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Case Summary

Procedural Posture
After defendant minor admitted allegations that he came
within the jurisdiction of the juvenile court, his case
was transferred to the Superior Court of San Joaquin
County (California), which entered a dispositional order
declaring the minor its ward, removing him from the
custody of his parents, and committing him to the care
of the probation office, which identified a group home as
his proper placement. The minor appealed.

Overview
The minor challenged the juvenile court’s denial of his
motion to withdraw his admission of jurisdiction. The
court found that the combination of the minor’s un-
usual immaturity for his age (as his mother and both psy-
chologists attested) and his inability to comprehend the
legal concepts involved in the trial process following the
transfer of the case (as both trial counsel and the com-
petency report attested) until after he underwent several
weeks of instruction meant there was no reasonable ba-
sis to conclude that he somehow possessed the ability to
comprehend the earlier delinquency proceedings such

that he could consult with his attorney regarding his de-
fense with a reasonable degree of rational understand-
ing. The juvenile court’s failure to give any express con-
sideration to that argument did not indicate an informed
exercise of discretion. The problem was latent, and the
written and verbal advisements and the form attesta-
tions of court and counsel did not establish affirmatively
that the minor actually had an understanding of what
had happened, or any potential defenses he might have
been able to raise.

Outcome
The court vacated the dispositional order and remanded
the matter to the juvenile court with directions to grant a
renewed motion to withdraw the minor’s admission of ju-
risdiction. If the minor did not act to withdraw his admis-
sion within 60 days of the filing of the remittitur in the ju-
venile court, the juvenile court could reissue its
dispositional order.

LexisNexis® Headnotes

Criminal Law & Procedure > Juvenile Offenders > Juvenile Pro-
ceedings > General Overview
Criminal Law & Procedure > ... > Entry of Pleas > Guilty
Pleas > Changes & Withdrawals
Criminal Law & Procedure > ... > Entry of Pleas > Guilty
Pleas > Competency
Evidence > Burdens of Proof > Clear & Convincing Proof

HN1 Pen. Code, § 1018, which governs the standards
for withdrawal of a plea in criminal cases, is not ex-
pressly applicable to admissions in juvenile court, and it
does not have a statutory counterpart in delinquency pro-
ceedings. However, the principles that underlie the stat-
ute have been imported into delinquency proceedings
in other respects. Ignorance or any other factor that pre-
vents a knowing and intelligent decision to enter a
plea would thus be good cause to allow a minor to with-
draw an admission if supported with clear and convinc-
ing evidence, a determination within the juvenile court’s
informed discretion after due consideration of the rel-
evant evidence. A developmental competence concerns a
linear process rather than discrete points in time.

Criminal Law & Procedure > Juvenile Offenders > Juvenile Proceed-
ings > General Overview
Criminal Law & Procedure > ... > Notice of Defenses > Insanity De-
fense > Competency to Stand Trial
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HN2 While a minor need not pass a civics test regard-
ing the juvenile court system to be competent to make an
admission of jurisdiction, the minor still must be able
to understand the nature of the rights he or she is waiv-
ing and the consequences of his or her actions.

Headnotes/Syllabus

Summary
CALIFORNIA OFFICIAL REPORTS SUMMARY

Defendant minor admitted allegations that he came within
the jurisdiction of the juvenile court. His case was trans-
ferred to San Joaquin County (the residence of his
mother) for disposition. The juvenile court denied the mi-
nor’s motion to withdraw his admission of jurisdiction
and entered a dispositional order declaring him its ward,
removing him from the custody of his parents and com-
mitting him to the care of the probation office, which iden-
tified a group home as his proper placement. (Superior
Court of San Joaquin County, No. 68976, W. Stephen
Scott, Judge.)

The Court of Appeal vacated the dispositional order and
remanded the matter to the juvenile court with direc-
tions. The court found that the combination of the mi-
nor’s unusual immaturity for his age (as his mother and
both psychologists attested) and his inability to compre-
hend the legal concepts involved in the trial process fol-
lowing the transfer of the case (as both trial counsel
and the competency report attested) until after he under-
went several weeks of instruction meant there was no
reasonable basis to conclude that he somehow possessed
the ability to comprehend the earlier delinquency pro-
ceedings such that he could consult with his attorney re-
garding his defense with a reasonable degree of ratio-
nal understanding. The juvenile court’s failure to give this
any express consideration did not indicate an informed
exercise of discretion. The problem was latent, and the
written and verbal advisements and the form attesta-
tions of court and counsel did not establish affirmatively
that the minor actually had an understanding of what
had happened, or any potential defenses he might have
been able to raise. (Opinion by Butz, J., with Blease, Act-
ing P. J., and Mauro, J., concurring.) [*1413]

Headnotes
CALIFORNIA OFFICIAL REPORTS HEADNOTES

CA(1) (1)
Delinquent Children § 104 > Jurisdiction Hearing > Admission of Al-

legations > Withdrawal > Competency.

Pen. Code, § 1018, which governs the standards for with-
drawal of a plea in criminal cases, is not expressly ap-
plicable to admissions in juvenile court, and it does not
have a statutory counterpart in delinquency proceed-
ings. However, the principles that underlie the statute have
been imported into delinquency proceedings in other re-
spects. Ignorance or any other factor that prevents a

knowing and intelligent decision to enter a plea would
thus be good cause to allow a minor to withdraw an ad-
mission if supported with clear and convincing evi-
dence, a determination within the juvenile court’s in-
formed discretion after due consideration of the relevant
evidence. A developmental competence concerns a lin-
ear process rather than discrete points in time.

CA(2) (2)
Delinquent Children § 104 > Jurisdiction Hearing > Admission of Al-

legations > Motion to Withdraw > Competency.

The combination of defendant minor’s unusual immatu-
rity for his age and his inability to comprehend the le-
gal concepts involved in the trial process following the
transfer of his case until after he underwent several weeks
of instruction meant there was no reasonable basis to
conclude that he somehow possessed the ability to com-
prehend the earlier delinquency proceedings such that
he could consult with his attorney regarding his defense
with a reasonable degree of rational understanding.
The juvenile court’s failure to give this any express con-
sideration when it denied the minor’s motion to with-
draw his admission of jurisdiction did not indicate an in-
formed exercise of discretion. It was insufficient for
the juvenile court to base its ruling solely on the written
and verbal advisements that the minor received in the
course of soliciting his waivers or his acknowledgments,
along with the form attestations of court and counsel
that they believed the minor understood these advise-
ments without further explanation of their meaning. The
problem was latent, and none of this established affir-
matively that the minor actually had an understanding of
what had happened, or any potential defenses he might
have been able to raise.

[Erwin et al., Cal. Criminal Defense Practice (2013) ch.
123, § 123.05.]

CA(3) (3)
Delinquent Children § 104 > Jurisdiction Hearing > Admission of Al-

legations > Competency.

While a minor need not pass a civics test regarding the ju-
venile court system to be competent to make an admis-
sion of jurisdiction, the minor still must be able to under-
stand the nature of the rights he or she is waiving and
the consequences of his or her actions.
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Opinion by: Butz, J.

Opinion

[**234] BUTZ, J.—In November 2011, the minor
Matthew N. (then 14, born Dec. 1996) admitted allega-
tions that he came within the jurisdiction of the juvenile
court because he had committed a lewd act in viola-
tion of Penal Code section 288, subdivision (a) between
October 2010 and March 2011. (Welf. & Inst. Code, §
602.)1 The San Luis Obispo County Juvenile Court trans-
ferred the case to San Joaquin County (the residence of
the minor’s mother) for disposition. (§ 750 [juvenile court
may transfer case to county of residence after finding ju-
risdiction over delinquent]; In re Brandon H. (2002)
99 Cal.App.4th 1153, 1156 [121 Cal. Rptr. 2d 530] (Bran-
don H.).) In the dispositional order, the court declared
the minor its ward, removing him from the custody of his
parents and committing him to the care of the proba-
tion office, which identified a group home as his proper
placement.

On appeal, the minor contends the [***2] juvenile
court erred in refusing to allow him to withdraw his ad-
mission of jurisdiction because he was not competent
to stand trial at that point in time. He alternately claims
his prior attorney at the time of his admission was in-
competent because he did not express a doubt about the
minor’s competence to the juvenile court despite sub-
stantial evidence of incompetence. The minor also faults
the juvenile court for failing to hold a hearing on his suit-
ability [**235] for deferred entry of judgment (§ 790 et
seq.) before accepting his second admission and transfer-
ring the case. Finally, the minor maintains he is en-
titled to additional custody credits for the period be-
tween the dispositional hearing and his transfer to the
group foster home (a point the People concede). Under the
facts presented to the juvenile court, we conclude that
evidence of the minor’s subsequent unremediated devel-
opmental incompetence precludes a finding that his ear-
lier admission of [*1415] the jurisdictional allegations
was knowing and intelligent, notwithstanding his con-
temporaneous written execution of acknowledgments and
waivers of his constitutional rights. We shall reverse
the dispositional order and remand with directions to grant
the motion to withdraw the admission if the minor re-
news it (which moots the rest of the minor’s argu-
ments).

FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

The facts establishing the violation of the Penal Code are
not material to the issues on appeal for the most part.
The parties stipulated to use of the police reports as a fac-
tual basis for the admission. In accord [***3] with the

practice of the parties on appeal, we rely on the sum-
mary of these reports in the dispositional report of the pro-
bation officer.

In March 2011, the minor was a friend of the older
brother of an eight-year-old girl and a six-year-old boy.
Both children told their parents that the minor engaged in
lewd behavior with them. (The juvenile court dis-
missed the count involving lewd acts with the boy in ac-
cepting the minor’s second admission, but the minor
agreed to allow the court to consider the facts of the dis-
missed count in connection with the disposition of the
case.) Conduct with the girl included the minor rubbing
his penis on her bare buttocks; asking if she knew
how to make a baby; lying atop her while rubbing his pe-
nis against her vagina; penetrating her vagina with his pe-
nis; and putting his tongue in her mouth. The minor
told police he had numerous uncoerced physical contacts
with the girl that were not sexually motivated but re-
sulted in him ejaculating; he did not consider this doing
anything “nasty” with her. The boy initially reported
that the minor had fellated him while the boy was sleep-
ing, but when police interviewed the boy, he denied
any contact with the minor [***4] (instead asserting that
it was his sister who had touched his penis). The minor
denied any contact with the boy.

The procedural background, by contrast, is closely inter-
woven with the minor’s argument. We must provide it
in some detail.

In October 2011, a clinical psychologist evaluated the mi-
nor in order to perform a risk assessment of his living
with his younger sisters (five and 13 years old) in the
home of his mother, “in addition to evaluating [his] cur-
rent mental state and what treatment … might … re-
duce his risk for re-offense.” (§ 741 [juvenile court may
order psychological evaluation to assist in treatment of
delinquent].) His mother believed the minor was very im-
mature for his age, and the psychologist confirmed that
the behavior and demeanor of [*1416] the minor was
more like a child four or five years younger. The mi-
nor had told the psychologist he experienced auditory hal-
lucinations and believed he had ghosts haunting him,
which she thought may or may not indicate signs of
schizophrenia. He had thought about suicide on three oc-
casions, and said these thoughts were predominating.
Nonetheless, the minor appeared fully oriented as to per-
son, place, time, and situation throughout [***5] the in-
terview. “When asked about the circumstances of the al-
leged offense, Matthew [provided] [**236]
disorganized accounts of incidents in which he was rough
-housing or playing with the victims, but denied any de-
liberate sexual contact or arousal, even though he ad-
mitted to having ejaculated after rubbing up against one
of the victims. He did not appear agitated or defensive
in protesting his innocence, and in fact his facial expres-

1 Undesignated statutory references are to the Welfare and Institutions Code.
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sion did not change throughout.” He [***6] otherwise
was unwilling to discuss his sexual interests or attitudes,
denied being sexually active, and did not recognize
any need for treatment as a sex offender or the danger
he might present to his own youngest sister; in general, he
demonstrated poor insight and judgment. It became in-
creasingly difficult during the interview to obtain coher-
ent answers from him, which was consistent with ei-
ther intense anxiety, or with a thought disorder. The minor
told the psychologist that he had received medication
for attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) from
age nine to age 12, which was stopped to evaluate his
performance without medication. The psychologist
thought this might be a cause at least in part of his dis-
tractibility.

The psychologist withheld any diagnosis of an existing
mental disorder because more investigation was neces-
sary to determine if the minor’s irrational thoughts
were psychotic or only a function of beliefs that his fa-
ther had instilled in him. The report recommended moni-
toring and treatment for depression and suicidal
thoughts (and to evaluate whether the minor would ben-
efit from resumed medication for ADHD), a determina-
tion of whether the minor had himself undergone
[***7] sexual abuse, and further exploration of the pos-

sibility of a developing psychosis. The report also con-
cluded that it would not be appropriate to place the mi-
nor with his mother; he needed a secure setting where
he could obtain treatment to prevent reoffending, which
was a serious risk in light of his denial of committing any
offenses.

At a hearing before Judge Ginger Garrett (San Luis
Obispo County) in early November 2011, the minor ad-
mitted the allegations of both counts on the condition
that he could withdraw his admissions if he was found un-
suitable for a deferred entry of judgment pursuant to sec-
tion 790 et seq. after a hearing scheduled for later in
the month.

A week later, the probation officer reported to the court
that she had determined the minor’s mother lived in San
Joaquin County (the father, with whom the minor had
previously been living, was in custody with pending
[*1417] criminal charges); given the recommendation for
a secure treatment facility in the psychologist’s report,
the probation officer advised a transfer of the case to San
Joaquin County for disposition in order to find a facil-
ity close to the mother’s home, which would be in the in-
terest of the minor (as required [***8] under § 750 for
transfer).

At a hearing the next day before Judge Richard Curtis
(that the prosecution and defense counsel had requested
after receiving the probation recommendation), the par-
ties stated that in light of the residency issue, they had
agreed the minor would withdraw the admissions condi-
tioned on deferred entry of judgment. The minor in-
stead would admit only one count of the petition.2 Judge
Curtis then accepted the minor’s admission.

At the scheduled dispositional hearing in San Joaquin
County in early December 2011, the minor’s newly ap-
pointed defense attorney expressed “substantial doubts”
about both present competence of the minor, as well as
his competence at the time [**237] of the entry of the ad-
mission to jurisdiction (which would be the basis for a
motion to withdraw the admission). Counsel made refer-
ence to the October 2011 psychological report descrip-
tion of the seemingly delayed mental development of the
minor. Counsel was willing to defer consideration of
the motion to withdraw until after addressing the mi-
nor’s present [***9] competence. The court appointed a
psychologist to evaluate the minor’s competence.

At the outset of the competence report, the psychologist
noted that the minor’s description of the six-year-old
boy as a “friend and playmate … [says] something about
Matthew’s maturity level.” The report concurred that
the minor was “very immature for his age, both psycho-
logically and socially. He even looked younger than
his years physically.” The minor seemed very naïve psy-
chosexually as well, denying any interest or participa-
tion in sexual activity. The minor also seemed unaware of
the exploitive nature of sexual activity with the victim,
considering it merely “against the law.” He denied ever be-
ing a victim of molestation. He showed signs of
ADHD during the interview, and mentioned that he had
been evaluated for special education classes but did not
qualify. The report did not agree that the minor was sui-
cidal, or possibly psychotic (the beliefs in ghosts and spir-
its being attributable to his father, which are “com-
monly held” by “millions of others” in “different parts
of the world”). His thinking was neither irrational nor dis-
organized, and his test scores indicated average or be-
low average [***10] abilities [*1418] to read and write
without any significant deficits. In an anxiety test, the mi-
nor scored in the 99th percentile, which might explain
the peculiarities in his thinking and behavior that he dis-
played in his previous evaluation.

On the issue of the minor’s competence to stand trial,
the report listed a host of basic legal concepts about which
he lacked understanding,3 summarizing these as demon-
strating that he was “close to being competent but not

2 This disqualified him from consideration for deferred entry of judgment. (§ 791, subd. (a)(3); In re T.J. (2010) 185 Cal.App.4th
1504, 1511 [111 Cal.Rptr.3d 298].)

3 While the minor had a rational understanding of the charges against him (that he committed some sort of sexual offense), he
did not understand the distinction between a misdemeanor and felony and was unaware of his potential punishment. He knew the pub-
lic defender was his advocate, but did not know the role of the prosecutor. He did not know what would happen if he did not ad-
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quite there. What he lacked most was a better proce-
dural and factual understanding of a trial process and what
a plea bargain was. This Matthew could obtain by com-
pleting a competency training class.”

On receipt of the report, the juvenile court held a hear-
ing at which the prosecutor refused to stipulate to a find-
ing of incompetence and defense counsel would not as-
sent to competence training absent the stipulation. The
juvenile court suspended proceedings and referred the
minor for competence training without the stipulation,
pending a trial on competence to be set at a later date.

In late January 2012, the parties stipulated to submitting
the issue of competence on the December 2011 evalua-
tion; the juvenile court (Judge Roger Ross presiding)
found the minor was not competent to proceed as a mat-
ter of developmental delay or lack of maturity (but not on
the basis of any mental disorder or disability), so com-
petency training should continue. The juvenile court re-
jected defense counsel’s assertion that this finding
should apply [**238] to the minor’s competence in No-
vember 2011, because the court “[did not] know that”
in light of the absence of any mention of his lack of un-
derstanding in the record of the proceedings in the trans-
ferring [***12] county, and “his competency today might
be different than it was a month ago.”

Defense counsel filed a motion to withdraw the minor’s
admission on the ground that he was not competent to
enter a knowing and intelligent admission at that time.
Counsel also asserted that prior counsel was incompe-
tent in failing to determine this. In the supporting decla-
ration, defense [*1419] counsel asserted that his conver-
sations with the minor confirmed the October 2011
evaluation, in that the minor was “demonstrably child-
like … and was unable to carry on a meaningful conver-
sation about the mere basics of his legal situation, the
rights and procedures involved.” The minor also filed a
declaration, in which he attested to only brief meetings
with prior counsel, who did not explain what was hap-
pening, and the minor had simply initialed the admis-
sions form at counsel’s direction without reading
them.

The minor successfully completed the legal competency
training course in late February 2012. His evaluator be-
lieved he understood the process and now had the abil-
ity to assist counsel in a rational manner in his own de-
fense. The parties appeared at a hearing the next day and

stipulated that the minor had attained [***13] compe-
tence, at which point the juvenile court (Judge Stephen
Scott presiding) ordered the proceedings reinstated
and set the motion to withdraw the minor’s admission
for March 2012.4

At the hearing on the motion to withdraw the minor’s ad-
mission (Judge Scott again presiding), defense counsel
asserted that the minor “was completely ignorant about
what had transpired in San Luis Obispo County and
why exactly he was here.” Counsel again adverted to the
consistent [***14] evaluations of the minor’s immatu-
rity. He further argued that prior counsel was simply in-
different to whether the minor understood the proceed-
ings. He reiterated his previous proposition: “This child is
14. If he is not competent in January of this year
[(2012)], then he wasn’t competent in October [2011]
and it’s not just an extrapolation of that fact. If he doesn’t
have the sophistication, the knowledge, the intelli-
gence, the vision in January, he can’t possibly at his age
have had it in October of last year.” The prosecutor ob-
jected to the absence of any testimony from the prior at-
torney or the psychologists who evaluated the minor,
and focused the juvenile court on the written waivers from
the admission.

The juvenile court, relying solely on the written waivers
that the minor had executed in connection with his ad-
missions (and the certifications of prior counsel and the
transferring juvenile court that the minor had been ad-
vised of [*1420] his rights and intelligently understood
the nature and consequences of the proceedings),
found the minor had not met his burden of establishing
[**239] good cause to withdraw his admission, and set

the matter for disposition (which, as we noted above, re-
sulted [***15] in a finding of wardship and a place-
ment in a group foster home).

DISCUSSION

HN1 CA(1) (1) Penal Code section 1018, which gov-
erns the standards for withdrawal of pleas in criminal
cases, is not expressly applicable to admissions in juve-
nile court, and it does not have a statutory counterpart
in delinquency proceedings. However, the principles that
underlie the statute have been imported into delin-
quency proceedings in other respects. (In re Francis W.
(1974) 42 Cal.App.3d 892, 903 [117 Cal. Rptr. 277] [im-
porting requirement that delinquent must personally en-
ter plea]; In re M.G.S. (1968) 267 Cal.App.2d 329, 339 [72

mit the allegations, and did not understand the process of a trial or who determined the outcome. He did not understand the privi-
lege against self-incrimination (and [***11] thus might not have been properly advised before speaking to the police, a fact
absent from the police reports), or what was at stake in waiving his trial rights.

4 The prosecutor incorrectly opposed entertaining the motion on the ground that the transferring county (San Luis Obispo) was
the proper venue in which to make the motion to withdraw the admission of jurisdiction because the percipient witnesses of
the minor’s competence at that time were located there. (Brandon H., supra, 99 Cal.App.4th at p. 1156 [once a case is trans-
ferred upon finding of jurisdiction, “[t]here is no statutory provision for a transfer back to the original court …” or for joint juris-
diction of any kind; thus, second court erred in refusing to consider motion to withdraw admission].) Apparently, the juvenile
court disregarded the prosecutor’s assertion after reviewing Brandon H. at the request of defense counsel.
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Cal.Rptr. 808] [same]; cf. In re Jermaine B. (1999) 69
Cal.App.4th 634, 640 [81 Cal. Rptr. 2d 734] [importing
Pen. Code, § 1192.5 with respect to plea bargains].)

Ignorance or any other factor that prevents a knowing
and intelligent decision to enter a plea (see People v.
Mosby (2004) 33 Cal.4th 353, 359 [15 Cal. Rptr. 3d 262,
92 P.3d 841] [listing necessary advisements to guaran-
tee knowing and intelligent decision]) would thus be good
cause to allow a minor to withdraw an admission if sup-
ported with clear and convincing evidence, a determi-
nation within the juvenile court’s informed discretion af-
ter due consideration of the relevant evidence (People
v. Cruz (1974) 12 Cal.3d 562, 566 [116 Cal. Rptr. 242, 526
P.2d 250]; People v. Ravaux (2006) 142 Cal.App.4th
914, 917 [49 Cal. Rptr. 3d 211]).

CA(2) (2) It [***16] is true, as Judge Ross mused, that
a lack of competence stemming from a mental disor-
der at one point in time is not probative of a different point
in time. (E.g., People v. Blair (2005) 36 Cal.4th 686,
714 [31 Cal. Rptr. 3d 485, 115 P.3d 1145] [psychiatric
commitment 15 years before trial did not give trial court
a reasonable basis for a doubt about competence].) But
we are here concerned with a developmental compe-
tence, which concerns a linear process rather than dis-
crete points in time. Defense counsel’s central argument
was the minor’s unusual immaturity for his age (as his
mother and both psychologists attested) and his inability
to comprehend the legal concepts involved in the trial
process following the transfer of the case (as both trial
counsel and the competency report attested) until after he
underwent several weeks of instruction. This combina-
tion—unusual immaturity and inability to understand the
legal concepts involved—meant there was no reason-
able basis to conclude that the minor somehow pos-
sessed the ability to comprehend the earlier proceedings
in November 2011 such that he could consult with his
[*1421] attorney regarding his defense with a reason-

able degree of rational understanding. (Timothy J. v. Su-
perior Court (2007) 150 Cal.App.4th 847, 860–861
[58 Cal. Rptr. 3d 746] [***17] [incompetence may be
matter of mental immaturity as well, in addition to men-
tal disorder or developmental disability].) Judge Scott’s
failure to give any express consideration to this argu-
ment (whether on the same basis as Judge Ross or not)
does not indicate an informed exercise of discretion.

CA(3) (3) It was insufficient for the juvenile court to base
its ruling solely on the written and verbal advisements
that the minor received in the course of soliciting his waiv-
ers or his acknowledgments (to which he invariably re-

sponded with a simple “yes”), along with the form attes-
tations of court and counsel that they believed the
minor understood these advisements without further ex-
planation of their meaning (even though both were aware
from the Oct. 2011 psychological report that the
[**240] minor might be unusually immature). The prob-

lem was latent, and none of this established affirma-
tively that the minor actually had an understanding of
what had happened, or any potential defenses he might
have been able to raise (such as a lack of proper advise-
ments before police questioning). This is akin to going
through the rote litany of advisements with a defendant,
eliciting monosyllabic responses, and then [***18] later
discovering he had only a marginal fluency in English
about which no one questioned him. It is beside the
point, as the People urge, that the minor did not have a
mental disorder or disability and was capable of having an
understanding of the legal concepts involved in admit-
ting the allegations—it is the absence of any evidence he
in fact possessed this understanding of the legal con-
cepts involved before he underwent competency instruc-
tion that is the problem. HN2 While the minor need
not “pass a civics test regarding the juvenile court sys-
tem” to be competent (In re Alejandro G. (2012) 205
Cal.App.4th 472, 475, 480 [140 Cal. Rptr. 3d 340]),
he still must be able to understand the nature of the rights
he is waiving and the consequences of his actions.

We therefore must vacate the dispositional order and re-
mand the matter. It may be that with the passage of
time the minor no longer desires to withdraw the admis-
sion because he has benefitted from his placement. We
therefore will condition our reversal on the minor’s renew-
ing his motion to withdraw, at which point the juvenile
court shall grant the motion. In light of this resolution, we
do not need to decide if prior counsel was ineffective
for failing to [***19] explore whether the minor was com-
petent to admit jurisdiction. It also moots the issues of
the failure to give any further consideration to deferred en-
try of judgment before transfer, or to credit the minor
with his additional period in custody after the entry of the
dispositional order. [*1422]

DISPOSITION

The dispositional order is vacated and the matter re-
manded to the juvenile court with directions to grant a re-
newed motion to withdraw the minor’s admission of ju-
risdiction. If he does not act to withdraw his admission
within 60 days of the filing of the remittitur in the juve-
nile court, the court may reissue its dispositional order.

Blease, Acting P. J., and Mauro, J., concurred.

Page 6 of 6

216 Cal. App. 4th 1412, *1420; 157 Cal. Rptr. 3d 233, **239; 2013 Cal. App. LEXIS 450, ***15

Arthur Bowie


	In re Matthew N.



