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I.  ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR 

1. The trial court exceeded its statutory authority in imposing a 

number of community custody conditions that are not crime-

related. 

2. The trial court erred in imposing community custody 

conditions related to “Offenses Involving Alcohol/Controlled 

Substances” and prohibiting the “use” of alcohol. 

3. The trial court exceeded its statutory authority in imposing a 

number of community custody conditions that are 

unconstitutionally vague. 

4. The community custody condition prohibiting Appellant from 

entering “drug areas as defined by court or CCO” is 

unconstitutionally vague. 

5. The community custody condition requiring Appellant to 

“[i]nform the supervising CCO and sexual deviancy 

treatment provider of any dating relationship” is 

unconstitutionally vague. 

II.  ISSUES PERTAINING TO THE ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR 
 

1. Should community custody conditions related to “Offenses 

Involving Alcohol/Controlled Substances” and prohibiting the 

“use” of alcohol be stricken because they are not crime-
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related?  (Assignments of Error 1 & 2) 

2. Does the community custody condition prohibiting Appellant 

from entering “drug areas as defined by court or CCO” 

violate due process because it does not provide fair warning 

of proscribed conduct and exposes Appellant to arbitrary 

enforcement?  (Assignments of Error 3 & 4) 

3. Does the community custody condition requiring Appellant to 

inform his CCO and treatment provider of any “dating 

relationship” violate due process because it does not provide 

fair warning of proscribed conduct and exposes Appellant to 

arbitrary enforcement?  (Assignments of Error 3 & 5) 

III.  STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

 The State charged Shawn Dee Morgan with 47 counts of 

first degree possession of depictions of a minor engaged in 

sexually explicit conduct (RCW 9.68A.011(4)(a)-(e), RCW 

9.68A.070(1)).  (CP 4-20)  The unlawful images were found on a 

USB drive, SD cards, CDs, and a computer belonging to Morgan.  

(CP 1-3, 88-89)  Under separate cause numbers, the State charged 

Morgan with additional charges of rape of a child, child molestation, 

manufacture of a controlled substance, and possession of a 

controlled substance.  (CP 32, 39-40) 
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 Morgan subsequently agreed to plead guilty to an amended 

Information charging eight counts of possession of depictions of a 

minor engaged in sexually explicit conduct.  (CP 65-68, 71-82; 

12/20/17 RP 9-19)1  Morgan stipulated that each crime was 

separate and distinct conduct, and stipulated to his offender score 

and standard range.  (CP 72, 75, 83-87, 88-89; 12/20/17 RP 12-14)  

The State agreed to recommend the high end of Morgan’s standard 

range on each count, 102 months each, and to recommend that the 

sentences run concurrent with each other and with sentences 

eventually imposed under the separate cause numbers.  (CP 75; 

12/20/17 RP 12-14)  After a lengthy colloquy, the trial court 

accepted Morgan’s plea.  (12/20/17 RP 10-19) 

 The trial court adopted the agreed sentencing 

recommendation and imposed a total of 102 months of confinement 

concurrent with Morgan’s other cases.  (CP 103-04; 02/23/18 RP 

3395, 3400)  The court also imposed 18-36 months of community 

custody, and ordered a number of standard and special conditions 

of community custody.2  (CP 104, 108, 112-13)  Morgan filed a 

                                                 
1 Citations to the transcripts will be to the date of the proceeding followed by the 
page number. 
2 A copy of Appendix H of the Judgment and Sentence, which lists all of the 
additional and special conditions of community custody, is attached in the 
Appendix to this brief. 
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timely notice of appeal.  (CP 116) 

IV.  ARGUMENT & AUTHORITIES 

A. THE TRIAL COURT EXCEEDED ITS STATUTORY AUTHORITY IN 

IMPOSING A NUMBER OF COMMUNITY CUSTODY CONDITIONS 

THAT ARE NOT CRIME-RELATED. 
 
The trial court erred in imposing several community custody 

conditions relating to alcohol and controlled substances that are not 

crime-related.  The trial court’s authority to impose a sentence in a 

criminal proceeding is strictly limited to that authorized by the 

legislature in the sentencing statutes.  State v. Johnson, 180 Wn. 

App. 318, 325, 327 P.3d 704 (2014).  RCW 9.94A.703 sets out 

mandatory, waivable, and discretionary community custody 

conditions that the trial court may impose.  Any conditions not 

expressly authorized by statute must be crime-related.  RCW 

9.94A.703(3)(f); see State v. Jones, 118 Wn. App. 199, 207-08, 76 

P.3d 258 (2003).   

The SRA defines a “crime-related prohibition” as an “order of 

a court prohibiting conduct that directly relates to the circumstances 

of the crime for which the offender has been convicted.”  RCW 

9.94A.030(10).  The condition need not be causally related to the 

crime, but it must be directly related to the crime.  State v. Zimmer, 

146 Wn. App. 405, 413, 190 P.3d 121 (2008).  Thus, crime-related 
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conditions of community custody must be supported by evidence 

showing the factual relationship between the crime punished and 

the condition imposed.  State v. Parramore, 53 Wn. App. 527, 531, 

768 P.2d 530 (1989).  Substantial evidence must support a 

determination that a condition is crime-related.  State v. Motter, 139 

Wn. App. 797, 801, 162 P.3d 1190 (2007).3 

 As long as a trial court has statutory authorization to impose 

a condition, its decision to do so is reviewed for abuse of discretion.  

Johnson, 180 Wn. App. at 326; State v. Irwin, 191 Wn. App. 644, 

656, 364 P.3d 830 (2015).4  RCW 9.94A.703(3)(f) authorizes a trial 

court to impose “crime-related” conditions.  But in this case, the trial 

court abused its discretion when it imposed a number of conditions 

that were not “crime-related.” 

1. The community custody conditions related to “Offenses 
Involving Alcohol/Controlled Substances” should be 
stricken because they are not crime-related. 

 
 The trial court checked the boxes for the four pre-printed 

“Additional Crime-Related Prohibitions” included under the sub-

                                                 
3 Overruled on other grounds, State v. Sanchez Valencia, 169 Wn.2d 782, 239 
P.3d 1059 (2010). 
4 Defense counsel did not object to the improper community custody conditions in 
the trial court below.  However, a defendant may assert a pre-enforcement 
challenge to community custody conditions for the first time on appeal because 
the challenge is primarily legal, does not require further factual development, and 
the challenged action is final.  State v. Bahl, 164 Wn.2d 739, 751, 193 P.3d 678 
(2008). 
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heading “Offenses Involving Alcohol/Controlled Substances.”  (CP 

113)  These additional prohibitions ordered Morgan not to: 

 “purchase or possess alcohol” (additional prohibition 19) 

 “enter drug areas as defined by court or CCO” (additional 
prohibition 20) 

 “enter any bars/taverns/lounges or other places where 
alcohol is the primary source of business [including] 
casinos and or any location which requires you to be over 
21 years of age” (additional prohibition 21) 
 

(CP 113)  The court also ordered Morgan to obtain an alcohol and 

chemical dependency evaluation and to “follow through with all 

recommendations of the evaluator” (additional prohibition 22).  (CP 

113)  These conditions are not crime-related.  

Morgan pleaded guilty, so there was no trial.  But the 

offenses are described in the certification for determination of 

probable cause, and there is no mention of alcohol or controlled 

substances being present or consumed, or in any other way 

contributing to or playing a part in the commission of Morgan’s 

possession of child pornography offenses.  (CP 1-3) 

Appellate courts have struck community custody conditions 

under similar circumstances, when there is “no evidence” in the 

record that the circumstances of the crime related to the community 

custody condition.  See Jones, 118 Wn. App. at 207-08 (reversing 

order to participate in alcohol counseling because “nothing in the 
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evidence here shows that alcohol contributed to Jones’ offenses or 

that the trial court’s requirement of alcohol counseling was ‘crime-

related’”); Zimmer, 146 Wn. App. at 413 (reversing condition that 

defendant not have a cell phone after finding “no evidence in the 

record” that defendant used cell phones to facilitate drug 

possession or distribution); State v. O'Cain, 144 Wn. App. 772, 775, 

184 P.3d 1262 (2008) (striking condition that prohibited defendant's 

Internet use after finding “no evidence that [the defendant] 

accessed the Internet before the rape or that Internet use 

contributed in any way to the crime”); State v. Johnson, 180 Wn. 

App. at 330-31 (striking Internet related community custody 

condition because “there [were] no findings suggesting any nexus 

between [the defendant's] offense and any computer use or Internet 

use”). 

Furthermore, in most circumstances, children cannot even 

enter bars, taverns, or cocktail lounges.  See RCW 66.44.310; 

WAC 314-02-037.  Thus, no connection exists between the child 

sex offenses that Morgan was convicted of and the act of entering 

into bars, taverns, or cocktail lounges.  It makes no sense that 

Morgan is prohibited from entering any place where children 

congregate (additional prohibition 18), but is also prohibited from 
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entering the one category of places that children cannot 

congregate.  These conditions simply bear no relation to the 

circumstances of Morgan’s offenses.  

The trial court therefore exceeded its authority in imposing 

these “Offenses Involving Alcohol/Controlled Substances” 

prohibitions because the conditions are not crime-related.  They 

should, therefore, be stricken.  See O’Cain, 144 Wn. App. at 775 

(remanding to the trial court to strike a condition of community 

custody that was not crime related). 

2. The community custody condition prohibiting the “use” of 
alcohol should be stricken because it is not authorized by 
statute and is not crime-related. 

 
The court ordered that Morgan “not use or consume alcohol” 

(special condition 11).  (CP 112).  But a prohibition on the “use” of 

alcohol is not authorized by statute.  RCW 9.94A.703(3)(e) 

authorizes the trial court to prohibit an offender “from possessing or 

consuming alcohol” whether or not alcohol was related to the 

charged offense.  Thus, the trial court had authority to prohibit the 

possession or consumption of alcohol. 

However, the “‘[u]se’ of alcohol is different from the 

consumption of alcohol.”  State v. Norris, __ Wn. App. __, 404 P.3d 
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83, 90 (2017).5  Likewise, the “use” of alcohol is different from the 

possession of alcohol.  Thus, the trial court lacked authority to 

prohibit Morgan from using alcohol, a much broader range of 

behavior, unless the use was crime-related.   

As argued above, there is no evidence that Morgan’s 

criminal conduct in this case was related to the use of alcohol.  The 

condition prohibiting “use” of alcohol should therefore be stricken.  

See Norris, 404 P.3d at 90 (special condition prohibiting “use” of 

alcohol should be stricken because it exceeds the trial court’s 

authority and is not crime related). 

B. SEVERAL COMMUNITY CUSTODY CONDITIONS MUST BE 

STRICKEN BECAUSE THEY ARE UNCONSTITUTIONALLY VAGUE. 
 
The trial court imposed additional conditions requiring 

Morgan to inform his CCO and sexual deviancy treatment provider 

of any “dating relationship” (special condition 5).  (CP 112)  The trial 

court also prohibited Morgan from entering any “drug areas as 

defined by court or CCO” (additional prohibition 20).  (CP 113)  

These conditions are unconstitutionally vague because they 

insufficiently apprise Morgan of prohibited conduct and allow for 

arbitrary enforcement.   

                                                 
5 Review granted on other grounds, 190 Wn.2d 1002, 413 P.3d 12 (2018). 
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The due process vagueness doctrine under the Fourteenth 

Amendment and article I, section 3 of the Washington Constitution 

requires the State to provide citizens with fair warning of proscribed 

conduct.  State v. Bahl, 164 Wn.2d 739, 752, 193 P.3d 678 (2008). 

The doctrine also protects from arbitrary, ad hoc or discriminatory 

enforcement.  State v. Halstien, 122 Wn.2d 109, 116-17, 857 P.2d 

270 (1993).  A condition is unconstitutionally vague if it (1) does not 

define the criminal offense with sufficient definiteness that ordinary 

people can understand what conduct is proscribed or (2) does not 

provide ascertainable standards of guilt to protect against arbitrary 

enforcement.  Bahl, 164 Wn.2d at 752-53. 

1. The prohibition against entering “drug areas” is 
unconstitutionally vague. 

 
Additional prohibition 20 states, “Do not enter drug areas as 

defined by court or CCO.”  (CP 113)  In Irwin, Division 1 considered 

a similar community custody condition which provided, “Do not 

frequent areas where minor children are known to congregate, as 

defined by the supervising [community corrections officer].”  191 

Wn. App. at 649.  The court concluded that, “without some 

clarifying language, or an illustrative list of prohibited locations, the 

condition does not give ordinary people sufficient notice to 
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‘understand what conduct is proscribed.’”  Irwin, 191 Wn. App. at 

655 (quoting Bahl, 164 Wn.2d at 753).   

In Bahl, the Supreme Court held that a condition prohibiting 

the defendant from possessing or accessing pornographic material 

“as directed by the supervising [CCO]” was unconstitutionally 

vague.  164 Wn.2d at 753.  “The fact that the condition provides 

that Bahl’s community corrections officer can direct what falls within 

the condition only makes the vagueness problem more apparent, 

since it virtually acknowledges that on its face it does not provide 

ascertainable standards of enforcement.”  Bahl, 164 Wn.2d at 758. 

As in Bahl and Irwin, the condition prohibiting Morgan from 

entering “drug areas” as defined by his CCO fails to provide 

sufficient definiteness.  The condition does not tell Morgan where 

he can and cannot go.  And the phrase “drug area” is even more 

vague than the phrase “area where minor children are known to 

congregate.”  What is a drug area?  Is there a particular amount or 

volume or type of drug-related activity that qualifies a geographic 

space or location as a “drug area?”  And by what method is one 

meant to ascertain this information?  An ordinary person could not 

possibly know with any degree of certainty what areas are off limits 

or what conduct is proscribed under this condition.  
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2. The condition requiring Morgan to report any “dating 
relationship” is unconstitutionally vague. 

 
Special condition 5 requires Morgan to “Inform the 

supervising CCO and sexual deviancy treatment provider of any 

dating relationship.”  (CP 112) The condition does not provide 

Morgan with adequate notice of what he must do to avoid sanction 

and does not prevent arbitrary enforcement because it is not clear 

what constitutes a “dating relationship.” 

Commonly understood, a “relationship” is “a state of affairs 

existing between those having relations or dealing.”  WEBSTER’S 

THIRD NEW INT’L DICTIONARY at 1916 (2002).  In the context of 

interaction between people, a “date” means “an appointment or 

engagement [usually] for a specified time . . . [especially]: an 

appointment between two persons of the opposite sex for the 

mutual enjoyment of some form of social activity” or “an occasion 

(as an evening) of social activity arranged in advance between two 

persons of opposite sex.”  WEBSTER’S at 576.  Referring to a 

person, a “date” is “a person of the opposite sex with whom one 

enjoys such an occasion of social activity.”  WEBSTER’S at 576.  

Such behavior conceivably covers a large range of human 

interaction, and leaves the dividing line between a non-dating 
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relationship and a dating relationship blurry. 

If the phrase “dating relationship” is meant to be limited to a 

romantic relationship, however, the vagueness problem remains.  

United States v. Reeves, 591 F.3d 77 (2d Cir. 2010) is instructive.  

Reeves held a condition of supervision requiring the defendant to 

notify the probation department upon entry into a “significant 

romantic relationship” was vague in violation of due process.  591 

F.3d at 79, 81.  The court observed: 

We easily conclude that people of common 
intelligence (or, for that matter, of high intelligence) 
would find it impossible to agree on the proper 
application of a release condition triggered by entry 
into a “significant romantic relationship.”  What makes 
a relationship “romantic,” let alone “significant” in its 
romantic depth, can be the subject of endless debate 
that varies across generations, regions, and genders.  
For some, it would involve the exchange of gifts such 
as flowers or chocolates; for others, it would depend 
on acts of physical intimacy; and for still others, all of 
these elements could be present yet the relationship, 
without a promise of exclusivity, would not be 
“significant.”  The history of romance is replete with 
precisely these blurred lines and misunderstandings.  
 

591 F.3d at 81.6  The condition was too vague to be enforceable 

because it had “no objective baseline,” as “[n]o source provides 

anyone—courts, probation officers, prosecutors, law enforcement 

                                                 
6 Citing Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, THE MARRIAGE OF FIGARO (1786); Jane 
Austen, MANSFIELD PARK (Thomas Egerton, 1814); WHEN HARRY MET SALLY 
(Columbia Pictures 1989); HE’S JUST NOT THAT INTO YOU (Flower Films 2009). 
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officers, or Reeves himself—with guidance as to what constitutes a 

‘significant romantic relationship.’” 591 F.3d at 81.7 

Because of the various interpretations that can be and have 

been given to the term “dating relationship,” a reasonable person 

would be left to guess at its meaning and to what behavior the 

condition applies.  The condition does not provide a standard by 

which a reasonable person can understand what behavior 

establishes a “dating relationship.”  

The average citizen has no way of knowing what conduct is 

included in the statute because each person’s perception of what 

constitutes a “dating relationship” will differ based on each person’s 

subjective understanding.  But such “subjective terms allow a 

‘standardless sweep’ that enables state officials to ‘pursue their 

personal predilections’ in enforcing the community custody 

conditions.”  Johnson, 180 Wn. App. at 327 (quoting City of 

Spokane v. Douglass, 115 Wn.2d 171, 180 n.6, 795 P.2d 693 

(1990) (quoting Kolender v. Lawson, 461 U.S. 352, 358, 103 S. Ct. 

1855, 75 L. Ed. 2d 903 (1983)) (internal quotation marks omitted).  

                                                 
7 In Norris, Division 1 found that an identical community custody condition was 
“neither unconstitutionally vague nor subject to arbitrary enforcement.”  404 P.3d 
at 87.  But the Washington Supreme Court has granted review on this issue.  
State v. Norris, 190 Wn.2d 1002, 413 P.3d 12 (2018). 
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Morgan’s liberty during supervised release should not hinge on the 

accuracy of his prediction of whether a given CCO, prosecutor, or 

judge would conclude that a particular relationship was a “dating 

relationship” and should not have been entered into without first 

informing the CCO or treatment provider.   

The condition, as written, does not provide a standard by 

which a reasonable person can understand what types of 

interactions qualify as a “dating relationship,” and what does not.  

This condition is arbitrary and vague, and must also be stricken. 

V. CONCLUSION 

 For the reasons argued above, this Court should remand for 

removal of the challenged conditions. 

    DATED: August 6, 2018 

      
    STEPHANIE C. CUNNINGHAM 
    WSB #26436 
    Attorney for Shawn Dee Morgan 
 
 
 

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I certify that on 08/06/2018, I caused to be placed in the 
mails of the United States, first class postage pre-paid, a 
copy of this document addressed to: Shawn D. Morgan, 
DOC# 880281, Coyote Ridge Corrections Center, P.O. Box 
769, Connell, WA 99326-0769. 

   
STEPHANIE C. CUNNINGHAM, WSBA #26436
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9. Do DOI CIIIOfSe.t-related tll6w=>, iottw!iug: x-<11u:dro:wia, o:tJlt boci1'3to«s, ~ :ll;bo, !l.:ld8JJ)I Jocaoa11 ,1t,:rc 

the primo.ry ,ourceofbnsio,,si, rela!ed ;c, '""""1!y "'))°jci1D13«risl, 
10. :::o :101 possess, LJ:Le, a.:.;:;,,;s or vU:w auy scx-:ally explick material a~ jet:LeC by RC-h' 9.63.13•J o, erotic: 

::i:atcriol, .. dct1nod by RCW 0.6a.o;o ,,, .. y m•teri•: dep1011ng any pe,s~ t:1fl!ed in •• n.:.:1y cxpl'cit 
. eooducc u dot\Ded b't RCW 9.6SP..011(4)1lllless gi,-cD prior approval by yoor s,,x:»I nr.<faney ~rovidto-. 
11. Do iru• ~ :..ll i.;:JIJSll.JllC akohol .vtd-'or MarijnAqa, 
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12. Be availabl< fix aod !lllbmitto uriwy;is ecdlor ·,re,,tb.'IIWJ,'Sis llJJOO die rcoue,t of the CC O OD<!ior Ill• r.i.me.,1 
dq>,~ =t1l."llt ;.l!QVid<r. ' 

13. S.Jl,lcit to ...i be .va:hl,!e Ji:r pol),c:,ph elWrlin,lion as Qlffled to l»Ollllor ooiq,lonc• with <oodllions cf 
SIIJIP.JVisr.n 

14. Register as a Sex 01l'fnderm11> sb<:ril& oSco in the couo'.)' of residence ;is ~edby Jaw. 

Addldonl4l Crim~B~1llcd PrulUbiffoo~; {the oond16ln 1n1nt he related to lhna~ l.Jftll2 seuteoced', 

?, 018/0 ! 8 

IS. I l Abidoby a oocwoflO;m,-Sa.m llllleia> <lir!dedome,,.oise, R>mm >I regis•O>d•f.<tr.s, or oddreal J)Nviously 
"l'I'"'ved ~y CCO dl:Iini :h= hi....,,, 

Off~ln\'OMng Mir.onJ-
16. [ X J Ho•e oodir«t .,.i/or imllicttcOIIIJICt"i11, mioo.._ 

. li. [ X J Dom,tl:cld onyposilionof,u&,.ily9<11\;,t .,,,.,J,,,ngmino.'l!. 
I~- ( X 1 51>)' out cf ar= wher.: cllildi~,,. s acdviili:, 11:~dtr.~ occw w .,. uu;111ilJ!i. Tli., ia:.ludes pArl<s i;se;t ror ).,.,U, 

octivi<ie$. sioools, <h:i-:ru• fllcililits, plo).rou,,:ls. w:,ding pool9, -Z pools beillg \:SOd 1ilr }'>llh aclivilic<, pfay 
....s (ia3xir or01;·ufoor), ;pan. 6"M, h•'n5 •"'<I ft!, ~lb SJ)M3, ar-:ades, and>nyS(>aciSc bcarinn mrift,rt i> 
8dVnll0e h DOC 01 cco. 

Ollt0!le$ID\'OMng AlcohoVControOed Substs1nces
J9. [ X JD,:,ooipo:n:!wer.~&koboL 
,o. [ X JDJnotenretd."Ug=t$<lefi•«l'))'CCi:notCCO. 
21. ( X l D,oot "'~ onvbo<,/1,,,...,.,lolllls,:s .,c o'.horp~ wher•<lcobol is 1h!:µ-'.ma."JS011tCC ofbosin:s,, This 

i:ioJed .. ca<iilos..dtta,iyJoca:io:lw'.:iid,req,;ires}wtobem.,-0.1 ~ofagc. 
22. [ XI Obtaic : X J o!coJ,oJ : X l cl.em:c,.1 d,pead....,.i cva!ualion ·,>poo rcfcrnihnd roU.,., ilrougl, wi1lull 
_,, of 1h!: e,,-aluator. Sbollld ohe:rjcal dq,euden<y """"""'' b. ...-omm,nded, e<ter ,_, and 
zbide by all prugrannil.,., ~tiws ou! 1aiuii=c= Sign all-=ary ttl....s cf illfoi=liou ...! w"'l'lttc ~ 
,,-owmm~cd progmmmi,,g. 

()ff..,... 1D,,,Mng C11.!llllqttr., l'honeoorSocia.1:'\:lfdla. 
2,. ( X J N:> ifnet:iet accesso: me, includi:>gcmail, wilhoutthe ~"""''IJ?'O•:•I of tt., •opo,,viSillgCCO. 
24. [ X 1 Noll~ ntrt <nMJ'lllfer. phnne., Ol'COlll(JWe:.•t~Ji::v~::·w)hac.ces, to llelr.tan«orcn-licecc,mpu(tr~Cl o,•~ 

C)(c,pl asnooessaiy .1ilr emp!O)='. p•llpD".cs(..cliulmgjob ~). Tbe u.;o "'pem,ir.od to m11ke mzd:oi 
seorches •~ onyam,plll<r. Ft.one ot computer-re!aie, d..,1ceto wbl,h lhi: do,l'Cllda:rt i,,,. .,..,,.. lnmonil<:<ecm,pU..Ce 
wilh tw cu:tdit:at:. 

Offeos,s bn-ol""'• Meo~,\ H•allh r.,;u.,; -
2.5. IX] Ob""ma:IJll h,:allb lr"'1!111,ot ·,'JlOn n:faru C<>l>!istCDt wi:b the P,,cl,osm:olfa-.luaiic"', '"14 :bllowtbrough 

v,;th all iecommewl-\1ious ofU1<. p:<>vid!r, iocJudmil tJkias mooicmi01>aspmera1Jcd. Soo•.tld :nai!al bcollh u..i,,,,m 
be a.:r.a,tl}· ic pn,grr,.,, ..,..m ,n trectmentaod abidE: 1,y ..tpro~.,1.uuks,1~ rm<i ,-.qw."tm£111s. S,t.all 
uec"""'J' ~ts of illl<>nnCllioo ood complc,c 1bottc~proy..mr.lislg. 

01her conditio:,s may bo impoi.ed by lte e:,un « Dopon= during comDllllli:y custody. 

Commllnicy CustOOy sh~ll b11:gin upoo completion of (bi:- 1ern.(1) of 1;0Ufir.P.mPnt lnrm~ t,e:ein. nr "1l tt~ .~&l!c: of 
S!:nl<:JlC.in.w; 1( u~ tl'!tm of <.u~:ncnt LS ord:reC.. The ~fofcndar.t sh111l recain under 1he r.>pelYisi•:in of the 
Dop""'1ellt of Coe.'ectons and follow e,:pboitly tho inttrucliollS and condition& estal,li,he~ by 1h41 -aeocy. T~e 
Depa..1ID.cnl moy Rq1.Ji1~ llu: Ct:fc:uda.nt to perfo~ 0ffinn1Uive &ct. de~ed approytjatc to ,uou.iror c~lliar.ce wi:ll. 
th: ~ditioas an:i rn2)' i!~Ue warrmts !Uld/ol' (!eta~ defcndma whet viol te !I oo~iticn. l.j 
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