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SUMMARY

The California Court of Appeal reverses an order granting Isaac Daniel Lara’s petition to recall and

resentence his juvenile-offender sentence under Penal Code section 1170, subdivision (d)(1)(A). The

court holds that Lara, who received a sentence of 79 years to life with the possibility of parole, did not

qualify for statutory relief applicable to offenders sentenced to life without parole. The court further

concludes that a subsequent youth offender parole hearing under Penal Code section 3051 mooted the

functional-equivalent-of-LWOP rationale recognized in People v. Heard.
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reversed

The People appealed orders granting Lara's petition to recall his
sentence under Penal Code section 1170, subdivision (d)(1)(A),
conditionally reversing his conviction and sentence, and certifying the
matter to juvenile court for Proposition 57 proceedings.

Not expressly stated; the Court of Appeal reviewed the trial court's

statutory eligibility and mootness determinations on appeal.
published and certified for publication

The People v. Isaac Daniel Lara

mootness criminal procedure appellate procedure



criminal procedure  appellate procedure  statutory interpretation  juvenile sentencing  post-conviction relief

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Penal Code section 1170, subdivision (d)(1)(A), authorizes recall and resentencing for a
juvenile offender sentenced to 79 years to life with the possibility of parole rather than life without

parole.

2. Whether Lara's receipt of a youth offender parole hearing under Penal Code section 3051 mooted the

appeal and the claim that his sentence was the functional equivalent of life without parole.

3. Whether the trial court erred by recalling Lara's sentence, conditionally reversing his conviction and

sentence, and certifying the matter to juvenile court.

HOLDINGS

1. Section 1170, subdivision (d)(1)(A), provides relief to juvenile offenders sentenced to life without the
possibility of parole; Lara was sentenced to 79 years to life with the possibility of parole and therefore

did not qualify under the statute.

2. The appeal was moot because Lara had received a youth offender parole hearing under Penal Code
section 3051 and therefore was not presently serving the functional equivalent of a life-without-parole

sentence.

3. The trial court's orders were erroneous and were reversed.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“When the reason of a rule ceases, so should the rule itself.” (p. 1)
“We agree with the People that the “Heard” rule has been mooted by the Legislature.” (p. 5)

“Here, appellant has been given a parole hearing and so it is plain to see that he is not presently serving the

functional equivalent of LWOP.” (p. 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Lara committed the offenses in 2000 at age 17. A jury convicted him of first degree murder, attempted murder,
shooting at people in an occupied motor vehicle, and assault with a semiautomatic firearm, with firearm
enhancements. In 2002, the trial court imposed a determinate term of 29 years and a consecutive indeterminate
term of 50 years to life, for a total sentence of 79 years to life with the possibility of parole. In October 2024,
Lara received a youth offender parole hearing under Penal Code section 3051 and was found unsuitable for

parole.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Lara was convicted in 2002 of first degree murder, attempted murder, shooting at people in an occupied motor
vehicle, and assault with a semiautomatic firearm for crimes committed when he was 17. He received a sentence
of 79 years to life with the possibility of parole. In 2024, the trial court granted his petition to recall the sentence,

finding the sentence functionally equivalent to life without parole, and certified the matter to juvenile court.



While the appeal was pending, Lara received a youth offender parole hearing under Penal Code section 3051 and

was found unsuitable for parole. The Court of Appeal reversed the trial court's orders.

DISPOSITION

reversed
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