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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of California considered whether substantial evidence supported two attempted-
murder convictions where the defendant fired a single bullet into a vehicle occupied by a mother and
her infant son. The court held that, under the deferential sufficiency-of-the-evidence standard, the
circumstances supported an inference that the defendant intended to kill both victims and affirmed the

judgment of the Court of Appeal.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether substantial evidence supported Smith's conviction for attempting to murder the infant when he

fired a single bullet into a vehicle occupied by the infant and the infant's mother.

2. Whether firing a single shot at two victims who were both visible and directly in the shooter's line of fire
legally precluded separate attempted-murder convictions.

3. Whether the concurrent-intent or kill-zone theory recognized in People v. Bland controlled the

sufficiency-of-the-evidence analysis.

HOLDINGS

1. Substantial evidence supported the jury's finding that Smith acted with the specific intent to kill the
infant. A rational jury could infer express malice from Smith's purposeful discharge of a lethal firearm at

close range while knowing that both the mother and infant were directly in his line of fire.

2. The fact that Smith fired only a single bullet did not, as a matter of law, preclude two attempted-murder
convictions.

3. People v. Bland did not require the court to analyze this single-shot case under a kill-zone theory, and

Bland did not preclude the convictions.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under the applicable deferential standard of review, we conclude the evidence is sufficient to support the
jury’s verdict finding defendant acted with intent to kill the baby as well as the mother. The fact that only a
single bullet was fired into the vehicle does not, as a matter of law, compel a different conclusion.” (37 Cal.
4th at 733)

“The fact that only a single bullet was fired into the vehicle, or that defendant exhibited overt animosity

toward the mother but not the baby moments before the shooting, does not, as a matter of law, compel a
different result.” (37 Cal. 4th at 745)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Smith fired a single .38-caliber bullet from approximately one car length behind a vehicle as it pulled away from
a curb. The vehicle was driven by Karen A., and her three-month-old son was secured in a rear-facing car seat
directly behind her; both were in the shooter's line of fire. The bullet shattered the rear windshield, narrowly

missed both victims, passed through the driver's headrest, and lodged in the driver's-side door. Smith denied
being the shooter, but the jury rejected his account.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A jury convicted Smith of attempted murder of Karen A. and her infant son, shooting at an occupied vehicle,
child endangerment, and assault with a firearm. The trial court imposed concurrent 27-year terms for the two

attempted-murder convictions and stayed punishment on the remaining counts under Penal Code section 654.



The Court of Appeal held the evidence sufficient to support the infant's attempted-murder conviction, and the

California Supreme Court affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The judgment of the Court of Appeal was affirmed, with the matter remanded to that court for further

proceedings consistent with the opinion.
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