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SUMMARY

The California Supreme Court held that courts should first examine specific sentencing statutes to
determine whether multiple sentence enhancements may be imposed, resorting to Penal Code section
654 only if those statutes do not provide an answer. The court concluded that Penal Code section
1170.1 permits imposing both one firearm-use enhancement and one great-bodily-injury enhancement
for a single offense. It therefore reversed the Court of Appeal's judgment staying the firearm-use
enhancement.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Penal Code section 654 applies to multiple sentence enhancements arising from a single
criminal act.

2. If section 654 applies when the specific enhancement statutes do not resolve the issue, how its
prohibition against multiple punishment operates for multiple enhancements.

3. Whether Penal Code section 1170.1, subdivisions (f) and (g), permit imposing both one firearm-use
enhancement and one great-bodily-injury enhancement for the same offense.

4. Whether the rule of lenity requires imposing only one of the two enhancements.

HOLDINGS

1. When determining whether multiple enhancements may be imposed, courts must first examine the
specific sentencing statutes governing the enhancements. If those statutes answer the question, the court
must apply them without resort to the more general prohibition in Penal Code section 654.

2. As a default rule, Penal Code section 654 applies to sentence enhancements when the specific
enhancement statutes do not provide the answer.

3. Penal Code section 1170.1, subdivisions (f) and (g), permits imposing both one weapon enhancement
and one great-bodily-injury enhancement for the same offense when both apply.

4. The rule of lenity does not require imposing only one enhancement because the court could fairly
discern legislative intent to permit one weapon enhancement and one great-bodily-injury enhancement.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We conclude that a court deciding how multiple enhancements interact should first examine the specific
sentencing statutes. If, as is often the case, these statutes provide the answer, the court should apply that
answer and stop there.” (159-160)

“Thus, when applied to multiple enhancements for a single crime, section 654 bars multiple punishment for
the same aspect of a criminal act.” (164)

“The history of the amendments of section 1170.1 leading to its current subdivisions (f) and (g), as well as the
committee reports on Senate Bill No. 721, make clear the Legislature that enacted those subdivisions intended
to permit the sentencing court to impose both one weapon enhancement and one great-bodily-enhancement
for all crimes.” (168)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Ahmed shot his girlfriend in the stomach with a .38-caliber handgun. A jury convicted him of assault with a
firearm and found true allegations that he personally used a firearm and personally inflicted great bodily injury
under circumstances involving domestic violence. The trial court imposed both enhancements, along with the
assault term and two prior-prison-term enhancements.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A jury convicted Ahmed of assault with a firearm and found true firearm-use and great-bodily-injury
enhancements; he also admitted two prior prison terms. The trial court imposed a 13-year sentence, including
both enhancements. The Court of Appeal stayed the firearm-use enhancement under section 654, reduced the
sentence to 10 years, and otherwise affirmed. The Supreme Court reversed the Court of Appeal's judgment and
remanded for further proceedings.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The judgment of the Court of Appeal was reversed, and the matter was remanded to that court for further
proceedings consistent with the opinion.
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