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MEMORANDUM DECISION 

 

Judge Brearcliffe authored the decision of the Court, in which Presiding 
Judge Staring and Chief Judge Vásquez concurred. 
 

 
B R E A R C L I F F E, Judge: 
 
¶1 Marisela Navarro appeals from the sentences on her 
convictions for one count of fraudulent schemes and artifices and two 
counts of theft from a vulnerable adult, after this court vacated the original 
sentences imposed and remanded for a resentencing on those convictions.  
State v. Navarro, No. 2 CA-CR 2017-0161 (Ariz. App. Nov. 21, 2018) (mem. 
decision).  Counsel has filed a brief in compliance with Anders v. California, 
386 U.S. 738 (1967), stating he has reviewed the record and has been “unable 
to find any arguable legal issues to raise on appeal.”  Consistent with State 
v. Clark, 196 Ariz. 530, ¶ 30 (App. 1999), counsel has provided “a detailed 

factual and procedural history of the case, with citations to the record,” and 
has asked us to search the record for reversible error.  Navarro has not filed 
a supplemental brief. 
 
¶2 The sentences imposed on remand are consistent with this 
court’s direction in the previous appeal and are within the statutory limits.  
See A.R.S. §§ 13-702(A), (D), 13-703(A), (H), 13-2310(A), 13-1802(G).  
However, in the course of our review, we noticed that the sentencing 
minute entry indicates that count two, theft, is designated as a “repetitive 
offense.”  This is contrary to this court’s previous decision and the trial 
court’s oral pronouncement at resentencing.  See Navarro, No. 2 CA-CR 

2017-0161, ¶ 50.  We therefore correct the sentencing minute entry to reflect 
that count two is non-repetitive.  See State v. Veloz, 236 Ariz. 532, ¶ 21 (App. 
2015) (“We may order the minute entry corrected if the record clearly 
identifies the intended sentence.”). 

 
¶3 Pursuant to our obligation under Anders, we have searched 
the record for reversible error and have found none.  We therefore affirm 
Navarro’s sentences, as corrected. 


