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I. INTRODUCTION 

John Tyler appeals his judgment and sentence entered on February 

22, 2019.  At that hearing, the sentencing judge imposed an exceptional 

upward sentence of 732.5 months.  The judge found that, without an 

exceptional sentence, some of Mr. Tyler’s crimes would go unpunished due 

to his offender score.     

This Court should reverse and remand for resentencing for three 

reasons.  First, substantial evidence does not support the sentencing judge’s 

finding that some of Mr. Tyler’s crimes would go unpunished with a 

standard sentence range.  Mr. Tyler received an indeterminate sentence, up 

to life imprisonment, and his full criminal history will be considered when 

determining if he can be released.  Second, the court’s findings do not 

support the conclusion that he should receive an exceptional sentence.  The 

legislature took into account situations like Mr. Tyler’s when crafting 

indeterminate sentences.  Third, the court’s sentence was clearly excessive.  

II. ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR 

Assignment of Error 1:  Substantial evidence did not support the sentencing 

judge’s finding that, without an exceptional sentence, some of Mr. Tyler’s 

offenses would go unpunished.   

Assignment of Error 2:  Mr. Tyler’s high offender score did not justify an 

exceptional sentence.       
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Assignment of Error 3:  The sentencing court abused its discretion because 

Mr. Tyler’s sentence was clearly excessive.  

III. ISSUES PERTAINING TO ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR  

Issue 1:  Did some of Mr. Tyler’s offenses go “unpunished” when he faced 

an indeterminate sentence, up to life imprisonment, and all of his offenses 

would factor into the length of that sentence?   

Issue 2:  Did Mr. Tyler’s high offender score justify an exceptional sentence 

when the circumstances of his offenses were considered by the legislature 

when making certain offenses indeterminate?     

Issue 3:  Did the sentencing court abuse its discretion and impose a clearly 

excessive sentence by sentencing Mr. Tyler to over 60 years incarceration?    

IV. STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

John Tyler was convicted and sentenced for the first time in October 

2002.  CP 170-91.  A jury found him guilty of a total of 15 counts, including 

rape of a child and child molestation.  CP 92-111.  Years later, he appealed 

his convictions and sentence.  App. at 1-29.  In an opinion issued in July 

2016, the Court of Appeals upheld his convictions but remanded for 

resentencing.  Id.  

Mr. Tyler was sentenced for a second time in June 2017.  CP 242-

63.  He again appealed his sentence.  App. at 30-39.  In December 2018, the 

Court of Appeals again remanded for resentencing.  Id.  
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In February 2019, Mr. Tyler was sentenced for a third time.  CP 303-

25.  The sentencing judge imposed an exceptional upward sentence of 732.5 

months confinement.  CP 307, 309, 322.  The judge reached this number by 

grouping Mr. Tyler’s counts and running each group consecutively.1  CP 

309.  Each count was sentenced within the standard sentence range; the 

exceptional sentence resulted from running some of the counts 

consecutively.  Id.  

The jury in this case did not make any findings justifying an 

exceptional sentence.  RP at 15.  Instead, the judge determined that an 

exceptional sentence was warranted in this case.  RP at 15-17.  Specifically, 

the sentencing judge found: “The defendant has committed multiple current 

offenses and the defendant’s high offender score results in some of the 

current offenses going unpunished under RCW 9.94A.535(2)(c).”  CP 322.  

Mr. Tyler appeals.  CP 327.  

V. ARGUMENT  

Subject to constitutional restraints, a court’s sentencing authority is 

purely statutory. See Blakely v. Washington, 542 U.S. 296, 305-06, 124 

S.Ct. 2531 (2004); State v. Pillatos, 159 Wn.2d 459, 469, 150 P.3d 1130 

 
 

1 Specifically, the judgment and sentence reads: “count 15 is to run consecutively 
to counts 8 and 19 (counts 8 and 19 shall run concurrent to each other only) and to counts 
1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 10, 11, 14, 16, 17, 18, 20 (counts 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 10, 11, 14, 16, 17, 18, 20 shall 
run concurrent to each other only).”  CP 309.   
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(2007).  Under the Sentencing Reform Act (SRA), a sentencing court 

generally must impose a sentence within the standard range established by 

the legislature.  RCW 9.94A.505.  A court may impose a sentence outside 

the standard range if it finds that “there are substantial and compelling 

reasons justifying an exceptional sentence.”  RCW 9.94A.535.  The SRA 

sets forth a non-exhaustive list of factors that the court can consider in 

exercising its discretion to impose an exceptional sentence.  Id.  

An appellate court reverses an exceptional sentence under three 

circumstances: (1) the reasons given by the sentencing judge were not 

supported by the record under the clearly erroneous standard, (2) the reasons 

do not justify a departure from the standard range under the de novo review 

standard, or (3) the sentence is clearly too excessive under the abuse of 

discretion standard.  State v. Law, 154 Wn.2d 85, 93, 110 P.3d 717 (2005) 

(quoting State v. Ha’mim, 132 Wn.2d 834, 840, 940 P.2d 633 (1997)); RCW 

9.94A.585(4).  All three circumstances require reversal in this case.   

A. The Record Does Not Support the Finding that, Without an 
Exceptional Sentence, Some of Mr. Tyler’s Crimes Would Go 
“Unpunished.”  

This Court should reverse because the reasons given by the 

sentencing judge were not supported by the record under the clearly 

erroneous standard.  See Law, 154 Wn.2d at 93.  Under that standard, 

reversal is required when the sentencing court’s findings are not supported 
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by substantial evidence.  State v. Statler 160 Wn. App. 622, 640, 248 P.3d 

165 (2011) (citing State v. Branch, 129 Wn.2d 635, 646, 919 P.2d 1228 

(1996)).   

Generally, facts supporting an aggravated sentence must be proved 

to a jury beyond a reasonable doubt.  RCW 9.94A.537(3).  However, a judge 

may impose an exceptional sentence without findings by a jury where “[t]he 

defendant has committed multiple current offenses and the defendant’s high 

offender score results in some of the current offenses going unpunished.”  

RCW 9.94A.535(2)(c).  This provision is referred to as the “free crimes” 

aggravator.  See State v. France, 176 Wn. App. 463, 469, 308 P.3d 812 

(2013).  Pursuant to that aggravator, a court may impose an exceptional 

sentence “if the number of current offenses results in the legal conclusion 

that the defendant’s presumptive sentence is identical to that which would 

be imposed if the defendant had committed fewer current offenses.”  

France, 176 Wn. App. at 469. 

The offender score is calculated based on prior and current 

convictions. RCW 9.94A.525(1), .589(1)(a). The maximum offender score 

is nine. RCW 9.94A.510.  Normally, felonies add one point to a person’s 

offender score.  RCW 9.94A.525.  However, if the present conviction is for 

a sex offense, other sex offenses are computed using a multiplier.  RCW 

9.94A.525(17).  Thus, each sex offenses counts for three points.  Id.   
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Here, the facts supporting an exceptional sentence were found by 

the judge, not by a jury.  RP at 15.  The sentencing court imposed an 

exceptional sentence pursuant to RCW 9.94A.535(2)(c).  RP at 15-17; CP 

322.  The court found that, due to Mr. Tyler’s high offender score, a 

sentence in the standard range would result in some of his offenses going 

unpunished.  Id.  Mr. Tyler had an offender score of 46.  RP at 14.2  The 

sentencing court found that an exceptional sentence was warranted due to 

this high offender score.  RP at 14-17; CP 322. 

The sentencing court’s findings were not supported by substantial 

evidence.  Although Mr. Tyler’s offender score was high, his offenses were 

in no danger of going unpunished.  “Punishment” is defined in Black’s Law 

Dictionary as, “[a]ny fine, penalty, or confinement inflicted upon a person 

by the authority of the law and the judgment and sentence of a court, for 

some crime or offense committed by him, or for his omission of a duty 

enjoined by law.”  State v. Alvarado, 164 Wash.2d 556, 562, 192 P.3d 345 

(2008) (quoting Black’s Law Dictionary 1110 (5th ed.1979)).  For purposes 

of the SRA, punishment “relates to the sentence imposed” and is 

“‘expressed in terms of total confinement time.’”  Alvarado, 164 Wash.2d 

at 562 (quoting RCW 9.94A.530(1)).   

 
 

2 Four of those points were from prior convictions, and each of his 14 current sex 
offenses counted for three points, totaling to 46.  RP at 14. 
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In this case, Mr. Tyler faced a lengthy and indeterminate standard 

sentence range.  For count 15, he faced a standard sentence range of 240 to 

318 months.  RCW 9.94A.510, .515.  In addition, counts 10 and 15 were 

indeterminate sentences subject to review by the Indeterminate Sentence 

Review Board (ISRB).  RCW 9.94A.507(1)(a)(i).  For these counts, the 

sentencing court was required to impose a minimum sentence as well as a 

maximum sentence consisting of the statutory maximum for the offense.  

RCW 9.94A.507(3).  For counts 10 and 15, the statutory maximum was life 

in prison.  RCW 9A.20.021(1)(a).  In other words, even if sentenced within 

the standard range, Mr. Tyler faced an indeterminate sentence with a 

minimum of 240 to 318 months and a maximum of life.    

Due to this indeterminate sentence, Mr. Tyler’s other offenses 

would also be punished because they would be taken into account by the 

ISRB prior to his release.  Before release, the ISRB must hold a hearing to 

determine “whether it is more likely than not that the offender will engage 

in sex offenses if released.”  RCW 9.95.420(3)(a).  The ISRB must release 

an offender “under such affirmative and other conditions as the board 

determines appropriate,” unless the ISRB “determines by a preponderance 

of the evidence that, despite such conditions, it is more likely than not that 

the offender will commit sex offenses if released.”  Id.   
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The ISRB considers the following factors before determining 

whether to release an offender:   

[1] The original recommendation of the sentencing Judge 
and Prosecutor to the ISRB (if available). 
[2] The length of time an inmate has served so far. 
[3] Actuarial Risk Assessment Scores (static, dynamic and 
protective) 
[4] Responsivity to Programming (level and dosage of 
program) 
[5] Institutional and Previous Supervision Behavior 
[6] Inmate Change (participation, refusal, progress) 
[7] Release Plan 
[8] Case Specific Information 
[9] Discordant Information 
[10] Victim Input 
[11] Public Safety 
[12] Statutory Direction 
 

Frequently Asked Questions, Washington State Department of Corrections 

– Indeterminate Sentence Review Board (last visited Aug. 21, 2019), 

https://www.doc.wa.gov/corrections/isrb/faq.htm#determine-release.   

Many of the ISRB factors take into account Mr. Tyler’s other 

convictions, beyond counts 10 and 15.  For example, the recommendation 

of the prosecutor, the recommendation in the presentence report, case 

specific information, victim input, and public safety all factor in Mr. Tyler’s 

other sex offenses.  These factors would steer the ISRB towards a lengthier 

sentence, possibly up to life imprisonment.   

In this case, Mr. Tyler’s offenses would not have gone “unpunished” 

without an exceptional sentence.  Instead, his offenses would have been 
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taken into account within the framework of his indeterminate sentence—an 

outcome consistent with the structure and purpose of the SRA.  Under these 

circumstances, substantial evidence did not support the sentencing court’s 

finding that Mr. Tyler’s “high offender score” resulted in “some of [his] 

current offenses going unpunished.”  RCW 9.94A.535(2)(c).  Thus, this 

Court should reverse his exceptional sentence and remand for resentencing.  

See Law, 154 Wn.2d at 93; Statler 160 Wn. App. at 640.  

B. Mr. Tyler’s Offender Score Did Not Justify a Departure from 
the Standard Sentence Range.  

Mr. Tyler’s offender score also did not justify an exceptional 

sentence.  Appellate courts review de novo whether a sentencing court’s 

reasons for imposing an exceptional sentence meet the requirements of the 

SRA.  State v. Friedlund, 182 Wn.2d 388, 394, 341 P.3d 280 (2015) (citing 

State v. Fowler, 145 Wn.2d 400, 406, 38 P.3d 335 (2002)). 

On review, courts apply a two-part test to determine if an 

exceptional sentence is justified as a matter of law.  First, “a trial court may 

not base an exceptional sentence on factors necessarily considered by the 

Legislature in establishing the standard sentence range.”  Ha’mim, 132 

Wn.2d at 840 (citing State v. Alexander, 125 Wn.2d 717, 725, 888 P.2d 

1169 (1995)).  Second, the aggravating factor “must be sufficiently 
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substantial and compelling to distinguish the crime in question from others 

in the same category.”  Id.  The first part of the test applies in this case.   

Here, the sentencing court could not base an exceptional sentence 

on Mr. Tyler’s high offender score because, as explained above, the 

legislature already determined that his offenses required an indeterminate 

sentence.  The legislature also effectively factored in his other offenses 

when determining the length of his indeterminate sentence pursuant to 

RCW 9.95.420.  Reviewed de novo, the trial court’s reasoning does not 

support an exceptional sentence in this case.  Ha’mim, 132 Wn.2d at 840.  

C. The Sentence Imposed in this Case was Clearly Excessive.  

Finally, the sentence imposed in this case was clearly excessive, 

requiring reversal.  Reviewing courts reverse an exceptional sentence as 

clearly excessive if the sentencing court abused its discretion when 

imposing the sentence.  State v. Ritchie, 126 Wn.2d 388, 392, 894 P.2d 1308 

(1995) (citing State v. Oxborrow, 106 Wn.2d 525, 530, 723 P.2d 1123 

(1986)).  A sentence is clearly excessive if it is based on untenable grounds 

or untenable reasons, or an action no reasonable judge would have taken.  

Oxborrow, 106 Wn.2d at 531.  

Whether a sentence is clearly excessive is not a subjective 

determination, but is objective inquiry based on the legislature’s stated 



 11 

purposes for the SRA.  State v. Hortman, 76 Wn. App. 454, 463, 886 P.2d 

234 (1994).  The SRA articulates its purpose as follows:   

The purpose of this chapter is to make the criminal justice 
system accountable to the public by developing a system for 
the sentencing of felony offenders which structures, but does 
not eliminate, discretionary decisions affecting sentences, 
and to: 

(1) Ensure that the punishment for a criminal offense 
is proportionate to the seriousness of the offense and 
the offender’s criminal history; 
(2) Promote respect for the law by providing 
punishment which is just; 
(3) Be commensurate with the punishment imposed 
on others committing similar offenses; 
(4) Protect the public; 
(5) Offer the offender an opportunity to improve 
himself or herself; 
(6) Make frugal use of the state’s and local 
governments’ resources; and 
(7) Reduce the risk of reoffending by offenders in the 
community. 
 

RCW 9.94A.010.  Proportionality is especially important when determining 

the length of a sentence.  State v. Hooper 100 Wn. App. 179, 185, 997 P.2d 

936 (2000).  “Generally, an exceptional sentence is appropriate only when 

the circumstances of the crime distinguish it from other crimes of the same 

statutory category.”  State v. Murray 128 Wn. App. 718, 722, 116 P.3d 

1072 (2005) (quoting State v. Pennington, 112 Wn.2d 606, 610, 772 P.2d 

1009 (1989)).   

Here, Mr. Tyler faced an indeterminate sentence that could extend 

to life.  If sentenced at the high end of the standard sentence range, he would 
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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DIVISION  II 

STATE OF WASHINGTON, No. 46426-8-II 

Respondent, 

v. 

JOHN THOMAS TYLER, UNPUBLISHED OPINION 

Appellant. 

SUTTON, J. — John Thomas Tyler appeals his 11 convictions for first degree child rape, 

two convictions for second degree child rape, and two convictions for first degree child 

molestation.  The three victims of Tyler’s crimes were his biological daughter and two step-

daughters,1 whom he allegedly abused from the time they were ages four or five to when the oldest 

was 12 years old.  Tyler argues that his convictions should be reversed and we should remand for 

a new trial because (1) the State presented insufficient evidence to support three of the convictions 

for first degree child rape and his conviction for first degree child molestation as to victim JAR,2 

(2) the trial court impermissibly commented on the evidence, (3) the trial court admitted irrelevant

and unduly prejudicial evidence, (4) the prosecutor committed misconduct during closing 

argument, and (5) the State filed a deficient information by not factually differentiating between 

all of the charges.  Tyler also argues that we should (6) remand to correct his judgment and sentence 

1 All three victims testified that Tyler was either their mother’s ex-boyfriend or their father.  

2 Counts II, IV, VI, and VIII. 

Filed 
Washington State 
Court of Appeals 

Division Two 

July 19, 2016 
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because the State did not present any evidence of his prior convictions and (7) that we should 

remand for resentencing because the trial court did not consider whether he had the ability to pay 

the discretionary legal financial obligations (LFOs). 

 We hold that (1) the State presented sufficient evidence to support the three convictions for 

first degree child rape and the conviction for first degree child molestation as to JAR, (2) the trial 

court impermissibly commented on the evidence by including the victims’ birthdates in the to-

convict jury instructions, but the error was harmless, (3) the trial court properly admitted evidence 

of Tyler’s physical abuse of the victims, (4) the prosecutor engaged in several instances of 

misconduct but the comments were not so flagrant and ill-intentioned that no limiting instruction 

could have cured the error, (5) Tyler waived his ability to challenge the information for vagueness 

on appeal, (6) the State failed to prove Tyler’s prior criminal history at sentencing, and (7) we 

exercise our discretion to reach the merits of Tyler’s LFO challenge.  We affirm Tyler’s 

convictions, remand for resentencing under RCW 9.94A.530(2), and remand for the sentencing 

court to make an individualized inquiry into Tyler’s ability to pay the discretionary LFOs as 

required under RCW 10.01.160(3) and Blazina.3   

  

                                                 
3 State v. Blazina, 182 Wn.2d 827, 344 P.3d 680 (2015). 

Appendix Page 2 of 39



No. 46426-8-II 

3 

FACTS 

I. AMENDED CHARGES

JAR, HMR, and EMK disclosed that Tyler had sexually abused them repeatedly for many 

years.4  At the time of their disclosures, JAR was 13 years old, 4 months, HMR was 11 years old 

and 11 months, and EMK was 9 years old.  The State charged Tyler with 20 counts of child rape 

and molestation, 5 of which were charged in the alternative. 5   

As to JAR, the State charged Tyler with two counts of first degree child rape for the period 

September 25, 1992, through January 31, 1995 (counts I and II), one count of first degree child 

rape for the period January 1, 1995, through February 28, 1995 (count III), two counts of first 

degree child rape for the period February 1, 1995, through September 24, 2000 (count IV and VI), 

and one count of first degree child molestation for the period February 1, 1995 through September 

24, 2000 (count VIII).6  For counts IV and VI, first degree child rape, the State charged Tyler in 

the alternative with second degree child rape for the period September 25, 2000, and February 16, 

4 We use the minor victims’ initials and redact their birthdates to protect their privacy.  Gen. Order 
2011-1 of Division II, In re the Use of Initials of Pseudonyms for Child Witnesses in Sex Crime 
Cases (Wash. Ct. App.), available at http://www.courts.wa.gov/appellate_trial_courts/. 

5 An alternative charge is not a lesser included offense but allows the jury to consider the most 
serious charge before considering the alternative charge.  State v. Peterson, 94 Wn. App. 1, 6, 966 
P.2d 391 (1998).

6 Counts I and II were based on allegations that Tyler had intercourse with JAR when she was five 
years old, in kindergarten, and lived in an apartment.  Count IV was based on sexual intercourse 
that Tyler had with JAR one night when her mother worked at the fair.  Count VI was based on 
one incident of anal sex by Tyler with JAR and count VIII was based on a separate incident where 
Tyler put JAR’s hand on his penis, and both counts alleged that JAR was under 12 years old 
because she turned 13 on September 25, 2000.   
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2002 (counts V and VII).  For count VIII, first degree child molestation, the State charged Tyler 

in the alternative with second degree child molestation for the period September 24, 2000, through 

February 16, 2002 (count IX).7  As to JAR, the State also charged Tyler with two additional counts 

of first degree child rape (counts XI and XIII) or in the alternative, second degree child rape (counts 

XII and XIV) and one additional count of second degree child rape (count X).   

As to HMR, the State charged Tyler with four counts of first degree child rape (counts XV, 

XVI, XVII, and XVIII).  As to EMK, the State charged Tyler with one count of first degree child 

molestation (count XIX) and one count of first degree child rape (count XX).   

 The structure of each of the State’ charges in the information was identical, with a date 

range that the alleged criminal act occurred, the victim’s name and birthdate, and the victim’s age 

compared to Tyler’s age.  For example, count I alleged in relevant part as follows: 

 That he, [Tyler], in the County of Clark, State of Washington between 
September 25, 1992 and January 31, 1995, on an occasion separate from that 
charged in Counts 2 and 3, did have sexual intercourse with another, to-wit: J.A.R. 
(female, DOB: []), who is less than twelve years old and not married to the 
perpetrator and the perpetrator is at least twenty-four months older than the victim, 
in violation of RCW 9A.44.073, contrary to the statutes in such cases made and 
provided, and against the peace and dignity of the State of Washington. 
 

Clerk’s Papers (CP) at 15.  The charging language for several counts was identical, except that 

each count stated that it was based “on an occasion separate from that charged” in the other counts.  

E.g., CP at 15-17 (counts I, II, IV, and VI).  Tyler did not object to the vagueness of the charging 

language below or request a bill of particulars as to the specific facts supporting each count. 

  

                                                 
7 The dates pertaining to the remaining 11 charges as to JAR are not at issue in this appeal. 
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II.  TRIAL TESTIMONY 

 Over Tyler’s objections, the trial court ruled that evidence of Tyler’s physical abuse of the 

victims would be admissible to explain the delay in the disclosure of the sexual abuse.  Each victim 

testified that Tyler had sexual intercourse and sexual contact with them on multiple occasions.  All 

three victims and JR, another child who lived in the home, testified that Tyler either spanked or 

hit them and that they were afraid of Tyler.   

 Janice Blakemore, a sexual assault nurse who interviewed JAR, testified that JAR 

“revealed a longstanding pattern of sexual abuse” by Tyler that occurred “every week or two.” 

3 Verbatim Report of Proceedings (VRP) at 356-57.  JAR made similar statements to Dr. John 

Stirling, a medical doctor who interviewed and examined JAR, HMR, and EMK.  Stirling testified 

that HMR revealed Tyler had sexually abused her since she was five or six years old and that EMK 

revealed Tyler’s abuse of her started when she was in kindergarten or the year before.  HMR also 

told Stirling that she was afraid Tyler would “beat her up” if she told anyone what was happening.  

3 VRP at 380. 

 During the time period charged in counts I and II, between September 25, 1992 and January 

31, 1995, JAR was between four and six years old.  JAR’s mother, Kimberly Kohlschmidt, testified 

that she and her children lived in an apartment when JAR was five, but moved to a house in 

February 1995.  JAR testified that when she was five years old and in kindergarten, she lived in 

an apartment.  While she lived there, Tyler started to touch her in a way that made her 
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uncomfortable by putting his penis in her vagina.8  JAR also testified to several other incidents of 

sexual contact between September 25, 1992 and January 31, 1995.  JAR testified as to the general 

frequency that “it” happened more than one time during this time period.   

 Dr. Stirling testified that JAR disclosed that Tyler sexually abused her at least every other 

week since she was in kindergarten.  Blakemore testified that JAR disclosed that Tyler performed 

oral, vaginal, or anal sex on her every week or two.   

 At the time of trial, JAR testified that she was 13 years old, that her birthday was later that 

year, and that she was entering eighth grade.  The State argued that JAR was less than 12 years old 

during the time periods charged in counts IV and V (September 25, 2000, and February 16, 2002).  

JAR testified that Tyler had sexual intercourse with her “a lot.”  2 VRP at 140.  Her testimony 

about this incident followed her affirmative answers that Tyler had sexual intercourse with her in 

her mother’s room when she was 9 and 11 years old, and that she remembered it happening one 

time when her mother was working at the fair.  She also testified that “last year,” in seventh grade 

(after September 25, 2000), he told her “to be bare-butt naked” in her mother’s or Tyler’s bedroom, 

and then she should take her clothes off.  2 VRP at 136-37.  When asked what he would do, she 

testified that “[h]e would put his penis in my vagina.”  2 VRP 138.  She confirmed that this 

happened when her mother worked at the fair at “nighttime.”  2 VRP at 138. JAR also testified 

that Tyler told her she should find a boyfriend so that if he impregnated her they could blame it on 

the boyfriend.   

                                                 
8 JAR testified that he touched her “bottom part” referring to it as “[a] pussy” or “vagina;” he put 
his “penis in there;” he told her to go somewhere, pull her pants down, and get on the bed.  2 VRP 
at 123-25. 
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 Kohlschmidt also testified that she worked “a couple of the fairs” during the summer that 

JAR was in eighth grade.  2 VRP at 263.  The State asked JAR if she remembered Tyler touching 

her “last year” when she was in the seventh grade and she agreed.  2 VRP at 136-137.  JAR also 

testified that Tyler sexually abused her one night when her mom was working at a fair and 

described a specific incident that had been painful.  JAR was unsure how old she was when Tyler 

made her place her hands on his penis.   

 JAR also testified to an incident of anal sex, but was not sure how old she was or what 

grade she was in at school.  But she testified that the act took place in her room, during the 

afternoon, and when Tyler put the clear stuff on his penis from a tube, that it hurt really badly, she 

cried, and he told her to shut up.  When asked how often this happened, she testified that this 

happened multiple times, but it did not happen “that much.” 9  2 VRP at 140.  Blakemore testified 

that Tyler “used baby oil, especially during rectal penetration.”  3 VRP at 357. 

 Tyler moved to dismiss counts I, II, III, VIII, and XI for lack of evidence as to the dates 

JAR testified that she was abused.  The trial court denied Tyler’s motion.   

III.  JURY INSTRUCTIONS 

 The trial court instructed the jury that “[t]he attorneys’ remarks, statements[,] and 

arguments are intended to help you understand the evidence and apply the law.  They are not 

evidence.  Disregard any remark, statement[,] or argument that is not supported by the evidence of 

                                                 
9 “[State]:  How many times did he do that to you?  [JAR]:  Not that much.  [State]:  How come?  
[JAR]:  Because it hurts.”  2 VRP at 140. 
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the law as stated by the court.”10  CP at 24.  The trial court also instructed the jury to disregard any 

apparent comment on the evidence by the trial court.  Each to-convict jury instruction included the 

birthdate of the victim to which the instruction for the particular charge pertained.   

IV.  CLOSING ARGUMENT, DELIBERATIONS, AND THE JURY VERDICT 

 The State opened its closing argument with the following statements: 

You’ve just learned firsthand about one of the most horrifying experiences any 
child could endure . . . . But you, as the jury, are fortunate, and the reason for that 
is because you can find [Tyler] guilty.  You can hold him accountable for torturing 
these little girls.  You get to take the evidence, you get to apply it to the facts of the 
case, and apply that to the information, to every element, and find [Tyler] guilty of 
raping and molesting [JAR, HMR, and EMK]. 
 

4 VRP at 486-87.  The State then described the elements of each charged crime and the evidence 

supporting each of them.  The State argued that specific incidents to which JAR testified supported 

each charge as to her, but also that JAR’s generic testimony that the abuse happened over many 

years supported the charges and supported the fact that she was under 12 years of age.  When 

discussing the evidence supporting count VI, the State recounted JAR’s testimony about a specific 

incident when her mother was working at the fair at “nighttime” and that JAR testified that “[Tyler] 

would put his penis in [her vagina].”  4 VRP at 503-04. 

 After reviewing the counts and supporting evidence pertaining to JAR, the State recounted 

JAR’s testimony that Tyler told her she should find a boyfriend so that if he impregnated her they 

could blame it on the boyfriend.  The State characterized this statement as “calculating” behavior.  

The State also said that JAR testified that Tyler abused her every week, and the State then said, 

                                                 
10 At the beginning of trial, the trial court orally instructed the jury that the attorneys’ remarks, 
statements, and arguments were not evidence.   
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“[T]hese girls were abused whenever [Tyler] felt like it.  I mean, he had his own little harem there 

in the house.”  4 VRP at 524. 

 The State argued that the victims’ fear of Tyler, which all three testified about, explained 

why they did not report the sexual abuse, and why they complied with his requests.  The State 

exclaimed, “Thank God there aren’t any more [victims] that we know of” and characterized one 

of the victims as Tyler’s “own flesh-and-blood.”  4 VRP at 540.   

 The State also argued that for count IV, if the jury was not sure that JAR was under 12 

years of age, then they could convict on the alternative lesser included charge in count V, child 

rape in the second degree, because the only difference between the counts was that Tyler told JAR 

to go in to the bedroom bare-butt naked after September 25, 2000.  Tyler did not object to any 

portion of the State’s closing argument. 

 During deliberations, the jury asked the trial court to clarify as to count IV: 

Please clarify whether Count 4 pertains to a specific incident or just an additional 
incident within the timeframe given.  Also, if we can’t all agree that she is under 12 
in Count 4—do we automatically vote for Count 5 or do we all have to agree she is 
12 or older? 
 

CP at 67.  The trial court responded that the jury should “[r]ead carefully instruction #16 and 

instruction #3111 as pertains [sic] to counts 4 & count 5.”  CP 67. 

 The jury found Tyler guilty as charged with one exception.  The jury did not find Tyler 

guilty of count XIII, which alleged that Tyler committed first degree child rape of JAR between 

                                                 
11 Instruction no. 16 was the to-convict instruction for count IV and the alternative lesser included 
count V.  Instruction no. 31 instructs the jury on how to complete the verdict forms and defines 
the lesser-included alternative charges.   
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February 1, 1995 and September 24, 2000.  Instead, the jury found Tyler guilty of count XIV, 

second degree child rape for the time period September 25, 2000, through February 16, 2002. 

V.  SENTENCING AND TIMELY APPEAL 

 The State did not present evidence of Tyler’s prior criminal history at sentencing or at the 

presentation hearing to enter the judgment and sentence.  However, the judgment and sentence 

signed by the sentencing court listed five prior convictions in Tyler’s criminal history.12  Tyler did 

not object. 

 The trial court also imposed mandatory and discretionary legal financial obligations.  The 

trial court did not inquire on the record regarding Tyler’s current or future ability to pay the 

discretionary LFOs.  Tyler did not object.   

 Tyler was convicted and sentenced in October 2002.  At sentencing, the court advised him 

of his right to appeal and at his request appointed him an appellate attorney.  However, Tyler’s 

notice of appeal was not filed and he was not assigned appellate counsel.  Tyler brought the issue 

to the trial court’s attention in July 2011.  In June 2014, the Clark County Superior Court entered 

an order allowing Tyler to appeal his case, finding him indigent, and appointing him appellate 

counsel.   

ANALYSIS 

 Tyler argues that the State presented insufficient evidence of sexual intercourse as to count 

II, first degree child rape of JAR during the time period of September 25, 1992, through January 

31, 1995 and did not distinguish the act of sexual intercourse charged in count I for the same time 

                                                 
12 Tyler had five prior convictions for burglary, theft, attempted robbery, escape, and forgery.  
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period.  Tyler also argues that the State presented insufficient evidence that JAR was younger than 

12 years old during the commission of count IV, first degree child rape for the period between 

February 1, 1995, through September 24, 2000, because JAR “testified that the incident had 

happened ‘last year,’ which was after her twelfth birthday.”  Br. of App. at 11.  Tyler also argues 

that the State presented insufficient evidence related to count VI, first degree child rape for the 

period between February 1, 1995, through September 24, 2000, and count VIII, first degree child 

molestation during the same period as count VI, because JAR could not remember how old she 

was when the incidents occurred.  We disagree and hold that sufficient evidence supports the 

convictions for counts II, IV, VI, and VIII. 

I.  SUFFICIENCY OF EVIDENCE 

A.  LEGAL PRINCIPLES 
 
 Due process requires the State to prove every element of the charged crimes beyond a 

reasonable doubt.  State v. Kalebaugh, 183 Wn.2d 578, 584, 355 P.3d 253 (2015).  We review 

sufficiency of evidence claims for whether, when viewing the evidence in the light most favorable 

to the State, any rational trier of fact could have found the essential elements of the charged crime 

beyond a reasonable doubt.  State v. Homan, 181 Wn.2d 102, 105, 330 P.3d 182 (2014).  In a 

challenge to the sufficiency of the evidence, the defendant admits the truth of the State’s evidence 

and all reasonable inferences that can be drawn from it.  Homan, 181 Wn.2d at 106. 

 To convict a defendant of first degree child rape, the jury must find, beyond a reasonable 

doubt, that the defendant had “sexual intercourse with another who is less than twelve years old 

and not married to the [defendant] and the [defendant] is at least twenty-four months older than 

the victim.”  RCW 9A.44.073.  Sexual intercourse “occurs upon any penetration, however slight” 
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of the “vagina or anus” and also includes “sexual contact between persons involving the sex organs 

of one person and the mouth or anus of another.”  RCW 9A.44.010(1). 

 To convict a defendant of first degree child molestation, the jury must find, beyond a 

reasonable doubt, that the defendant had “or knowingly cause[d] another person under the age of 

eighteen to have, sexual contact with another who is less than twelve years old and not married to 

the [defendant] and the [defendant] is at least thirty-six months older than the victim.”   

RCW 9A.44.083.  Sexual contact “means any touching of the sexual or other intimate parts of a 

person done for the purpose of gratifying sexual desire of either party or a third party.” 

RCW 9A.44.010(2). 

 In a case involving a resident child molester, the “victim’s generic testimony can be used 

to support multiple counts.”  State v. Jensen, 125 Wn. App. 319, 327, 104 P.3d 717 (2005).  

Generic testimony is, for example, a victim’s estimation that the abuse occurred “‘once a month 

for three years,’” which “‘outlines a series of specific, albeit undifferentiated, incidents each of 

which amounts to a separate offense, and each of which could support a separate criminal 

sanction.’”  State v. Hayes, 81 Wn. App. 425, 437, 914 P.2d 788 (1996) (internal quotation marks 

omitted) (quoting People v. Jones, 51 Cal. 3d 34, 792 P.2d 643 (1990)).  For generic testimony to 

support multiple counts of sexual abuse, the victim must be able to describe: 

(1) the kind of act or acts with sufficient specificity for the jury to determine which 
offense, if any, has been committed; (2) the number of acts committed with 
sufficient certainty to support each count alleged by the prosecution; and (3) the 
general time period in which the acts occurred. 
 

Jensen, 125 Wn. App. at 327. 
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B.  COUNT II—FIRST DEGREE CHILD RAPE OF JAR 

 As to count II, Tyler first argues that JAR testified only that “it” happened more than once 

without specifying what “it” meant.  JAR was between four and six years old during the time 

period September 25, 1992 and January 31, 1995 stated in counts I and II for first degree child 

rape between.  Kohlschmidt testified that she and her children lived in an apartment when JAR 

was five, but moved to a house in February 1995.  JAR testified that she lived in an apartment for 

half of kindergarten and that, during that time period, Tyler put his penis in her vagina.  Such 

conduct satisfies the definition of sexual intercourse and JAR described this conduct as “it” several 

questions later.  RCW 9A.44.010(1) (requiring any penetration).  Thus, Tyler is incorrect that the 

State presented insufficient evidence for the jury to find that sexual intercourse occurred as to 

count II. 

 Tyler next argues that JAR’s testimony did not specify that “it” happened more than once 

at the apartment so as to distinguish between conduct supporting count I, first degree child rape 

during the time period September 25, 1992, through January 31, 1995, and conduct supporting 

count II, first degree child rape for the same time period.   

 Sufficient evidence supports count II.  JAR testified that Tyler touched her in a way that 

made her uncomfortable by putting his penis in her vagina while she lived in the apartment.  Later, 

JAR stated that she remembered “it” happening “more than once” while she lived in the apartment.  

2 VRP at 125.  This generic testimony satisfies the three part test in Jensen to support a conviction 

for count II.  Jensen, 125 Wn. App. at 327.   

 First, JAR’s testimony specifically identified the offense that had been committed when, 

she testified that Tyler would touch her by putting his penis in her vagina and then stated that “it” 
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happened more than one time.  Second, JAR’s testimony sufficiently indicated the number of acts 

of vaginal and anal intercourse while she lived at the apartment.  Lastly, JAR described the general 

time period in which these acts occurred by stating that it began when she was five years old and 

attended Head Start and lived in the apartment, and that she lived there until the middle of 

kindergarten.  Thus, a rational jury could have found that the State proved every essential element 

of count II, first degree child rape, during the period of September 25, 1992, through January 31, 

1995. 

C.  FIRST DEGREE CHILD RAPE OF JAR (COUNT IV) 

 As to count IV, JAR testified that she was 13 at the time of trial, August 20, 2002, and that 

her birthday would be later that year.  She was entering eighth grade that year.  On September 24, 

2000, JAR was less than 12 years old.  JAR testified that Tyler had sexual intercourse with her “a 

lot.”  2 VRP at 130.   

 JAR’s testimony about this incident followed her affirmative answers that Tyler had sexual 

intercourse with her in her mother’s room when she was 9 and 11 years old, and that she 

remembered it happening one time when her mother was working at the fair.  Kohlschmidt testified 

that she worked “a couple of the fairs” during the summer.  2 VRP at 263.  Tyler correctly states 

that the State asked JAR if she remembered Tyler touching her “last year” when she was in the 

seventh grade and she agreed.  2 VRP at 136.  He is also correct that JAR testified about an incident 

that occurred when her mom was working at a fair, and the State argued that this incident, in 

addition to JAR’s general testimony, supported a conviction for count IV.  Taken in the light most 

favorable to the State, a rational jury could have found that JAR was less than 12 years old as to 

count IV. 

Appendix Page 14 of 39



No. 46426-8-II 
 
 

15 

D.  FIRST DEGREE CHILD RAPE OF JAR (COUNTS VI & VIII) 

 Like the evidence supporting count II, JAR’s generic testimony as to counts VI and VIII 

satisfy the Jensen test.  Jensen, 125 Wn. App. at 327.  JAR testified to several acts of anal sex and 

her language indicated that Tyler did this on more than one occasion.13  JAR also testified to several 

other incidents of sexual contact.  JAR testified as to the general frequency that these things 

happened as well as the time frame.  Furthermore, Dr. Stirling testified that JAR disclosed to him 

that Tyler had been sexually abusing her since she was in kindergarten.  Thus, taken in the light 

most favorable to the State, a rational jury could find beyond a reasonable doubt that JAR was less 

than 12 years old at the commission of the crimes charged in counts VI and VIII.  Tyler’s claims 

of insufficient evidence fail. 

II.  TRIAL COURT’S COMMENT ON THE EVIDENCE 

 Tyler argues that the trial court impermissibly commented on the evidence when it included 

each of the victims’ birthdates in the to-convict jury instructions.  The State concedes this error, 

but argues that the error was not prejudicial.  We hold that Tyler was not prejudiced by the trial 

court’s impermissible comment. 

A.  STANDARD OF REVIEW 

 We review challenged jury instructions de novo in the context of the jury instructions as a 

whole.  State v. Jackman, 156 Wn.2d 736, 743, 132 P.3d 136 (2006).  A trial court may not instruct 

the jury on an issue of fact or comment on facts.  Wash. Const. art. IV, § 16.  A jury instruction 

that references a victim’s birthdate, when the victim’s age is an element of the crime, is an 

                                                 
13 “[State]:  How many times did he do that to you?  [JAR]:  Not that much.  [State]:  How come?  
[JAR]:  Because it hurts.”  2 VRP at 140. 
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impermissible judicial comment on the evidence.  State v. Zimmerman, 135 Wn. App. 970, 973, 

146 P.3d 1224 (2006) (citing Jackman, 156 Wn.2d at 744). 

 We presume that a trial court’s comment on the evidence is prejudicial.  Zimmerman, 

135 Wn. App. at 973.  The State bears the burden to show that the defendant was not prejudiced 

by an improper comment on the evidence, “unless the record affirmatively shows that no prejudice 

occurred.”  Zimmerman, 135 Wn. App. at 973-974 (holding that, though improper, the trial court’s 

inclusion of the victim’s birthdate in the to-convict jury instruction was not prejudicial). 

B.  TO-CONVICT JURY INSTRUCTION  

 For each charge of first degree child rape and first degree child molestation, the State was 

required to prove beyond a reasonable doubt the victim’s age at the time of the offense as an 

element of the crimes.  See RCW 9A.44.073 and 9A.44.083.  The to-convict jury instruction for 

each count included the birthdate of the victim.  Thus, under Jackman, the to-convict instructions 

constituted the trial court’s improper comment on the evidence.  However, the record shows that 

Tyler was not prejudiced by the improper comment. 

 Tyler relies on Jackman to argue that he was prejudiced because the victims’ ages at the 

time of each of the offenses were disputed.  In Jackman, the court held that the to-convict 

instructions with the victims’ birthdates were prejudicial because the defendant testified that he 

did “everything he could” to determine the victims’ ages, and it was conceivable that the jury could 

have found that the victims were not minors at the time of the charged crime if it were not for the 

trial court’s improper comments in the court’s instructions.  Jackman, 156 Wn.2d at 745. 

 Conversely, in Zimmerman, this court reasoned that the reference to victim’s birth date in 

jury instruction was not prejudicial because the record demonstrated that no jury could have 
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concluded that the victim was over the age of 12 at the time of the offense.  Zimmerman, 135 Wn. 

App. at 975.  “Critical” to that conclusion was the fact that Zimmerman was the victim’s biological 

father and that “he knew and never disputed knowing her age.”  Zimmerman, 135 Wn. App. 

at 975.  In addition, the victim and the victim’s mother testified, as well as defense witnesses, about 

the victim’s birthdate.  Zimmerman, 135 Wn. App. at 975.  Thus, the trial court’s comment was 

harmless.  Zimmerman, 135 Wn. App. at 975-76. 

 Here, JAR, HMR, and EMK testified as to their birthdates.  EMK testified that Tyler was 

her biological father and JAR and HMR testified that Tyler was their mother’s ex-boyfriend who 

had lived with them for many years.  Although Tyler disputed the sufficiency of the State’s 

evidence relating to JAR’s age for the time period February 1, 1995 through September 24, 2000 

as charged in counts IV, VI and VIII, he did not dispute the ages of HMR or EMK at the time of 

the charged crimes relating to them, nor did he dispute JAR’s age at the time of the remaining 

charges for first and second degree child rape (counts I, II, III, XI, XIII, X).  Tyler never disputed 

the basic fact of the victims’ birthdates.  Thus, like Zimmerman, we hold that the trial court’s 

to-convict instruction containing each victim’s birthdate was not prejudicial. 

III.  EVIDENCE OF TYLER’S PHYSICAL ABUSE OF THE VICTIMS 

 Tyler argues that the trial court erred by admitting evidence that he physically abused the 

victims because it was irrelevant and unduly prejudicial under ER 403 and 404(b).  We disagree. 

A.  STANDARD OF REVIEW 

 We review the trial court’s interpretation of ER 404(b) de novo as a matter of law.  State 

v. Fisher, 165 Wn.2d 727, 745, 202 P.3d 937 (2009).  If the trial court interprets the rule correctly, 

we review the trial court’s ruling to admit evidence of misconduct for abuse of discretion.  Fisher, 
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165 Wn.2d at 745.  A trial court abuses its discretion if admitting the evidence was contrary to 

law, or when the decision was manifestly unreasonable or based on untenable grounds or reasons.  

State v. Quaale, 182 Wn.2d 191, 196-97, 340 P.3d 213 (2014).  We may affirm the trial court’s 

evidentiary rulings on any proper basis.  State v. Gresham, 173 Wn.2d 405, 419, 269 P.3d 207 

(2012). 

B.  EVIDENCE OF TYLER’S PHYSICAL ABUSE 

 ER 403 provides that relevant evidence may be excluded “if its probative value is 

substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice.”  A danger of unfair prejudice exists 

“‘[w]hen evidence is likely to stimulate an emotional response rather than a rational decision.’”  

State v. Beadle, 173 Wn.2d 97, 120, 265 P.3d 863 (2011) (quoting State v. Powell, 126 Wn. 2d 

244, 264, 893 P.2d 615 (1995)).  ER 404 generally prohibits admission of evidence of a person’s 

character for the purpose of showing propensity to act according to that character.  “Evidence of 

other crimes, wrongs, or acts . . . . may, however, be admissible for other purposes.”  ER 404(b). 

 Before the trial court may properly admit evidence of prior misconduct under ER 404(b), 

it must “(1) find by a preponderance of the evidence [that] the misconduct actually occurred, 

(2) identify the purpose of admitting the evidence, (3) determine the relevance of the evidence to 

prove an element of the crime, and (4) weigh the probative value against the prejudicial effect of 

the evidence.”  Fisher, 165 Wn.2d at 745.  The third and fourth elements of this rule ensure that 

admission of the evidence does not violate ER 403.  Gresham, 173 Wn.2d at 421.  The party 

seeking to admit the evidence in question has the burden to prove the first three prongs of the test.  

Gresham, 173 Wn.2d at 421. 
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 Evidence of prior misconduct is presumptively inadmissible.  Gresham, 173 Wn.2d at 421.  

However, in sexual abuse cases, Washington courts allow admission of evidence of misconduct 

“to prove the alleged victim’s state of mind,” and to explain the victim’s delay in reporting the 

sexual abuse.  Fisher, 165 Wn.2d at 744-45.   

 Here, the State moved to admit evidence of Tyler’s physical abuse for the purpose of 

explaining the victims’ delayed reporting under ER 404(b).  The trial court granted the motion and 

explained:   

[T]his case has got nineteen counts of child rape in various degrees or molestation 
in various degrees.  I think the jury is going to be impacted by simply the statement 
of what the charges are and I think that the—when you talk about delayed 
disclosure to explain those things, I think I’m going to permit some of that to come 
in because it doesn’t seem like it’s going to inflame [the jury] any worse than the 
case itself will. 
 

1 VRP at 19-20.  Tyler argues that the trial court abused its discretion in admitting evidence that 

Tyler had physically abused the victims because the State did not present evidence linking the 

abuse to delayed reporting, and the trial court did not give a limiting instruction or conduct an 

explicit ER 404(b) inquiry on the record.  Tyler is correct that the trial court did not conduct an 

explicit analysis of the four-factor ER 404(b) test on the record.  He is also correct that the trial 

court did not give the jury a limiting instruction, but Tyler waives this argument because he did 

not request one.14   

 The record demonstrates that the trial court properly admitted evidence of Tyler’s physical 

abuse of the victims because Tyler’s threats that he would “beat [them] up if they told anyone” 

                                                 
14 Generally, an issue cannot be raised for the first time on appeal unless it is a "manifest error 
affecting a constitutional right." RAP 2.5(a)(3).  To establish manifest error, the appellant must 
show actual prejudice.  State v. Munguia, 107 Wn. App. 328, 340, 26 P.3d 1017 (2001). 
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and each victim’s testimony that they were afraid of Tyler explained why the victims did not report 

the sexual abuse for so many years, and showed that the sexual abuse actually occurred.  3 VRP at 

380; See Fisher, 165 Wn.2d at 745-46; see also State v. Wilson, 60 Wn. App. 887, 890, 808 P.2d 

754 (1991) (in sexual abuse of a minor case, evidence of physical assaults was properly admitted 

under ER 404(b) to explain delay in reporting the abuse and to rebut inference that the sexual abuse 

did not occur).  All three victims testified that Tyler would hit or spank them and that they were 

afraid of him.  In her closing argument, the prosecutor tied the victims’ fear of Tyler to the victims 

delayed disclosure of the sexual abuse and why the victims complied with Tyler’s requests.  Thus, 

the trial court did not abuse its discretion when it admitted evidence of Tyler’s physical abuse 

because the State linked that evidence to the victims’ delay in disclosure of the sexual abuse and 

Tyler did not request a limiting instruction.   

C.  HARMLESS ERROR 

 The State argues that even if the trial court improperly admitted evidence of Tyler’s 

physical abuse, there was overwhelming evidence of Tyler’s guilt and no reasonable possibility 

exists that excluding it would have changed the outcome.  We agree. 

 An erroneous evidentiary ruling that is not of constitutional magnitude is not prejudicial 

unless, within reasonable probabilities, the trial’s outcome would have been different had the error 

not occurred.  State v. Brockob, 159 Wn.2d 311, 351, 150 P.3d 59 (2006).  An evidentiary ruling 

is harmless error if “‘the evidence is of minor significance’” compared to the “‘overwhelming 

evidence [of guilt] as a whole.’”  Brockob, 159 Wn.2d at 351 (internal quotation marks omitted) 

(quoting State v. Bourgeois, 133 Wn. 2d 389, 403, 945 P.2d 1120 (1997)). 
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 JAR, HMR, and EMK each testified that Tyler had sexual intercourse and sexual contact 

with them on more than one occasion.  Their testimonies included graphic and detailed descriptions 

of Tyler’s actions over a period of eight years.  They described specific incidents and generic 

testimony about its frequency.  Two medical professionals, who interviewed and physically 

examined the victims, testified that the victims revealed Tyler’s long pattern of vaginal, anal, and 

oral sexual intercourse over many years since each victim was four or five years old; Dr. Stirling 

testified about the physical evidence on JAR’s and EMK’s bodies that evidenced sexual 

intercourse had occurred at least three years prior to trial.  There is no reasonable probability that 

the outcome of the trial would have been different had the trial court not admitted this evidence. 

IV.  PROSECUTORIAL MISCONDUCT 

 Tyler argues that the prosecutor committed misconduct several times during closing 

argument.  We agree with Tyler that some of the prosecutor’s comments were improper, but 

disagree that they were so prejudicial that no limiting instruction could have cured the error. 

A.  STANDARD OF REVIEW 

 The U.S. Constitution and the Washington State Constitution grant citizens the right to a 

fair trial.  U.S. Const. amend. IV, VI; Const. art. I § 22; Pers. Restraint of Glasmann, 175 Wn.2d 

696, 703, 286 P.3d 673 (2012).  Prosecutorial misconduct jeopardizes that right.  Glasmann, 175 

Wn.2d at 703-04.  A defendant claiming prosecutorial misconduct must show both improper 

conduct and resulting prejudice.  Fisher, 165 Wn.2d at 747.  Prejudice exists when there is a 

“‘substantial likelihood [that] the misconduct affected the jury’s verdict.’”  State v. McKenzie, 157 

Wn.2d 44, 52, 134 P.3d 221 (2006) (quoting State v. Brown, 132 Wn. 2d 529, 561, 940 P.2d 546 

(1997)).  Because Tyler did not object to the prosecutor’s allegedly improper conduct, we must 
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determine whether the prosecutor’s misconduct was “so flagrant and ill-intentioned” that it caused 

an “enduring and resulting prejudice” incurable by a jury instruction.  State v. Stenson, 132 Wn.2d 

668, 719, 940 P.2d 1239 (1997). 

 Under this heightened standard of review, Tyler must show that “(1) ‘no curative 

instruction would have obviated any prejudicial effect on the jury and (2) the misconduct resulted 

in prejudice that ‘had a substantial likelihood of affecting the jury verdict.’”  State v. Emery, 

174 Wn.2d 741, 761, 278 P.3d 653 (2012) (quoting State v. Thorgerson, 172 Wn.2d 438, 455, 258 

P.3d 43 (2011)).  In analyzing a prosecutorial misconduct claim, we “focus less on whether the 

prosecutor’s misconduct was flagrant or ill-intentioned and more on whether the resulting 

prejudice could have been cured.”  Emery, 174 Wn.2d at 762.  “‘The criterion always is, has such 

a feeling of prejudice been engendered or located in the minds of the jury as to prevent a 

[defendant] from having a fair trial?’”  Emery, 174 Wn.2d at 762 (alteration in original) (quoting 

Slattery v. City of Seattle, 169 Wash. 144, 148, 13 P.2d 464 (1932). 

B.  STATE’S CLOSING ARGUMENT  

 Tyler claims several instances of the State’s closing argument amounted to improper 

prosecutorial misconduct.  First, Tyler argues that the prosecutor referenced facts not in the record 

by arguing that Tyler physically abused the victims to gain their compliance and that he was 

“calculating.”  Second, Tyler argues that the prosecutor improperly appealed to the jury’s passion 

and prejudice by saying the jury was “fortunate” to be able to convict Tyler, expressing thanks that 

there were no more known victims, characterizing the victims’ experience as horrifying, and by 

emphasizing legally irrelevant evidence, such as the physical pain JAR testified about and 

characterizing the victims as Tyler’s “harem.”  Br. of App. at 23-24.  The State concedes that the 
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prosecutor’s statement that the jury was “fortunate,” its reference to the victims as Tyler’s “harem,” 

and its expression of thanks that there were no more known victims were improper.  

 A prosecutor’s argument that is unsupported by the evidence is improper.  Pers. Restraint 

of Yates, 177 Wn.2d 1, 58, 296 P.3d 872 (2013).  However, a prosecutor has “‘wide latitude’” in 

its closing argument and may draw reasonable inferences from the evidence admitted at trial.  

Yates, 177 Wn.2d at 58 (internal quotation marks omitted) (quoting Fisher, 165 Wn.2d at 747).  A 

prosecutor may reference the nature of the crime and its effect on the victims.  State v. Borboa, 

157 Wn.2d 108, 123, 135 P.3d 469 (2006) (prosecutor’s comment that the crime was horrible and 

referencing witnesses’ emotional reactions not improper or prejudicial).  On the other hand, a 

prosecutor may not appeal to the jury’s passion and prejudice or encourage the jury to base its 

verdict on the improper argument, rather than the properly admitted evidence.  Glasmann, 

175 Wn.2d at 711.  We review the prosecutor’s conduct within the full context of closing argument.  

Yates, 177 Wn.2d at 58. 

 Here, several of the prosecutor’s statements that Tyler now claims were misconduct were 

not improper because the comment recounted, or was a reasonable inference from, the evidence at 

trial or referenced the nature of Tyler’s crimes.  The argument that Tyler used physical abuse to 

gain compliance from the victims was based on the evidence presented at trial.  All three victims 

and JR testified that Tyler either hit or spanked them and that they were afraid of Tyler.  HMR told 

Stirling that she was afraid Tyler would physically harm her if she told anyone what was happening 

to her.  Likewise, JAR testified about the physical pain of Tyler’s conduct.  Thus, the portion of 

the State’s closing argument referencing this evidence was not improper. 
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 Additionally, the prosecutor’s comment during closing argument that Tyler was 

“calculating” was a reasonable inference from the evidence and a characterization of the nature of 

Tyler’s conduct.  The State characterized Tyler as “calculating” after recounting JAR’s testimony 

that Tyler told her that she needed to get a boyfriend so that if Tyler ever impregnated her he would 

be able to “blame it on [the boyfriend].”  2 VRP at 150.  Likewise, the prosecutor’s characterization 

of these acts as a horrifying experience for a child was a reasonable characterization of the nature 

of the crime.  See Borboa, 157 Wn.2d at 123 (holding the prosecutor’s description of the charges 

as “horrible” in his closing statement was not improper).  Thus, these comments did not constitute 

improper prosecutorial argument. 

 The State concedes that the prosecutor’s statement that the jury was “fortunate,” its 

reference to the victims as Tyler’s “harem,” and its expression of thanks that there were no more 

known victims were improper.  However, these comments were not so flagrant and ill-intentioned 

that no jury instruction could have cured the error. 

 Given the context of the prosecutor’s closing argument, the jury’s instruction that the 

attorneys’ remarks were not evidence, and the overwhelming evidence of Tyler’s guilt, we cannot 

say that these comments created such a feeling of prejudice against Tyler that he was denied a fair 

trial or that the remarks were incurable.  Had Tyler objected and the trial court given the jury a 

limiting instruction to not consider these improper remarks, any prejudice would have been 
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obviated.  Therefore, we hold that the prosecutor’s closing argument did not constitute incurable 

prosecutorial misconduct that warrants reversal for a new trial.15 

V.  SUFFICIENT CHARGING DOCUMENT 

 Tyler argues that the State’s information was deficient because it did not differentiate 

between all of the charges by including relevant facts for each charge.  We decline to address the 

merits of this issue because Tyler argues only that the information was vague and he did not request 

a bill of particulars below under CrR 2.1(c).16 

 A charging document that states the essential elements of a crime, but is vague on some 

other significant matter, may be corrected under a bill of particulars.  State v. Leach, 113 Wn.2d 

679, 687, 782 P.2d 552 (1989).  “The function of a bill of particulars is ‘to amplify or clarify 

particular matters considered essential to the defense.’”  State v. Allen, 116 Wn. App. 454, 460, 

66 P.3d 653 (2003) (quoting State v. Noltie, 116 Wn.2d 831, 845, 808 P.2d 190 (1991)).  “A 

defendant may not challenge a charging document for vagueness on appeal” if he or she did not 

request a bill of particulars.  Leach, 113 Wn.2d at 687 (internal quotation marks omitted). 

 Here, Tyler does not allege that the State’s information omitted essential elements of any 

of the charged crimes.  Rather, he argues that the information failed to include “the facts necessary” 

to differentiate between the charges.  See Br. of Appellant at 26, 28.  In other words, he argues that 

                                                 
15 Tyler argues that the cumulative effect of instances of misconduct requires reversal.  Because 
the misconduct was not so flagrant and ill-intentioned that no jury instruction could have cured the 
error, we need not consider this argument. 
 
16 CrR 2.1(c) provides that the “court may direct the filing of a bill of particulars. A motion for a 
bill of particulars may be made before arraignment or within 10 days after arraignment or at such 
later time as the court may permit.” 
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the information does not “describe the facts with great specificity.”  State v. Winings, 126 Wn. 

App. 75, 85, 107 P.3d 141 (2005).  This argument goes to the vagueness of the charging document 

and not to any constitutional insufficiency.  Leach, 113 Wn.2d at 686-87.  Tyler never requested a 

bill of particulars to resolve any vagueness in the information.  Thus, he cannot challenge the 

information for vagueness on appeal. 

VI.  EVIDENCE OF PRIOR CONVICTIONS 

 Tyler argues, and the State concedes, that the State failed to present evidence of Tyler’s 

prior convictions at sentencing.  We accept the State’s concession and remand for resentencing to 

allow both parties to present relevant evidence regarding Tyler’s criminal history under  

RCW 9.94A.530(2), including any criminal history not previously presented.  

 A trial court must conduct a sentencing hearing before imposing a sentence on a convicted 

defendant.  RCW 9.94A.500(1); State v. Hunley, 175 Wn.2d 901, 908, 287 P.3d 584 (2012).  A 

defendant’s criminal history is based upon a defendant’s offender score which is generally 

calculated by adding together the defendant’s current offenses and prior convictions. 

RCW 9.94A.589(1)(a); Hunley, 175 Wn.2d at 908-09.  At sentencing, the State must prove any 

prior convictions by a preponderance of the evidence and must “introduce ‘evidence of some kind 

to support the alleged criminal history.’”  Hunley, 175 Wn.2d at 910 (quoting State v. Ford, 137 

Wn.2d 472, 479-80, 973 P.2d 452 (1999)).   

 Tyler argues that the correct remedy is to remand to correct the judgment and sentence.  

We disagree.  Under State v. Cobos,17 we remand for resentencing to allow both parties to present 

                                                 
17 State v. Cobos, 178 Wn. App. 692, 700-01, 315 P.3d 600 (2013). 
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relevant evidence regarding Tyler’s criminal history under RCW 9.94A.530(2),18 including any 

criminal history not previously presented.  

VII.  IMPOSITION OF DISCRETIONARY LFO’S 

 Lastly, Tyler argues that the trial court erred by imposing discretionary LFOs without 

inquiring into his ability to pay them per RCW 10-01-160(3).  The State argues that because Tyler 

did not object to imposition of the LFOs below and no compelling reason exists for us to reach the 

issue, this court should not exercise its discretion to reach the issue.  However, because we are 

remanding for resentencing, we exercise our discretion under RAP 2.5(a) to review the LFO issue.  

State v. Blazina, 182 Wn.2d 827, 830, 344 P.3d 680 (2015). 

 “A defendant who makes no objection to the imposition of discretionary LFOs at 

sentencing is not automatically entitled to review.”  Blazina, 182 Wn.2d at 832. Generally, we may 

refuse to review a claim of error raised for the first time on appeal.  RAP 2.5(a).  In State v. Blazina, 

we declined to reach the defendant’s argument regarding the imposition of LFOs at his sentencing 

because he failed to object and preserve the matter for appeal.  174 Wn. App. 906, 911, 301 P.3d 

492 (2013). 

 As our Supreme Court noted, an appellate court may use its discretion to reach unpreserved 

claims of error.  Blazina, 182 Wn.2d at 830.  Tyler argues that the sentencing court necessarily 

failed to consider his ability to pay because, if it had, it would not have imposed them based on 

Tyler’s lengthy sentence, his indigent status, and the trial court’s knowledge that Tyler received 

                                                 
18 RCW 9.94A.530(2) states:  “On remand for resentencing following appeal or collateral attack, 
the parties shall have the opportunity to present and the court to consider all relevant evidence 
regarding criminal history, including criminal history not previously presented.” 
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Supplemental Security Income (SSI).  However, the record indicates that Tyler was currently 

employed in addition to receiving SSI in March 2002.   

 Because we are remanding for resentencing on the prior convictions, the trial court is 

directed to inquire into Tyler’s ability to pay the discretionary LFOs as required under 

RCW 10.01.160(3) and Blazina. 

CONCLUSION 

 We hold that (1) the State presented sufficient evidence to support Tyler’s three convictions 

for first degree child rape and his conviction for first degree child molestation as to JAR  (counts 

II, IV, VI, and VIII), (2) the trial court impermissibly commented on the evidence by including the 

victims’ birthdates in the to-convict jury instructions, but the error was harmless, (3) the trial court 

properly admitted evidence of Tyler’s physical abuse for a purpose other than proving his prior 

bad acts, (4) the prosecutor engaged in misconduct, but the comments were not so flagrant and ill-

intentioned that no limiting instruction could have cured the error, (5) Tyler waived his ability to 

challenge the information for vagueness on appeal, (6) the State failed to prove Tyler’s prior 

criminal history at sentencing, and (7) we exercise our discretion to reach the merits of Tyler’s 
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LFO challenge.  We affirm all of Tyler’s convictions, remand for resentencing under 

RCW 9.94A.530(2) at which hearing the State may present evidence of Tyler’s criminal history, 

and remand and order the sentencing court to make an individualized inquiry into Tyler’s ability 

to pay the discretionary LFOs as required under RCW 10.01.160(3) and Blazina. 

 A majority of the panel having determined that this opinion will not be printed in the 

Washington Appellate Reports, but will be filed for public record in accordance with RCW 2.06.040, 

it is so ordered. 

  

 SUTTON, J. 
We concur:  
  

BJORGEN, C.J.  

MELNICK, J.  
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JOHN T. TYLER,  
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 BJORGEN, J. — John Tyler appeals from the sentence imposed following a resentencing 

hearing, asserting that the sentencing court erred by (1) including his juvenile convictions in the 

calculation of his offender score, (2) imposing a sentencing condition prohibiting him from 

entering into a romantic relationship with a person who has minor children without prior 

approval, and (3) imposing a sentencing condition prohibiting him from viewing or possessing 

sexually explicit material without prior approval.  In his statement of additional grounds for 

review (SAG), Tyler argues that the sentencing court violated his Sixth Amendment right by 

imposing an exceptional sentence absent a jury finding that aggravating circumstances justified 

such exceptional sentence.  The State concedes that the sentencing court erred by including 

Tyler’s juvenile convictions to calculate his offender score and that the condition prohibiting 

certain romantic relationships is unconstitutionally vague.    

We accept the State’s concessions and hold that the sentencing court erred in calculating 

Tyler’s offender score and that the condition prohibiting romantic relationships as written is 

unconstitutionally vague.  We also hold that Tyler’s challenge to the condition regarding 

sexually explicit material and his SAG claim fail.  We therefore reverse Tyler’s sentence and 

remand for resentencing.   

Filed 
Washington State 
Court of Appeals 

Division Two 
 

December 4, 2018 
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FACTS 

 Tyler was convicted of 11 counts of first degree child rape, 2 counts of first degree child 

molestation, and 2 counts of second degree child rape, committed between 1992 and 2002.  In 

our opinion following Tyler’s direct appeal, we affirmed his convictions but remanded for 

resentencing, holding that the State failed to present sufficient evidence of Tyler’s criminal 

history and that the sentencing court failed to make the required inquiry into Tyler’s ability to 

pay discretionary legal financial obligations (LFOs).  State v. Tyler, No. 46426-8-II, slip op at 

195 Wn. App. 1006, review denied, 186 Wn.2d 1029 (2016) (Wash. Ct. App. July 19, 2016) 

(unpublished).1    

 Following a June 9, 2017 resentencing hearing, the sentencing court calculated Tyler’s 

offender score at 47, with 42 points based on his current convictions and 5 points based on his 

prior criminal history.  The sentencing court included in its offender score calculation a half 

point each for Tyler’s 1980 juvenile offense of second degree burglary and his 1983 juvenile 

offense of taking a motor vehicle without permission.  The sentencing court imposed an 

exceptional sentence of 732.5 months based on its finding that “[t]he defendant has committed 

multiple current offenses and the defendant’s high offender score results in some of the current 

offenses going unpunished under RCW 9.94A.535(2)(c).”  Clerk’s Papers (CP) at 44, 57. 

 The sentencing court also imposed the following restrictions as conditions of Tyler’s 

sentence and community custody: 

You shall not view or possess sexually explicit material as defined in RCW 
9.68.130(2) without prior approval of DOC [Department of Corrections] and your 
sexual deviancy treatment provider. 
 
. . . . 
 

                                                 
1 Http://www.courts.wa.gov/opinions/pdf/464268.pdf. 

Appendix Page 31 of 39



No.  50434-1-II 

3 
 

You shall not enter into a romantic relationship with another person who has minor 
children in their care or custody without prior approval of DOC and your sexual 
deviancy treatment provider. 
 

CP at 56.  Tyler appeals his sentence.  

ANALYSIS 

I. INCLUSION OF JUVENILE OFFENSES IN OFFENDER SCORE 

 Tyler first contends that the sentencing court erred by including his prior juvenile 

offenses in its calculation of his offender score.  The State concedes error.  We accept the State’s 

concession and remand for resentencing consistent with this opinion. 

 We review offender score calculations de novo.  State v. Moeurn, 170 Wn.2d 169, 172, 

240 P.3d 1158 (2010).  Generally, a sentencing court is required to sentence an offender under 

the law in effect when the current offense was committed.  RCW 9.94A.345.   

 Before 1997, the Sentencing Reform Act of 1981 (SRA), chapter 9.94A RCW, generally 

did not include juvenile offenses in an offender score calculation.  In re Pers. Restraint of Jones, 

121 Wn. App. 859, 862-63, 88 P.3d 424 (2004).  In 2002, the legislature amended the SRA to 

include juvenile offenses in an offender score even if they had not been counted as part of a 

previously imposed sentence.  Jones, 121 Wn. App. at 868 (citing LAWS OF 2002, ch. 107 § 1).  

In Jones, we summarized the effect of these amendments on the inclusion of juvenile offenses in 

offender score calculations as follows: 

1.  If the current adult offense occurred on or after June 13, 2002, the prior juvenile 
adjudication counts. 
 
2.  If the current adult offense occurred before July 1, 1997, and the prior juvenile 
offense is not a sex offense, serious violent offense, or Class A felony committed 
while 15 or older, the prior juvenile adjudication does not count. 
 
3.  If the current adult offense occurred on or after July 1, 1997 but before June 13, 
2002, and the prior juvenile offense is not a sex offense, serious violent offense, or 
Class A felony committed while 15 or older: 
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a.  The prior juvenile adjudication does not count if the defendant committed the 
underlying juvenile offense before age 15, provided that he or she  attained age 15 
before July 1, 1997. 
 
b. The prior juvenile adjudication does not count if the defendant committed the 
underlying juvenile offense while age 15 or older, provided that he or she attained 
age 23 before July 1, 1997. 
 
c.  Otherwise, the prior juvenile adjudication counts. 
 

121 Wn. App. at 870-71 (footnotes omitted). 

 Tyler committed all of his current offenses before June 13, 2002.  Therefore, the first 

Jones rule does not apply, and the question of whether Tyler’s prior juvenile offenses should 

have been counted toward his offender score depends on other factors.   

 Tyler committed 3 of his 15 current offenses (counts 1-3) before July 1, 1997.  Because 

Tyler’s prior juvenile offenses of second degree burglary and taking a motor vehicle without 

permission were not sex offenses, serious violent offenses, or class A felonies, the prior juvenile 

offenses should not have been counted in his offender score as to those 3 current convictions 

under the second Jones rule.  See former RCW 9A.52.030(2) (1989) (classifying second degree 

burglary as a class B felony); former RCW 9A.56.070(2) (1975) (classifying taking a motor 

vehicle without permission as a class C felony).   

 Tyler committed 3 of his 15 current offenses (counts 10, 14-15) between July 1, 1997 and 

June 13, 2002.  Therefore, under the third Jones rule, we look to Tyler’s age at the time he 

committed his offenses to determine whether his prior juvenile offenses should have been 

included in his offender score calculation.2   

                                                 
2 As addressed above, Tyler’s juvenile offenses of second degree burglary and taking a motor 
vehicle without permission were not sex offenses, serious violent offenses, or class A felonies. 
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Tyler was born in September 1966.  He committed his juvenile offense of second degree 

burglary in December 1980, when he was 14 years old.  Because Tyler committed second degree 

burglary before age 15, and because he attained the age of 15 before July 1, 1997, the juvenile 

offense should not have been included in his offender score as to these 3 current convictions.  

Jones, 121 Wn. App. at 870-71.   

Tyler committed his juvenile offense of taking a motor vehicle without permission in 

March 1983, when he was 16 years old.  Because Tyler committed taking a motor vehicle 

without permission after the age of 15, and because he attained the age of 23 before July 1, 1997, 

the juvenile offense should not have been included in his offender score as to these 3 current 

convictions.  Jones, 121 Wn. App. at 870-71.      

 Tyler committed his remaining 9 of 15 current offenses (counts 4, 6, 8, 11, 16-20) during 

a time span beginning before July 1, 1997 and ending before June 13, 2002.  Tyler’s jury verdicts 

as to these counts are ambiguous as to whether he committed some or all of the current offenses 

before July 1, 1997, in which case the second Jones rule would apply to prohibit inclusion of his 

juvenile offenses in his offender score calculation, or between July 1, 1997 and June 13, 2002, in 

which case the third Jones rule would apply to prohibit inclusion of his juvenile offenses in his 

offender score calculation.  Because the result is the same regardless of our interpretation of the 

ambiguous jury verdicts, we need not apply the rule of lenity to conclude that the sentencing 

court erred by including Tyler’s juvenile offenses in its offender score calculation.  See State v. 

Kier, 164 Wn.2d 798, 811, 194 P.3d 212 (2008) (Ambiguities in a jury verdict must be resolved 

in favor of the defendant under the rule of lenity.).   
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Accordingly, we accept the State’s concession that the sentencing court erred by 

including Tyler’s juvenile offenses in its offender score calculation as to all of his current 

convictions, and we remand for resentencing using Tyler’s correct offender score.3 

II. CONDITIONS OF SENTENCE AND COMMUNITY CUSTODY 

A. Condition Prohibiting Certain Romantic Relationships 

 Next, Tyler contends that the sentencing condition prohibiting certain romantic 

relationships is unconstitutionally vague.  The State concedes that this sentencing condition is 

unconstitutionally vague.  We accept the State’s concession and hold that the condition is 

unconstitutionally vague in its current form. 

 Due process under the Fourteenth Amendment of the United States Constitution and 

article I, section 3 of the Washington Constitution requires that sentencing conditions provide 

“fair warning of proscribed conduct.”  State v. Bahl, 164 Wn.2d 739, 752, 193 P.3d 678 (2008).  

A sentencing condition is unconstitutionally vague if it “‘does not define the criminal offense 

with sufficient definiteness that ordinary people can understand what conduct is proscribed’” or 

if it “‘does not provide ascertainable standards of guilt to protect against arbitrary enforcement.’”  

Bahl, 164 Wn.2d at 752-53 (quoting City of Spokane v. Douglass, 115 Wn.2d 171, 178, 795 P.2d 

693 (1990)).  

 Here, the challenged sentencing condition states, “You shall not enter into a romantic 

relationship with another person who has minor children in their care or custody without prior 

approval of DOC and your sexual deviancy treatment provider.”  CP at 56.  In United States v. 

Reeves, the Second Circuit of the United States Court of Appeals held that a condition requiring 

                                                 
3 Although we remand for resentencing on this basis, we address Tyler’s remaining contentions 
because the issues will likely arise again in resentencing. 
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the offender to notify the probation department “when he establishes a significant romantic 

relationship” was unduly vague, reasoning: 

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.  See, e.g., Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, The 
Marriage of Figaro (1786); Jane Austin, Mansfield Park (Thomas Egerton, 1814); 
When Harry Met Sally (Columbia Pictures 1989); He’s Just Not That Into You 
(Flower Films 2009).  
 

591 F.3d 77, 80-81 (2d Cir. 2010). 
 

We find this reasoning to be persuasive.  Even absent the “significant” qualifier, 

the term “romantic relationship” lacks sufficient definiteness such that an ordinary person 

would understand what conduct is proscribed.  Thus, the condition as written also permits 

arbitrary enforcement by granting corrections officers broad discretion to determine when 

an offender’s relationship has crossed the prohibited threshold of becoming “romantic” in 

nature.  Because the sentencing condition as written impermissibly lacks sufficient 

definiteness and fails to protect against arbitrary enforcement, we accept the State’s 

concession that it is unconstitutionally vague in its current form. 

B. Condition Prohibiting the Viewing or Possession of Sexually Explicit Material 

 Next, Tyler contends that the sentencing court lacked statutory authority to impose the 

condition prohibiting his viewing or possession of sexually explicit material because the 

prohibition is not related to the circumstances of his crimes of conviction.   
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A sentencing court has statutory authority to order an offender to “[c]omply with any 

crime-related prohibitions.”  RCW 9.94A.703(3)(f); see also RCW 9.94A.505(9).  A prohibition 

is “crime-related” if it “directly relates to the circumstances of the crime for which the offender 

has been convicted.”  Former RCW 9.94A.030(10).  We review the imposition of crime-related 

prohibitions for an abuse of discretion.  State v. Armendariz, 160 Wn.2d 106, 110, 156 P.3d 201 

(2007).   

Regarding the abuse of discretion standard as applied to the imposition of crime-related 

sentencing conditions, our Supreme Court recently noted: 

While it is true the prohibited conduct must directly relate to the circumstances of 
the crime, “[t]his court reviews sentencing conditions for abuse of discretion.  State 
v. Riley, 121 Wn.2d 22, 37, 846 P.2d 1365 (1993).  Such conditions are usually 
upheld if reasonably crime related.  Id. at 36-37, 846 P.2d 1365.”  State v. Warren, 
165 Wash.2d 17, 32, 195 P.3d 940 (2008).  A court does not abuse its discretion if 
a “reasonable relationship” between the crime of conviction and the community 
custody condition exists.  State v. Irwin, 191 Wash. App. 644, 658-59, 364 P.3d 
830 (2015).  The prohibited conduct need not be identical to the crime of 
conviction, but there must be “some basis for the connection.”  Id. at 657, 364 P.3d 
830. 
 

State v. Nguyen,___ Wn.2d ___, 425 P.3d 847, 853 (2018).  In applying this standard, the 

Nguyen court held that a condition prohibiting an offender from possessing or viewing sexually 

explicit material was reasonably related to his crime of child rape and molestation, reasoning: 

Nguyen committed sex crimes and, in doing so, established his inability to control 
his sexual urges.  It is both logical and reasonable to conclude that a convicted 
person who cannot suppress sexual urges should be prohibited from accessing 
“sexually explicit materials,” the only purpose of which is to invoke sexual 
stimulation. 
 

425 P.3d at 854. 

Here, as in Nguyen, Tyler was convicted of sex crimes, which convictions demonstrated 

his inability to control his sexual urges.  Accordingly, under Nguyen, the trial court did not abuse 
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its discretion in prohibiting Tyler from viewing or possessing sexually explicit material as a 

condition of his sentence. 

III. SAG

In his SAG, Tyler argues that the resentencing court violated his Sixth Amendment jury 

trial right by imposing an exceptional sentence absent a jury finding that aggravating 

circumstances justified such exceptional sentence.  We disagree. 

Our Supreme Court has already considered and rejected this argument.  State v. Alvarado, 

164 Wn.2d 556, 566-67, 192 P.3d 345 (2008).  Here, as in Alvarado, the trial court imposed an 

exceptional sentence under RCW 9.94A.535(2)(c).4  

[T]he only factors the trial court relies upon in imposing an exceptional sentence
under RCW 9.94A.535(2)(c) are based on criminal history and the jury’s verdict on
the current convictions[,] . . . [which b]oth fall under the Blakely[5] prior convictions
exception, as no judicial fact finding is involved.

Alvarado, 164 Wn.2d at 566-67 (citation omitted).  Because the sentencing court did not engage 

in impermissible fact finding when it imposed an exceptional sentence based on Tyler’s high 

offender score, Tyler’s Sixth Amendment claim fails. 

CONCLUSION 

We hold that the sentencing court erred by including Tyler’s juvenile offenses in its 

offender score calculation and that the condition prohibiting certain romantic relationships is 

unconstitutionally vague in its current form.  We also uphold the condition restricting his 

4 RCW 9.94A.535(2)(c) provides: 
The trial court may impose an aggravated exceptional sentence without a finding 
of fact by a jury under the following circumstances: 
. . . . 
(c) The defendant has committed multiple current offenses and the defendant’s high
offender score results in some of the current offenses going unpunished.

5 Blakely v. Washington, 542 U.S. 296, 124 S. Ct. 2531, 159 L. Ed. 2d 403 (2004). 
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viewing and possession of sexually explicit materials.  Finally, we hold that Tyler has failed to 

demonstrate a violation of his Sixth Amendment jury trial right based on the sentencing court’s 

imposition of an exceptional sentence.  Accordingly, we reverse Tyler’s sentence and remand for 

resentencing that is consistent with this opinion 

A majority of the panel having determined that this opinion will not be printed in the 

Washington Appellate Reports, but will be filed for public record in accordance with RCW 

2.06.040, it is so ordered. 

Bjorgen, J. 
We concur: 

Maxa, C.J. 

Lee, A.C.J. 
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