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A. STATUS OF PETITIONER

Armondo Sepulveda (hereinafter “Sepulveda”) challenges his 1989
King County convictions for Rape in the First Degree and Robbery in the
Second Degree (89-1-04558-0). Mr. Sepulveda is no longer incarcerated
on this offense. However, he remains under several disabilities as a result
including the fact that these convictions served as a necessary predicate
“strike” to Sepulveda’s current persistent offender status and life sentence.

This is Sepulveda’s first collateral attack on this judgment.

B. FACTS

On September 14, 1989, Sepulveda pled guilty to Rape in the First
Degree and Robbery in the Second Degree for crimes that occurred several
months earlier, on August 11, 1989. See Judgment and Sentence attached
as Appendix A.

Sepulveda’s Statement of Defendant on Plea of Guilty (Appendix B),
which is signed by Sepulveda, his attorney, the prosecutor, and the Judge,
states that the maximum sentence for the rape is “twenty (20) years to life
imprisonment.” In fact, the maximum penalty was life. Sepulveda’s plea

to rape was part of a “package deal” or singular plea to both the rape and

robbery counts.



Sepulveda was sentenced on November 3, 1989. The Judgment
repeats the error from the plea form, stating in Section 2.3 that the
maximum term is “20 yrs. to LIFE.”

C. ARGUMENT

1. INTRODUCTION

Sepulveda’s Judgment is facially invalid because it reveals, on its
face, a mistaken maximum term of imprisonment. The maximum penalty
was not “twenty years to life.” It was life. Sepulveda’s maximum penalty
was not a discretionary range which bottomed out at 20 years. Unlike pre-
SRA cases where the sentencing court had the discretion to cap the
maximum at 20 years (or set it at life), in Sepulveda’s case neither the
sentencing court nor any other authority had the power to set the maximum
term at twenty years. As a result, it is clear that Sepulveda’s Judgment is

invalid on its face.

Sepulveda’s facially invalid judgment reveals an involuntary guilty
plea. Because Sepulveda’s plea was based on misinformation about a
direct consequence (the maximum possible punishment), it was
unconstitutional because it was neither knowing nor voluntary. Sepulveda
does not need to show that he would have made a different choice if he had
been correctly advised that the maximum could not have been set at 20

years, but only at life. Instead, Sepulveda is entitled to withdraw his plea.



Finally, because both pleas were part of a “package deal,” Sepulveda is

entitled to withdraw his guilty pleas to both counts.

2. SEPULVEDA’S JUDGMENT IS INVALID ON ITS FACE

Since Sepulveda’s conviction has been final for more than one year,
he must address the time bar issue—arguing first that his Judgment is
facially invalid and then moving to his guilty plea to show that it was based
on a “manifest error.”

RCW 10.73.090 establishes a one-year time limit for collateral
attack on a judgment. More that one year has elapsed since this conviction
was final. However, the one-year time limit does not apply to a judgment
invalid on its face. RCW 10.73.090; In re Restraint of Goodwin, 146 Wn.2d
861, 866, 50 P.3d 618 (2002).

A judgment and sentence is invalid on its face if it evinces the
invalidity “without further elaboration.” Goodwin, 146 Wn.2d at 866. The
phrase “on its face” includes the documents signed as part of a plea
agreement. Id. at 866 n. 2 (citing In re Restraint of Stoudmire, 141 Wn.2d
342,354, 5 P.3d 1240 (2000); In re Restraint of Thompson, 141 Wn.2d
712,719, 10 P.3d 380 (2000)).

As our Supreme Court has explained: “[Tlhe relevant question in a
criminal case is whether the judgment and sentence is valid on its face, not

whether related documents, such as plea agreements, are valid on their face.



Such documents may be relevant to the question whether a judgment is
valid on its face, but only if they disclose facial invalidity in the judgment
and sentence itself.” In re Restraint of Turay, 150 Wn.2d 71, 82, 74 P.3d
1194 (2003).

In the case at bar, the maximum penalty on the Judgment is clearly
erroneous. Prior to the adoption of the SRA, judges imposing sentences set
the maximum term. For individuals sent to prison, the parole board then set
the minimum term. For many Class A offenses, the maximum penalty was
20 years to life. See RCW 9.95.010; RCW 9A.20.020. Rape in the First
Degree was such an offense. In those cases, a sentencing judge acted
entirely within her statutory authority if she imposed a sentence less than
life, as long as it did not drop below twenty years. In other words, “20 to
life” represented the maximum sentence’s discretionary range. By 1989,
things had changed. RCW 9A.20.021 (4). By that time, the maximum for
first-degree rape had been set at life. RCW 9A.20.021.

Sepulveda’s Judgment lists the date (“9-14-89”) and name (Rape in
the First Degree) of Sepulveda’s crime of conviction on Count I and then
states that the “Maximum Term” is “20 Yrs. to LIFE.” From this
information alone, it is obvious that the maximum sentence is erroneous.

Thus, the face of Sepulveda’s Judgment reveals the error without further

elaboration.



Thus, the question then becomes whether this error in the Judgment
identifies a defect in the guilty plea that merits relief. Here, it does.

4. SEPULVEDA’S JUDGMENT REVEALS AN INVOLUNTARY PLEA

When a defendant pleads guilty, he must do so knowingly,
voluntarily, and intelligently. Henderson v. Morgan, 426 U.S. 637, 644-
45,96 S.Ct. 2253, 49 L.Ed.2d 108 (1976); McCarthy v. United States, 394
U.S. 459, 466, 89 S.Ct. 1166, 22 ..Ed.2d 418 (1969); State v. Ross, 129
Wn.2d 279, 284, 916 P.2d 405 (1996); In re Barr, 102 Wn.2d 265, 269,
684 P.2d 712 (1984); Wood v. Morris, 87 Wn.2d 501, 507, 554 P.2d 1032
(1976). Whether a plea satisfies this standard depends primarily on
whether the defendant correctly understood its consequences. State v.
Walsh, 143 Wn.2d 1, 8, 17 P.3d 591 (2001); State v. Miller, 110 Wn.2d
528, 531, 756 P.2d 122 (1988). See also CrR 4.2(d); In re Fonseca, 132
Wn. App. 464, 132 P.3d 154 (2006) (plea withdrawn where defendant did

not know he was ineligible for DOSA at time he pled guilty).

It is now well-settled that the constitutional validity of a guilty plea
turns, in part, on whether the defendant was informed of “all” the “direct”
consequences of his plea. State v. Ross, 129 Wn.2d 279, 284, 916 P.2d 405
(1996). A sentencing consequence is direct when “the result represents a

definite, immediate and largely automatic effect on the range of the



defendant's punishment.” Id. at 284, quoting State v. Barton, 93 Wn.2d

301, 305, 609 P.2d 1353 (1980).

The maximum possible sentence is a “direct” consequence of a
guilty plea. State v. Vensel, 88 Wn.2d 552, 555, 564 P.2d 326 (1977) (“We
believe it is important at the time a plea of guilty is entered, whether in
justice or superior court, that the record show on its face the plea was
entered voluntarily and intelligently, and affirmatively show the defendant

understands the maximum term which may be imposed.”).

Thus, the next question is whether Petitioner was misinformed of

the maximum punishment when he pled guilty.

S. MISINFORMATION AND MATERIALITY

When a defendant is misinformed about a direct consequence of a
guilty plea he does not need to demonstrate that the misinformation
materially affected his decision to plead guilty. In re Restraint of Isadore,
151 Wn.2d 294, 88 P.3d 390 (2004); State v. Mendoza, 157 Wn.2d 582,
590-91, 141 P.3d 49 (2006) (“In determining whether the plea is
constitutionally valid, we decline to engage in a subjective inquiry into the
defendant's risk calculation and the reasons underlying his or her decision
to accept the plea bargain. Accordingly, we adhere to our precedent
establishing that a guilty plea may be deemed involuntary when based on

misinformation regarding a direct consequence on the plea, regardless of



whether the actual sentencing range is lower or higher than anticipated.”).
According to Isadore, a defendant “need not make a special showing of
materiality” in order for misinformation to render a guilty plea invalid, but
instead must show only that the misinformation concerned “a direct
consequence of [the] guilty plea.” 151 Wn.2d at 296 (emphasis added).

For example, in State v. Miller, 110 Wn.2d 528, 756 P.2d 122
(1988), the Washington Supreme Court held the defendant was entitled to
withdraw his guilty plea because both parties were unaware of a mandatory
minimum sentence requirement. When Miller entered his guilty plea to first
degree murder, he had been misinformed by his attorney, who in turn had
been misinformed by the prosecutor, that he could receive an exceptional
sentence of less than 20 years. Prior to sentencing, Miller was informed that
a first degree murder conviction carried a mandatory 20-year sentence. On
review, the Supreme Court held that because Miller entered his plea
without knowing the true sentencing consequences of that decision, his plea
was involuntary and he was entitled, if he so desired, to withdraw the plea.
Id. at 536-37.

In Mendoza, the defendant was misinformed about the standard
range. The true range was actually lower than stated on the plea form.
Nevertheless, the Supreme Court held that “a guilty plea may be deemed
involuntary when based on misinformation regarding a direct consequence

on the plea, regardless of whether the actual sentencing range is lower or



higher than anticipated. Absent a showing that the defendant was correctly
informed of all of the direct consequences of his guilty plea, the defendant
may move to withdraw the plea.” 157 Wn.2d at 591.

Here, Sepulveda was misinformed about the maximum penalty—a
direct consequence of his guilty plea. He was not informed of this mistake
prior to sentencing. To the contrary, the mistake was repeated on his
Judgment. Thus, Sepulveda’s plea was involuntary.

6. WITHDRAWAL OF PLEA

A defendant may withdraw his guilty plea if it was invalidly entered
or if its enforcement would result in a manifest injustice. Isadore, supra;
CrR 4.2(f). “An involuntary plea produces a manifest injustice.” Isadore,
151 Wn.2d at 298.

Where a plea agreement is based on misinformation, the defendant
may choose specific enforcement of the agreement or withdrawal of the
guilty plea.” Walsh, 143 Wn.2d at 8-9. See also In re Restraint of
Hoisington, 99 Wn. App. 423, 993 P.2d 296 (2000). The defendant's
choice of remedy controls, unless there are compelling reasons not to allow
that remedy. Miller, 110 Wn.2d at 535.

Sepulveda chooses withdrawal of his plea. If the State objects, then
this Court should require the State to make a prima facie showing of any
compelling reason not to allow this remedy. If the State cannot do so, then

this Court should vacate the judgment and remand to King County Superior



Court to allow Sepulveda to withdraw his plea. If the State makes a prima
facie showing, then the Court should remand for a hearing on Sepulveda’s
choice of remedy.

Further, Sepulveda should be permitted to withdraw his pleas to
both counts. A plea agreement is essentially a contract made between a
defendant and the State. State v. Hardesty, 129 Wash.2d 303, 318,915 P.2d
1080 (1996). Under normal contract principles, whether a contract is
considered separable or indivisible is dependent upon the intent of the
parties. Saletic v. Stamnes, 51 Wash.2d 696, 699, 321 P.2d 547 (1958).
When determining intent, we do not concern ourselves with unexpressed
subjective intent, only objective manifestations of intent. See, e.g., Wilson
Court Ltd. P'ship v. Tony Maroni's, Inc., 134 Wash.2d 692, 699, 952 P.2d
590 (1998).

Applying these principles, in State v. Turley, 149 Wn.2d 395, 400,
69 P.3d 338 (2003), the Supreme Court held: “a trial court must treat a plea
agreement as indivisible when pleas to multiple counts or charges were
made at the same time, described in one document, and accepted in a single
proceeding. Absent objective indications to the contrary in the agreement
itself, we will not look behind the agreement to attempt to determine
divisibility. Such a determination, after the fact, would not serve the plea
negotiation process. When the defendant can show manifest injustice as to

one count or charge in an indivisible agreement, the defendant may move



to withdraw the plea agreement or have specific performance of the
agreement.” Here, Sepulveda pled guilty to two counts using one plea
form during one hearing. Thus, his pleas are indivisible.

D. CONCLUSION AND PRAYER FOR RELIEF

Unless the State can make a preliminary showing why withdrawal of
Sepulveda’s guilty pleas should not be allowed, this Court should vacate
Sepulveda’s Judgment and remand this case to King County Superior Court
to permit him to withdraw his guilty pleas.

However, this Court should stay this petition pending the Supreme
Court’s decision on a case with virtually identical facts: State v.
McKiearnan, No. 81102-4 (Whether a defendant may collaterally challenge
a guilty plea as involuntary beyond the one-year time limit on collateral
attack when both the judgment and sentence and the written plea statement
misstate the maximum sentence). Alternatively, this Court could transfer
this case to the Supreme Court, given that the McKiearnan decision will

likely control the outcome of this case.

S r. Sepulveda
Law Ofﬁces of Ellis, Holmes
& Witchley, PLLC

705 Second Ave., Ste. 401
Seattle, WA 98104

(206) 262-0300 (ph)
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Judgment and Sentence
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S'xA‘l'E OF WASHINGTON, )
)
Plaintiff. ) NO. 89-1-04558-0
: )
\ v ) JUDGEMENT AND SENTENCE
. 3 )
ARMONDO RAY SEPULVEDA, )
Defendant. )
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Present were:

Defendant:

ARMONDO RAY SEPUL) Defendgnt’s Lawyer: ___THERESA OLSON
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney: .
Other:

‘The state has moved for dismissal of Couni(s)

Defendant was asked if there was any iegal cause why judgement should not be pronounced and none was shown.
H. FINDINGS

Based on the testimony heard, statements by defendant and/or victims, argument of counse}, the presentence report(s) and
case record to date, court finds:

CURRENT OFFENSE(S): The defendant was found guilty on (date): _2-14-89

CountNo.: __I Crime: _RAPE _IN THE FIRST DEGREE
RCW _92.44.040

by plea/ jury-verdietLbeneh-teial of:

Crime Code ___00716

Dateof Crime _ August 11, 1989 Incident No.
CountNo:_ Il Crime:_ ROBBERY IN THE SECOND DEGREE
RCW __9A.56.190, 9A.56.210

Crime Code __02924

Dateof Crime __August 11, 1989 , Incident No.
ComtNo...____________ Crime:

RCW Crime Code
Date of Crime

Incident No.

D Additional current offenses are attached in Appendix A.
() D With a special verdict / finding for being armed with a deadly weapon on Count(s)

®) D With a special verdict/ finding for Violation of the Uniforrn Controlled Substance Act offense taking place
D in a school zone [ in a school (I on a school bus '

41\ (€) O Vehicular Homicide O Violent Offense (D.W.1. and/or reckless) or [J Nonviolent (disregard safety of others)
=~ == 1(d) O Other current convictions listed under different cause numbers used in calculating the offender score are (list offense
B EAE and cause number):

~n
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- RCW 9
Sestencing Adgit or Date of Orime
Crime Date Juv, Crlane Crime Type
Theft 2 4-29-87 Juvenile 86-8-05528-4 (King Countvy)

D Additional criminal history is antached in Appendix B.
O Prior convictions served concurrently and counted as one offense in determining the offender score are (RCW 9.94A.360(11)):

SENTENCING DATA: OFFENDER SERIOUSNES MAXIMUM
SCORE LEVEL RANGE TERM
Count I . 2 X . 62-—82 months 20 years to LTI
Count II : 2 v 12+--14 months 10 vears
Count :
O Additiona) current offense sentencing data is stiached in Appendix C.
EXCEPTIONAL SENTENCE:

O  Substantia) and compelling reasons exist which justify s sentence above /below the standard range for Count(s) .
Findings of fact and conclusion are attached in Appendix D.

. UDGEMENT

IT IS ADJUDGED that defendant is guilty of the current offenses set forth in section 2.1 above and Appendix A.

O The Court DISMISSES Count(s)

IV. ORDER

IT 1S ORDERED that the defendant serve the determinate sentence and abide by the conditions set forth below.

4.1

Defendant shall pay to the Clerk of this Court:

@ S Total amount rest:: stion (with credit for amounts wd by eo-defmdnnt) to:

e athects

= Schedule of Restitution is attached as Appendix E.
C Ruutmwbcdnmedufmmmdtmhaﬂn

L BS . 8D ,c?q(

428 Victim
) %&;%_Emforw:famm%wmﬂkwmnhwm.mlswmhm.m.

© S Fine;

o King County Interiocal Drug Fund;

@ s Other costs for:

() TOTAL monetary obligations.

6) The above payments shall be made 1o the King County Superior Court Gerk according 10 the rules of the Clerk which are
sttached and incorporated fnto this order and the following terma: lssthans /O per month

8 schedule established by the defendant’s Community Comrections officer. [ :
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CCNFINEMENT OVER ONE YEAR: Defendant is sentenced to a term of total confinement in the custody of the

Department of Corrections as follows commencing (date): _JM@&.V_M_‘&&
Count No. I

1 2. monthson
1’31‘ months on Count No. o o
months on Count No.
£ "The terms in Count(s) No. e T mutive.

" . . ferred to iy this order.

[3~"Total number of months of confinement ordered is 12 months.
& The defendant shall receive credit for time served of D1 ‘ days solely

for conviction under this cause number pursuant to RCW 9.94A.120(13). The Earned Early Release time provi-
sions of RCW 9.94A.150 shall be applied by the Department of Corrections to this time served.

O mdefendanuhanreponmanassignedeommmitymeaionsofﬁwuponrdeasefromconﬁnanentfor
monitoring of the remaining terms of this sentence.

43 NO-CONTACT: For the maximum term of L 17% years, defendant shall
have no contact with —M—mﬂdt\
The following Appendices are attached to this Judgement and Sentence and are incorporated by reference:
0 Appendix A, Additional Current Offenses (2.1) 0J Appendix E, Schedule of Restitution (4.1(c))
0 Appendix B, Additional Criminal History (2.2) D Appendix G, HIV Testing and Counseling (4.4) for drug
O Appendix C, Additional Current Offense(s) offense, sex offense, prostitution related offense.
Semencmg Data 2.3) O Appendix H, Community Placement (4.5) for sex
O Appendix D, Findings of Fact and Conclusions of offense, serious violent offense, second degree assault,
Law for an Exceptional Sentence (2.4) deadly weapon finding, Chapter 69.50 or 69.52 RCW

offense.

7/ Judge, King County Supemr Coult’
Pm?i By: Approved as %ﬁ
[ _ R T -7
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STATE OF WASHINGTON,

Curmondo Raey Sepuboediey

SUPERIOR COURT OF WASHINGTON FOR KING COUNTY

Plantiff, NO.Ba - l-6qeTE-0

v. APPENDIX H

COMMUNITY PLACEMENT

Defendant.

vvvvvvvvv

The Court having found the defendant guilty of offense(s) qualifying for community placement, it is
further ordered as set forth below.

4.5 COMMUNITY PLACEMENT: Defendant additionally is sentenced to a one-year {»rm of community

placement on count(s) __T—

beginning either upon completion of the term of confinement or at such time as the defendant is transferred to
community custody in lieu of early release.

@

®)

Defendant shall comply with the following conditions during the term of community placement:

)
@)

3)
@
)

The following conditions listed under 4.5 (a) are hereby waived by the court:

Report to and be available for contact with the assigned community corrections officer as directed;

Work at Department of Corrections-approved education, employment, and/or community
service;

Not consume controlled substances except pursuant to lawfully issued prescriptions;
While in community custody not unlawfully possess controlled substances; and
Pay community placement fees as determined by the Department of Corrections.

Defendant shall comply with the following other conditions during the term of community placement:
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FINGERPRINTS

Defendant's Signature: Wéﬂé&.

Right Hand
Fingerprints of:

Judge, King %ﬁy Superior Court

Attested by:

CERTIFICATE

Clerk of this Court, certify that the above is a true copy

of the Judgment and Sentence in this action on record in
my office.

Dated:

Clerk

OFFENDER IDENTIFICATION

$.1.D. No. 135%49906
Date of Birth k’l }'{pq
Sex W

7

Race (A.)




Appendix B ~
Statement of Defendant on Plea of Guilty



IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON POR KING COUNTY

STATE OF WASEINGTON, )
)
Plaintiftt, ) B s T
; ‘0. ::(1 "} "}\\‘/‘(.,’
) STATEMENT OF DEFENDANT ON PLEA
} OF GUILTY
) (Felony)
Defendant, )
1. My true mame is __ A/ NGde K ZDJ/'L*’/T{Z? .
2. My date of birth is - (p/| F/i <] .

3. I went through the qm" grade in school.
4. I have been informed and fully understand that I have the right
to representation by a lawyer and that if I cannot afford to pay for

& lavyer, one will be provided at no exnense to me. My lawyer's

aame is Wf@gl ,/ :'L Yek! - .

S. I have been informed and t;auy understand that I am charged with
the crime(s) of Ef#)j’ /O ﬁnd Rooes) Y

that the elmnis of the crime(s) are:

UL i infar mation”

— 3

and that the maximum sentence(s) for which is (are):

’ L ‘ - ,Y1 T(C(-I)C}
g v (Creng T o

ff;lt"-’ﬁé’ gy nnd L
-]~




In addition, I understand that I may have to pay restitution for

crime(s) to which 1 enter a guilty plea and for any other uncharged

crime(s) for which I have agreed to pay restitution. The standard

sentence range for the crime is at least and no more than
;@: I L e dn s Cen g L

v | I paglrs iy connd i

based upon my criminal history which I understand the Prosecutor

says to be:
TThodt 12 - wwe. nvichio

(\b Criminal history attached as Appendix _lii______and incorporated
by reference.
I have been given a copy of the information.
¢ ) And I further understand that as a First Time Offender, the
court may decide not to impose the standard sentence range, and then
the court may sentence me to up to 90 days of total confinement and
two years of community supervision. (If First Offender provision is
not applicable, this statement shall be stricken and initialed by
the Gefendant and the judge).
6. I have been informed and fully understand that:

(a) I have the right to a speedy and public trial by an im-

g:::i;i‘gu:gn:?t:::.county whcre.the crime is alleged to

-2-



(b) I have the right to remain silent before and during
trial, and I need not testify against myself.

() I have the right to hear and gquestion any witness who
testifies against me.

(4) I have the right at trial to have witnesses testify
for me. These witnesses can be made to appear at no
expense to me.

(e) I am presumed innocent until the charge(s) is (are)
proven beyond a reasonable doubt, or 1 enter a plea of
guilty.

(£) I have the right to appeal a determination of guilt
after a trial.

(g) If I plead guilty, I give up the rights in statements
(a) through (£f) of this paragraph 6.

7. 1 plead [JL_JHM to the crime(s)

+ &8s charged in the

information.

8. I MAKE THIS PLEA FREELY AND VOLUNTARILY. ]

9. No one has threatened harm of any kind to me 6t,to any other per-
son to cause me to make this plea.

10. No person has made promises of any kind to cause me to enter this
plea except as set forth in this statement. |

11. I have been informed and fully understand that the Prosecuting
Attorney will make the following recommendations to the court:

KR Mmonins 0N Coignd I WSRO S COUNTL = corxunert
.LJLJJQﬁXEZQf;ngW};‘Lth”\

£ o COSE B A'{/(M}’W’ﬁ*f

%:O Jald k/ ok Mn’r Co-Aiendand —Y‘LCQ’\ *"c‘

wAh”"\ Sy ’WL Jo (L8 Cppr g /




12. I have been informed and fully understand that the standard sen-
tencing range is based on the crime charged and my criminal
history. Criminal history includes prior convictions, whether
in this state, in federal court, or elsewhere. Criminal histery
also includes convictions or guilty pleas at juvenile court that
are felonies and which were committed when I was fifteen years
of age or clder. Juvenile convictions count only if I was less
than twenty-three years of age at the time I committed the pre-
sent offense. 1 fully understand that if criminal history in
addition to that listed in paragraph 5 is discovered, both the
standard sentence range and the Prosecuting Attorney's recommen-
dation may increase. Even so, I fully understand that my plea
of guilty to this charge is binding upon me if accepted by the
court, and I cannot change my mind if additional criminal
history is discovered and the standard sentence range and the

Prosecuting Attorney's recommendation increases.

13. I have been informed and fully understand that the court does

- aot have to follow anyone's recommendation as to sentence. I have
been fully informed and fully understand that the court must impose
a sentence within the standard sentence range unless the court f£finds
substantial and compelling reasons not to do so. If the court goes
outside the standard sentence range, either I or the state can
appsal that sentence. If the sentence is within the standard sen-
tence range, no one can appeal the sentence. JI-also—understand—that
the-court-sust-sentence to a mandatory-minimum—term;—if -any;—as-pro-
wided -in—paragraph-14-and that_the court-may-not-vary-or-modify-that

Zandatory-minimum term for-any-reason.
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14. I have been further advised that the crime(s) of e

\\

/"

=
~

_—
with which I am charged carries with it a term of total confinement
of not less than ////// years.

I have beer advised tbat’i%e 1aw regquires that a term of total con-

finement be imposed and does not pernit any modification of the man-

/
datory minimum term. (If not applicable. agz\?r all of this para-
9:‘5;/::111 be stricken and initialed by the defendant and the judge.'

15. I have beeh advised that the sentences imposed in Counts

will run consecutively/

concurrently unless the court finds substantial and compelling
reasons to run the sentences concurrently/consecutively.

16. I understand that if I am on probation, parole, or community
supervision, a plea of guilty to the present charge(s) will be suf-
ficient grounds for a qudge to revoke my prowation or community

supervision or for the Parole Poard to revoke my parole.

17. I understand that if I am not a citizen of the "nited States, a
plea of guilty to an offense punishable as a crime under state law
is grounds for deportation, exclusion from admission to the United
States, or denial of naturalization pursuant to the laws of the
United States.

18. The court has asked me to state briefly in my own words what I
aid that resulted in my being charged with the crime(s) in the
1n£ornatién. This is my statement: |
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19. I have read or have had read to me and fully understand all o
the numbered sections above (1 through 19) and have received a co;
of this "Statement of Defendant on Plea of Guilty® form. I have !

further qQuestions to ask of the court.

P72

The foregoing ltatement was read by me or to the defenda:
and signed by the defendant in the presences of his or her attorn¢
and the undersigned Judge, in open court. The court f£inds the
delendant's plea of guilty to be knowingly, intelligently and volt
tarily made, that the court has informed the defendant of the natt
of the cbarge and the consequences of the plea, that there is a f:
tual basis for the plea, and that the defendant is guilty as
charged.
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Dated this _ /5 @ay of %f =71
T N o C
~ JUDGE




I anm fluent in the language, and

I have translated this entire document for the defendant from
English into that language. The defendant has acknowledged his or
her understanding of both the translation and the subject matter of
this document. I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of

the state of Washington that the foregoing is true and correct.

DATED this day of e 19

fﬁtetpreter



VERIFICATION BY PETITIONER

I, Armondo Sepulveda, declare that I have received a copy of the
petition prepared by my attorney and that I consent to the petition being filed
on my behalf.

“ ?Zfog & “y W/

Date and Place Armondo Sepulved




