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CROUSE, Judge.

{1} Defendant-appellant J.M. entered admissions to acts which, had they
been committed by an adult, would constitute complicity to aggravated robbery and
complicity to the accompanying firearm specifications for her role in a series of
robberies. The juvenile court committed J.M. to the Ohio Department of Youth
Services (“DYS”) for three years on each of the firearm specifications.

{92} J.M. has appealed, arguing in three assignments of error that (1) the
juvenile court erred in imposing three-year commitments for the firearm
specifications where all parties stipulated that she was not the principal offender and
did not furnish, use, or dispose of the gun used by the principal offender; (2) she was
denied the effective assistance of counsel under the Sixth and Fourteenth
Amendments to the United States Constitution and Article I, Section 10 of the Ohio
Constitution; and (3) the juvenile court did not substantially comply with Juv.R. 29
when it improperly advised her that she could receive a three-year commitment to
DYS for each firearm specification when she was only complicit to the underlying
offense.

{93} If a juvenile is complicit to an offense where the principal offender
would be guilty of a firearm specification under R.C. 2941.145, but the juvenile did
not furnish, use, or dispose of the firearm that was involved in the underlying
offense, in addition to any other penalty, the court may impose no more than a one-
year commitment to DYS. R.C. 2152.17(B)(1).

{94} The state concedes that J.M. was not the principal offender and did

not furnish, use, or dispose of the firearm, and therefore, the juvenile court was
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limited to imposing a maximum commitment of one year on each of the firearm

specifications.

Conclusion

{45} The first assignment of error is sustained and the cause is remanded to
the juvenile court to conduct a dispositional hearing on the firearm specifications.
The remainder of the juvenile court’s judgments are affirmed. Due to our disposition
of the first assignment of error, we do not address the second or third assignments of
error.

Judgments affirmed in part, reversed in part, and cause remanded.

Mock, P.J., and BERGERON, J., concur.

Please note:
The court has recorded its own entry on the date of the release of this opinion.



