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Following a bench tria, defendant was convicted of malicious destruction of property under
$100, MCL 750.377a; MSA 28.609(1). Defendant appedls as of right, arguing that the evidence was
insufficient to support his conviction. We affirm.

In reviewing a dam of insufficient evidence, this Court must view the evidence, induding al
reasonable inferences arisng therefrom, in the light most favorable to the prosecution and determine
whether a rationd trier of fact could find the essentid eements of the crime were proven beyond a
reasonable doubt. People v Hutner, 209 Mich App 280, 282; 530 NW2d 174 (1995). At trid, the
complainant testified that she saw defendant throw a rock at the front of a vehicle she owned, breaking
a headlight. Other damage was done to the vehicle, but complainant testified that she did not see
defendant cause any damage other than bresking a single headlight. Contrary to defendant’s argument,
his specific intent to commit the offense may be inferred from his conduct. People v Mack, 112 Mich
App 605, 611; 317 NW2d 190 (1981). Moreover, athough the prosecutor failed to present any
direct evidence of the reasonable cost of repairing the damaged vehicle, the tria court, Sitting as trier of
fact, could properly infer that the cost of repair would be an amount less than $100. See People v
Hamblin, 224 Mich App 87, 96; 568 NW2d 339 (1997). The fact that complainant’s vehicle was
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stolen one or two days after this incident is immaterid to the vauation of damage in this case because
the proper measure of damages is that caused by the defendant’ s actions, not the actua monetary cost
to the complainant to repair the damage. Id. a 97. Accordingly, when viewed in alight most favorable
to the prosecution, the evidence was sufficient to support defendant’s conviction.

Defendant’ s conviction is affirmed, but we remand this matter to the juvenile court for the limited
purpose of amending the Order of Disposition to provide that defendant was convicted of malicious
destruction of property under $100. We do not retain jurisdiction.
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