEZ, JR.,
Defendant and Appellant.

Defendant Fernando Sanchez, Jr., claims that the trial court erred in failing to stay
execution of his sentence pursuant to Penal Codel section 654 for all but one of the
charges against him. He also seeks modification of the abstract of judgment. We agree
only in part. We find the sentence for one count must be stayed, the abstract of judgment
must be modified, and an enhancement imposed under section 667.5 must be stricken.

Otherwise, we affirm.

1
Code.

Unless otherwise specified, all subsequent statutory references are to the Penal

1 APPG(\C\'\‘%A



B D)

FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

This case involves a crime spree by defendant on one day. Around 9:20 p.m.,
Officer Zachary Yasonia initiated a traffic stop of defendant after noticing defendant
erratically driving his truck. Defendant sped up and made a hard turn into the parking lot
of a police facility, crashing through a closed entrance gate. Defendant sped through the
parking lot hitting at least one parked police car before crashing through another gate to
exit the parking lot. Attempting to turn onto the street abutting the parking lot, defendant
lost control of his truck and drove into a private residence.

Defendant’s actions prompted several officers from the police facility to follow
him on foot and in police cars to the residence. Officer Yasonia had also been following
defendant through the parking lot to the residence. After defendant crashed and got out
of his truck, Officer Yasonia released his canine (Reno) and gave the “apprehension”
command. Reno ran toward defendant and bit him as defendant attempted to flee.
Another officer saw something shiny in defendant’s hand during this struggle and,
thinking it could be a weapon, fired several shots at defendant. Defendant escaped
through the backyard of the house. Officer Yasonia recalled Reno and discovered the
dog was bleeding, left the scene with Reno and another officer, and took Reno to a
veterinary hospital where he received several sutures and later recovered. A razor blade
was found at the scene with nonhuman blood and hairs similar to Reno’s.

Defendant next knocked on Daniel Federwitz’s door, about a half a block from the
police facility. Defendant first politely asked Federwitz for a ride, which Féderwitz
declined. After more forcefully renewing his request and Federwitz again declining,
defendant began hitting Federwitz with a metal pipe. They started fighting and Federwitz |
pinned defendant but defendant got away and entered Federwitz’s house, lockihg
Federwitz outside.

Defendant emerged from the house after about 10 seconds with the keys to

Federwitz’s car, wielding a cooking pot. Defendant furiously swung the pot at Federwitz

2



as defendant tried to get into Federwitz’s car. Federwitz hit defendant with the metal
pipe defendant had abandoned and tried to prevent defendant from closing the driver’s
side door. Police officers arrived at Federwitz’s house and defendant ran. Officers
tackled defendant and arrested him.

A jury found defendant guilty of first degree residential burglary, attempted
carjacking, assault with a deadly weapon, vehicular evasion of a pursuing peace officer,
vandalism of police property, and striking, beating, or cutting a dog under the supervision
of é peace officer. The jury also found true defendant used a weapon in commission of
three of the counts and that he did inflict serious physical injury to the dog. The trial
court found true prior strike allegations (§ 667, subd. (a)) and prior prison allegati‘ons
(§ 667.5). The trial court sentenced defendant to 75 years to life plus a determinate term
of 13 years four months, to be served consecutively.

DISCUSSION
I
Section 654

Defendant contends the sentence for all but one charge must be stayed under
section 654 because all charges derive from the same indivisible course of criminal
conduct with the same objective, “to evade capture by police.” The trial court rejected
this argument, finding the “general goal to escape from law enforcement” is too broad
and amorphous. Still, it found defendant’s burglary and attempted carjacking had a
common objective to take Federwitz’s car and stayed imposition of the carjacking
punishment, but found the assault of Federwitz stood alone. The court did not explicitly
analyze the other three counts against defendant under section 654.

The People argue the judgment should be affirmed except the vandalism
punishment should be stayed as being incidental to the vehicular evasion. We agree with

the People.



Section 654, subdivision (a) provides in pertinent part: “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.” Courts
impose and stay execution of the lesser punishment deriving from the same act or
omission. (People v. Duff (2010) 50 Cal.4th 787, 796.)

The statutory reference to an “act or omission” includes one indivisible course of
conduct encompassing several acts. (People v. Corpening (2016) 2 Cal.5th 307, 311.)
“It is defendant’s intent and objective, not the temporal proximity of his offenses, which
determine whether the transaction is indivisible. [Citations.] We have traditionally
observed that if all of the offenses were merely incidental to, or were the means of
accomplishing or facilitating one objective, defendant may be found to have harbored a
single intent and therefore may be punished only once. [Citation.] []] If, on the other
hand, defendant harbored ‘multiple criminal objectives,” which were independent of and
not merely incidental to each other, he may be punished for each statutory violation
committed in pursuit of each objective, ‘even though the violations shared common acts

e

or were parts of an otherwise indivisible course of conduct.” > (People v. Harrison
(1989) 48 Cal.3d 321, 335.)

Application of section 654 must be consistent with the statute’s purpose to ensure
“that a defendant’s punishment will be commensurate with his culpability.” (People v.
Perez (1979) 23 Cal.3d 545, 552.) A too expansive reading of the criminal transaction
relying on an amorphous criminal objective would improperly “reward the defendant
who has the greater criminal ambition with a lesser punishment.” (/bid.) Hence, whether
the defendant had time to reflect and consider avoiding additional criminal conduct

indicates a divisible course of conduct warranting multiple punishments. (See People v.

Harrison, supra, 48 Cal.3d at p. 338; People v. Trotter (1992) 7 Cal. App.4th 363, 368.)



.}

The court’s analysis in 7rotter is particularly helpful here. There, the defendant
fired three shots in approximately one minute from a stolen taxi at a pursuing police
officer. (People v. Trotter, supra, 7 Cal. App.5th at pp. 365-366.) The defendant was
charged with three counts of assault, one for each bullet fired, and the defendant argued
two of the three assault sentences should have been stayed. (/d. at p. 366.) The appellate
court affirmed under section 654, finding “Defendant’s conduct became more egregious
with each successive shot. Each shot posed a separate and distinct risk to [the officer]
and nearby freeway drivers. To find section 654 applicable to these facts would violate
the very purpose for the statute’s existence.” The court also noted “[a]ll three assaults
were volitional and calculated, and were separated by periods of time during which
reflection was possible.” (Zrotter, at p. 368.)

We review a trial court’s factual finding of whether there was a single criminal act
or a course of conduct with a shared intent or objective under the substantial evidence
standard, which will not be reversed unless unsupported by the evidence. (People v.
Saffle (1992) 4 Cal. App.4th 434, 438.) When a court sentences a defendant for multiple
crimes, without staying execution of the sentence under section 654, the judge implicitly
finds the acts involved more than one objective. (People v. Osband (1996) 13 Cal.4th
622, 730-731))

The trial court’s findings are supported by evidence for all but one count. Overall,
defendant’s crime was not one indivisible course of conduct. Though defendant may
have committed each crime generally to avoid capture, he had plenty of opportunity to
cease his criminal behavior but instead chose to continue committing crimes. Permitting
defendant’s criminal behavior to collapse into a single course of conduct would permit
punishment for one crime only no matter how long his evasion lasted, even if it included
ever worsening crimes. This would violate the purpose of section 654 by imposing a

lower sentence for an increasing criminal culpability.



Still, one can break up defendant’s spree into several indivisible courses of
conduct. Defendant’s first crimes of vehicular evasion and vandalism were incidental to
each other, contrary to the trial court’s implicit finding, because defendant drove
recklessly to achieve his intent of evading the police. Vehicular evasion requires the
pursued vehicle to be driven “in a willful or wanton disregard for the safety of persons or
property.” (Veh. Code, § 2800.2, subd. (a).) Thé prosecutor relied on defendant’s
destruction of the gates and police cars to argue defendant evaded with a wanton and
willful disregard for safety of people and property. Defendant also did not have time to
stop and reflect on his actions because the vandalism and evasion occurred
simultaneously. The two crimes were therefore incidental to each other and the court’s
implicit ruling these two crimes were independent was made in error. Both crimes have
the same potential term but the vehicular evasion count had the greater imposed term so
the vandalism charge must be stayed. (See People v. Mejia (2017) 9 Cal. App.5th 1036,
1048 [“the unstayed sentence must be the one which will result in a defendant actually
spending the longest period in prison™].)

Defendant’s next crime was striking or beating Reno. This was not incidental to
any other crime, involved increased culpability for injuring a police dog, and defendant
had an opportunity to stop fighting Reno, reflect on his criminal acts, and conclude his
evasion. This evidence supports the trial court’s implicit finding this crime was divisible
from defendant’s other criminal conduct.

Defendant’s final set of crimes occurred at Federwitz’s house. The trial court
found defendant’s burglary and attempted carjacking shared the same objective; this 1s
supported by evidence. Defendant was in the house for a matter of seconds grabbing |
only the car keys and a pot, both items used to try to carjack Federwitz. This indicates
the burglary and carjacking were incidental to each other, forming one indivisible course

of conduct.



Conversely, the trial court found defendant’s assault of Federwitz stood alone; this
too 1s supporfed by evidence. Defendant beat Federwitz after he twice did not agree to
give defendant a ride. This indicates defendant’s objective for committing the assault
was to get Federwitz to drive him, which is distinct from defendant’s attempt to carjack
Federwitz and drive himself from the scene.

In summary, we find the trial court’s division of defendant’s criminal course of
conduct under section 654 is supported by the evidence except for defendant’s vandalism
and vehicular evasion. These two crimes were incidental, and thus, the vandalism
punishment as the lesser sentence must be stayed.

I
Abstract Of Judgment

The People correctly contend the abstract of judgment improperly states defendant
was sentenced to life without the possibility of parole. Typically, “[w]here there is a
discrepancy between the oral pronouncement of judgment and the minute order or the
abstract of judgment, the oral pronouncemeﬁt controls.” (People v. Zackery (2007)

147 Cal.App.4th 380, 385.) The court did not orally order 75 years to life without parole.
We direct the court to correct the abstract of judgment to be life with the possibility of
parole.
1
Section 667.5 Enhancement

We also strike the enhancement under section 667.5, subdivision (b), based on
Senate Bill No. 136. Signed by the Governor on October 8, 2019, and effective
January 1, 2020, Senate Bill No. 136 amends section 667.5, subdivision (b),‘ to eliminate
the one-year prior prison term enhancement for most prior convictions. (Stats. 2019,
ch. 590, § 1.) An exception, not applicable here, 1s made for a qualifying prior conviction
on a sexually violent offense, as defined in Welfare and Institutions Code section 6600,

subdivision (b).



Because Senate Bill No. 136 is now effective and defendant’s judgment is not yet
final, the amended law will apply to him retroactively. (See In re Estrada (1965)
63 Cal.2d 740, 744-745 [absent evidence of contrary legislative intent, ameliorative
criminal statutes apply to all cases not final when statute takes effect].) Accordingly,
defendant’s section 667.5, subdivision (b), enhancement must be stricken.

DISPOSITION

The punishment for the vandalism of police property is stayed and the
enhancement under section 667.5 is stricken. In all other respects, the judgment 1s
affirmed. The trial court is directed to amend the abstract of judgment accordingly, and
to correct the abstract to reflect the oral pronouncement of 75 years to life with the
possibility of parole. The court is further directed to forward a certified copy of the

amended and corrected abstract to the Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation.

/Robie, Acting P. J.

We concur:

Butz, U

Mauro, J.
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COURT NO.:- 17FE017119

e

DEFENDANT'S NAME: SANCHEZ FERNANDO

4.425(2)(2).

'Consecutlve sentences are bemg recommended after conS|derat|on of Rule -

Therefore |t is recommended the defendant be .sentenced to state. prlson for an -

‘|ndetermmate term of one. hundred (100) years to Life, to be served consecutlve .

T (4) months,

Defendant pay a restltution fine pursuant 'co Penal
Code Section 1202:4. in the amount of $+8;6006-60;

to be paid forthwith or as provnded by. Penal Code o _'

Sectlon 2085. 5(a),

o e @ Pursuant to Penal Code Section 1202.45, the Court is

imposing an additional restitution fine in the same . .
amount as that just lmposed Payment of this fine is
suspended and will remain suspended unless
defendant s parole'is revoked;:

Defendant make restltutlon to the V|ct|m
' Sacramento .Police Department.in the amount of
. .-$15,682.47 with an.additional: amount to be
determined, pursuant to Section 1202.4 of the Penal
Code, collectible pursuant to Penal Code Section

2085.5(b);.

A\o‘oeﬂdi)( (&

N
9

= -The defendant is single, has, three.adult chlldren and reSId”ed wnth- his parents. He
. was employed full tlme as a. gardener and worked part tlme for a temporary

]




ABSTRACT OF JUDGMENT—PRISON COMMITMENT—INDETERMINATE

(NOT VALID WITHOUT COMPLETED PAGE TWO OF CR-292 ATTACHED) . CR-292
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF:

SACRAMENTO
;ES;;E :):TTHE STATE OF CALIFORNIA vs. pos: 02-19-1975 17FE017119 A q FILE i E; D>
FERNANDO SANCHEZ JR. B
AKA:
cino: A08958808 c - JAN 18 2019
80okiNG NO.: X-REF: 1861596 ) [ ot present }
COMMITMENT TO STATE PRISON AMENDED By, M. GARCIA
ABSTRACT OF JUDGMENT ABSTRACT . -D Deputy Clerk |
DATE OF HEARING DEPT. NO. JUDGE \
01-18-2019 42 ALLEN SUMNER
CLERK REPORTER PROBATION NO. OR PROBATION OFFICER . ] mmEDIATE SENTENCING
M. GARCIA K. KLEMENCIC #6131 M. SOLIVEN
COUNSEL FOR PEOPLE COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT . [¢] apero.
SYDNE JONES, DDA GREGORY FOSTER, APD .
1. Defendant was convicted of the commission of the following felonies: :
[] Additionat counts are listed on attachment convicten| & Y
(number of pages attached) BY § é z
YEARCRIME| DATEOE | > 4 E | < 3 2 3
COUNT | CODE |  SECTION NO. CRIME COMMITTED (Mg%%g\%im g é a0 8 3 S
1 PC 459* BURGLARY - 1ST DEGREE 2017 11 /20 /18 [ X X
2 1PC 664/215(A) ATTEMPTED CARJACKING 2017 11 /20718 | X X
3 PC 245(A)(1) ASSAULT WITH DEADLY WEAPON OR INSTRUMENT 2017 11 /20718 | X X
6 PC 600(A) MALICIOUS HARM OF PEACE OFFICER'S DOG 2017 11720718 | X X
/]
[

2. ENHANCEMENTS charged and found to be true TIED TO SPECIFIC COUNTS (mainiy in the PC 12022 series). List each count enhancement
horizontally. Enter time imposed or "S" for stayed. DO NOT LIST ANY STRICKEN ENHANCEMENT(S).
TIME IMPOSED TIME IMPOSED TIME IMPOSED

COUNT ENHANCEMENT OR "S"FOR ENHANCEMENT OR"S"FOR ENHANCEMENT QOR"S"FOR TOTAL
STAYED STAYED STAYED

3. ENHANCEMENTS charged and found to be true FOR PRIOR CONVICTIONS OR PRISON TERMS (mainly in the PC 667 series). List all
enhancements horizontally. Enter time imposed or “S” for stayed. DO NOT LIST ANY STRICKEN ENHANCEMENT(S).

TIME IMPOSED TIME IMPOSED TIME IMPOSED
ENHANCEMENT OR"S"FOR ENHANCEMENT OR "§" FOR ENHANCEMENT OR"S"FOR
STAYED STAYED STAYED

TOTAL

Defendant was sentenced to State Prison for an INDETERMINATE TERM as follows:

4. [/] LIFE WITHOUT THE POSSIBILITY OF PAROLE on counts L2.3.6 _

5. D LIFE WITH THE POSSIBILITY OF PAROLE on counts —————

6. a. l:] 15 years to Life on counts —____ c. D
b. 25 years to Life on counts L2.3.6 d.]
PLUS enhancement time shown above

7. ' Additional determinate term (see CR-290).

8. Defendant was sentenced pursuant to PC 867(b)-(i) or PC 1170.12 [ ] PC 867.61 [] PC667.7 [ other (specify):

This form is prescribed under PC 1213.5 to satisfy the requirements of PC 1213 for determinate sentences. Attachments may be used but must be referred to in this document.

years to Life on counts

years to Life on counts

Page 10of 2
P elias Counel of Cotboin. ABSTRACT OF JUDGMENT—PRISON COMMITMENT—INDETERMINATE s§ 1208 9955

CR-292 [Rev. January 1, 2012)
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FELONY ABSTRACT OF JUDGMENT—DETERMINATE

(NOT VALID WITHOUT COMPLETED PAGE TWO OF CR-290 ATTACHED) CR-290
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF:
SACRAMENTO
;E?::\.‘ESSTTHE STATE OF CALIFORNIA vs. pos: (2-19-1975 17FE017119 A
FERNANDO SANCHEZ JR.
AKA: -B
cirno: A08958808 c
sooking NO.: X-REF: 1861596 [ ot present B
FELONY ABSTRACT OF JUDGMENT AMENDED D
PRISON COMMITMENT [ ] COUNTY JAIL COMMITMENT — ABSTRACT -
DATE OF HEARING DEPT. NO. JUDGE
01-18-2019 42 ALLEN SUMNER
CLERK ’ REPORTER PROBATION NO. OR PROBAT!ON OFFICER D IMMEDIATE SENTENCING
M. GARCIA K. KLEMENCIC, #6131 M. SOLIVEN
COUNSEL FOR PEQPLE COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT APPOINTED
SYDNEY JONES, DDA GREGORY FOSTER, APD

1. Defendant was convicted of the commission of the following felonies:

(O Additional counts are listed on attachment ] ¥ & T | z
(number of pages attached) convcreney {3 | E g E|EgE| 2 | 3] 3 | ervoraros
E, £ g ﬁ 2 E § ﬁ e g - ; %?ahésuanposeo
YEAR CRIME DATE OF HEAF 4| 2|8 122|32 - 38| 3
COUNT | CODE SECTION NO. CRIME COMMITTED (;gynvy':rgs:‘) 5' g g 8 § 8 4 g ] g § g — —
4 VC [2800.2(A) [EVADING/RECKLESS 2017 J11/20/181 X M X 4 0
5 PC |594(A) VANDALISM 2017 |11/20/18] X M X 1 4
[
/o]
[

2. ENHANCEMENTS charged and found to be true TIED TO SPECIFIC COUNTS (mainly in the PC 12022 series). List each count enhancement
horizontally. Enter time imposed, "S" for stayed, or "PS" for punishment struck. DO NOT LIST ENHANCEMENTS FULLY STRICKEN by the court.

COUNT ENHANGEMENT TIME IMPOSED,

TIME IMPOSED, TIME

“8." or "PS" ENHANCEMENT “S." or "PS” ENHANCEMENT IMPOSEDS, "s," TJOTAL
’ ? or "PS§"
1 PC 12022(B)(1) 1Y C/S 1 0
2 PC 12022(B)(1) S
6 PC 12022(B)(1) 1Y C/S 1 0

horizontally. Enter time imposed, "S" for stayed, or "PS" for punish

3. ENHANCEMENTS charged and found to be true for PRIOR CONVICTIONS OR PRISON TERMS (mainly in the PC 667 series). List all enhancements

ment struck. DO NOT LIST ENHANCEMENTS FULLY STRICKEN by the court.

TIME IMPOSED,

TIME IMPOSED, POSED,
ENHANCEMENT S o Pa ENHANCEMENT e o pe ENHANCEMENT ".’i”sE_..'“:r it TOTAL

PC 667(A) 5Y C/S 5 0

PC 667.5 1Y C/S 1 0

4. Defendant sentenced l:] to county jail per 1170(h)(1) or (2)

D to prison per 1170(a), 1170.1(a) or 1170(h)(3) due o |:| current or prior serious or violent felony D PC 290 or D PC 186.11 enhancement

per PC 667(b)-(i) or PC 1170.12 (strike prior)
|'__] per PC 1170(a)(3). Preconfinement credits equal or exceed tim:

5. INCOMPLETE SENTENCE(S) CONSECUTIVE

e imposed.[j Defendant ordered to report to local parole or probation office.

COUNTY CASE NUMBER 6. | TOTAL TIME ON ATTACHED PAGES: i | ]
7. Additional indeterminate term (see CR-292).
8. [ TOTAL TIME: J13 [4 |
Attachments may be used but must be referred to in this document. Page 10f2
Pl Coune of Catforma. FELONY ABSTRACT OF JUDGMENT—DETERMINATE 51213, 12135

CR-290 [Rev. July 1, 2012]
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CR-292
PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA vs.
DEFENDANT: FERNANDO SANCHEZ JR.
17FE017119 -A B -C -D
9. FINANCIAL OBLIGATIONS (plus any applicable penalty assessments):
a. Restitution Fines: ’
Case A: $300.00  per PC 1202.4(b) forthwith per PC 2085.5; $300.00 per PC 1202.45 suspended unless parole is revoked.
$ per PC 1202.44 is now due, probation having been revoked.
CaseB: § per PC 1202.4(b) forthwith per PC 2085.5; §. per PC 1202.45 suspended unless parole is revoked.
$ " per PC 1202.44 is now due, probation having been revoked. ’
CaseC: § per PC 1202.4(b) forthwith per PC 2085.5; § per PC 1202.45 suspended unless parole is revoked.
$__ perPC 1202.44 is now due, probation having been revoked.
CaseD: § per PC 1202.4(b) forthwith per PC 2085.5; $ " per PC 1202.45 suspended unless parole is revoked.
$ per PC 1202.44 is now due, probation having been revoked.
b. Restitution per PC 1202.4(f):
Case A § [ Amount to be determined  to 3 victims)*  [J Restitution Fund
CaseB: § : ] Amount to be determined to [ victim(s)* ] Restitution Fund
CaseC: § ] Amount to be determined  to O victim(s)* [ Restitution Fund
CaseD: § [:] Amount to be determined to O victim(s)* D Restitution Fund
'Victim name(s), if known, and amount breakdown in item 12, below. [Z] “victim name(s) in probation officer's report.
c. Fines:
Case A: § per PC 1202.5 § per VC 23550 or days O _county jail O prison in lieu of fine [ concurrent [] consecitive
[ includes:  [J $50 Lab Fee per HS 11372.5(a) s Drug Program Fee per HS 11372.7(a) for each qualifying offense
CaseB: § per PC 1202.5 § per VC 23550 or days 4 county jail Od prison in lieu of fine 3 concurrent O consecutive
[J includes:  [T] $50 Lab Fee per HS 11372.5(a) [ § Drug Program Fee per HS 11372.7(a) for each qualifying offense
CaseC: § per PC 12025 § per VC 23550 or days [ ] countyjail [J prison in fieu of fine [_] concurrent [_] consecutive
[ includes:  [] $50 Lab Fee perHS 11372.5() [1 8 Drug Program Fee per HS 11372.7(a) for each qualifying offense
CaseD: § per PC 1202.5 $ per VC 23550 or days [J county jail [J prison in lieu of fine [] concurrent [] consecutive
O includes: [ $50 Lab Fee per HS 11372.5(a) Os Drug Program Fee per HS 11372.7(a) for each qualifying offense
d. Court Security Fee: $240.00  per PC 1465.8. e. Criminal Conviction A it: $180.00  per GC 70373.

10. TESTING: a. [Y] Compliance with PC 296 verified  b. [ ] AIDS per PC 1202.1 c¢. [J other (specify):
11. REGISTRATION REQUIREMENT: [__] per (specify code section):

12. Other orders (specify):
$15.682.47 VICTIM RESTITUTION TO SACRAMENTO POLICE DEPARTMENT

13. IMMEDIATE SENTENCING: 15, CREDIT FOR TIME SERVED
{3 Probation to prepare and submit post-sentence report to CASE JTOTAL CREDITS ACTUAL LOCAL CONDUCT
CDCR per PC 1203c. N ED 495 495 =S
Defendant's race/nationa! origin: HISPANIC [¢] 4019
] 2933
14, EXECUTION OF SENTENCING IMPOSED B { } i?ﬁy
a. at initial sentencing hearing c E } 2933
2933.1
b. at resentencing per decision on appeatl [ ] 4019
¢. OJ atter revocation of probation D [[ } fosid
d. a at resentencing per recall of commitment (PC 1170(d).) : [ ] 4018
) Time Served in State Instituti
e. D other (specify). Date Sentence Pronounced lmeDMsrve in e (?Rscl ution
01 18 2019 C1 01 10

16. The defendant is remanded to the custody of the sheriff forthwith [ ] after 48 hours excluding Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays.
To be delivered to the reception center designated by the director of the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation.

O other (specify):

CLERK OF THE COURT
| hereby certify the foregoing to be a co@f the judgment made in this action.
DEPUTY'S SIGNATUREQ\ M ﬁf . OATE 182019
OR 290 Rov.January 1.20%21 [ A GMENT—PRISON COMMITMENT—INDETERMINATE Page zof 2
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