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A, T NTRoDUCTILON

14. The S‘h:‘.‘fC_VC‘/\Qr'SCcA pe""’;"l’:oner’ Demes \/vl'(”[/\ onNe
coont or- (:H"S‘f“ otesrce repLe, {Oasl’o/ on 7%e a% /‘mva*H'/);
Foctor o the serious physical /hJ’Uf»/ suppered /ay Fhe
vickim., Cridr 4o closin ﬂryuerﬂmﬁ', Hhe stafe lO/O/OOJf’L”/
irstructin g the jury on Jhe [esse~ Alopree cém//ve o= secend
degree yope basal on fhe Lietims p}{:/ﬂc;s/ /1 eap o crﬁ/ and
/?lﬂb/'//’/t/ o consest-

. Deptuse covnsel ob )/ ectaf fo Fhe /0/0/00..)’(0/ (o557
0/6’7%{ (A struction, 7” he cour? overruled the oéj’ec:f, oN
Oy 11strveted +he Jury on the lesser Jefme 9 ense of
secend degree repe .

peﬁ-ﬁZ}ner James wes acZux’/f’ed = he Chorse
o 1St oegree rope, b wel conuvictes/ o fZ
lesser Jeqree oFpense o secend oleqree repe. |
pﬁ'/?‘ﬁoﬂw* é‘p/ﬂt’a/«‘/, ond 1 on (/@/ouélljhf{’/ Qp//ﬂé’/)
he court” g= oopes(s, Div. 1T, Coflﬁllftﬁ cd. (Btitioner fc'?uesfm/
reconsideration, which fha court Ol . This ‘ﬁ;ﬂe/y Wof10
[For revien) /:o//ow.r.

B. ZDENTILTY OF PETITIONER

Cetitioner, ROBERT EPWARD TAMES, +he appe//cw?"
below, asks this court to review +he decision o= tHe
Court o= ﬂlopea/J, Division Tivo ) /‘elz:e/raa/ +o /2/)
sectron C.




C. (QURT OF APPEALS DECISTON

Petitiones Temes secks review op the Courtop /}ppea.lj
unpvblished decision 1a state v, Robert E. TJames, Court
op Appeals NO.H4906-Y4-I, rilecd on Harch 31,3015,
QFFVM;:M his conviction, atfachal cs ap,oe)\dliz A. /
I~ on order dated May &, 30LS, the court clenied

peﬁ(-{ﬂbners pro se motion For reconsiolerc‘ho(f\, a frechel
as appendix B.

D._CSSUES PRESENTED FOR REVIEW

ls The +rial court ercedd in alv;ﬂﬁ o lesser degree
OFF ense, instru chon durlflxa pe:h“ho./\ef‘ TSomes’s
Jur\{ trial poc pirst olegree repe.

2. The Stote presenteel [asuppicient eviderce 7o -
sustein fhe charge 9= Secendf oleg e repe.

/ ' s
ésslgmﬂc’ﬁ qg CLcs Q@Zlﬁ M; ﬁ: [SSUHES

l. Didd the trial court In pe‘i'»‘lfimerTJZ\Mes'sjvr\}_‘f‘fl;‘ Foc
Jr:thT_,ol,eSme (ope err b\/ ;Asﬂucilﬂs the j,wx/ oNn ﬂte,

|lesser degree sppease op Secendl degree rope, allowing
Fhen to corvict him 5 e /eﬂ&*a/é?a/(e grawe withot

| /f/gfﬁg The Factwe/ [ﬁgw’/’ﬁa’f/jf Jhe! There He somte J@ff/%ﬁu‘e
- |\evidrce fé;fadl/‘ e [os50- PF AL LT Committa? .

3Dk the state, m peiding fo es12blish on essersral eleses?
= 1 a/ef/t,e, rape, which resolted 1 aeg uitlal, ao/d/ﬁa'}a/é/
Fol fo Provice suzeiént evidce oF fie lesser degree grpesse’?

e S




E. STATEMENT OF TRE CASE

On the VV\orm‘v\S OF Tu\\) 14,9013, S.T.C. woys Fow\c) neked 1
fhe porking o1 op o motel 1 Bberdeen, wa . c/r:.n'mé7 she Haof bee
f‘O-,Ofo/. 3-3k RP 3. The police Lvere callpcd ono! S.T-C. relot-ed Tt
Following Inpormetion. S.3.C. stete) et she hoot been dn'/ll'ny wrth
o nehive americen male she lelieved she bnem cs o prieacd o her
brother. She stefed his last nome wvas Plupe , thet ke wos IS qeors
oldec then hary ond nos Gt Jin. fell. Ske stated flet they éac/y
i ken A room af- The Thonder bimd wotel with fhe 11fettion =
”éﬁ/77/47 ot mzl/ wa)‘ch;h; felevision. She relatas That o™ some
poiAT in The evermg he stooc! 14 Front 9z frte 77U cnd fole) hers
"ofou’rc gonna give ime whet (7@“?{ really here FoC “. She purthe—
stoted that wher she +rled fo leave, he Smbbtc’ her arm end Threw
her on fhe bedt, -fe“;‘vos her thet she wuas ot 30&4«3 o be 3o:n5 home.
S.3.C releted thet he tried b hett sexucl intercourse voith her
prom the ront, and thet when she regusest, he fumead her o her

beck cnel penetrated her onus wuith his lgem’J. States Tricl fo’//'e,s
SD#FUI Ps- e

3.3.C. was transportrd to Grys KHarbor Community Raspifal,
where she wues excmined by o Sexuel Associt Nurre Examme/'(Sz‘}NE)-
$.T.C. bl o Cownsisteat version op the essavit o the SANE, oncd
the SANE ook eww?e/\‘ffra-n/ swabJs O/Uflln #( sexucl osScolt exom
The m\/esﬂj etors voere ,'/\(:o,—mer% thel™ her recfimi wes
roptured olue K the Force of e rope. This req}/frfo‘f sutg €rf
ot Groys Narber Commonity Raspitel. States Trel brier. pg.3
Despite e inticl cloim That the person who hoel rapecd hece
LoeS A men nenled  Plo FE, $T-C. loter iole/\‘h'{;ied’ peﬁ"h«/mcr‘
James Erom o phoks M°A+°(ie" Stafes Trial Briep.p9. © -
Pehi—:onef Tames "TCS*HFHOJ thet QFﬂ“er’ che""l:mi S.J.c. ot
Yhe Aberdteen Bus Stetion, the two drove arovnd por o while
oﬁ\rmkt‘dg eer, and thet when he begen to ,:ee{ //\ebr{a‘f’eb(’,

decidel fo qet o motel oom. whea 5.Jc. astes 1= she

-3 -




Covld AccomPeny f/w‘m, Tomes told her that wes ho
pro blem\', but that T she S‘Falyed Lth Wim  Thet 7‘/)8/ wovkl
lpe VMVM? sex. S.7.C. Seandd tHhet wes 1€, as /ow7 cs
Jemes  fpovgh? At— wore beea, Bezore rf4f>,.,}/ b yvoom, Jimes
bov;hf' & hoftle OF w/m[ey 3-37 RP ps. 94-98.

/4;:4« &r\rw\‘m] et the room the ‘h\«m were okseruec lcu/
+Hre wrotel Menaqer, I KM/\, leSM% ova! cylrmkw.ny wh{ske\,/
outside Hhe yoom. 3-3& RP Py 32,35,

Upon e4ﬁ’nh5 the room , Temes teshipiad that he ond S.TC.
Avenk [For A w/lr/c/ encf b//eP/\/ Y Wadle Ov'l‘”/ be/:om', fhe
Fwo [sell asleep. At L«/ckwlv HNear /4///:4/7117“ L, Fhe oo olrn kK
Some more and confinued to mete o, cLentielly 6//3/0614'7 encl
atfempting fo fove sex. Unable Fo getn erection ofue 7o
his clcohal consumption, Tames on 5.T.C. ecesfuelly gelf
beck csleep, bepore wa/('//); 47431'/, oF S:30 A At Fhet
fime, Jewes ivas rOfe,Oafh'ﬂj A feace, 7%///:7)" S.3.C. Fhet she
bt the vroom cundyl check oAt—at 1100 AW, Jemes 7‘6)‘/’;7:/‘%/
it~ 5. Tl /hFane’é’ lim Thar she /O/ﬂrmé/ 1o )’/e'go ondd
febe 0 shower bzf;om 70//’;7 Name /47‘?/) oo’ aske/
Jewes 1o k) Her more beer bepore fe fe=t Tames
agfao(i ondd (e brieply fo purchese wore bea—. Aeter
returming Lurth the beer, ons/ hile p/(paru'v fo fere ) Demte)
festipled fhat” S.T.C. waos Folbirg it 4 Fyansieat” Thet”
5/14 Seemed know. /e I—;uﬂ%e-r“ 7[?37(7/51?69 that ST C ~ays
shl/ 7‘2://(;/37 Lt the Fronseat a5 Pe boes de/oom‘-lk . Jame
Statesd Fhet- 5.T:C. ves inbhamed wher he /{/c*/’ fhe motel at
G220 to YO Am. 3-2T7 RP pg. G2-10s,

/}berdeen polt‘c,e respomlv” to the QU call ot 3:33 Am. 3‘36
RP pa.'gg . ’

As & Cesult o #he serious pPhysical 1 j'w-;eJ SUpFe red
S 3.C., James Loas céa/7/,ﬂ LA F;r}f- o/f;/ee /6’/7(’ . Stetes
Tre! B//e/:. p? 2 .
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F. _ARSVE MENT
L. The triel couet erved oy 3.\/1./\5‘0/\ N\Fer‘mr- degree
opfFense instruction cfespite mailing to satispy the pectual
reguirmedt That Tlee be some apreirmatie cvidlnce fhot
Hgenden commtfed) only 1he legr opramse fo The

{xcfu.)‘lé/\ 2F /-éc 7/_6’&37(?#; Céﬂ)/‘7pa/ O/C/z:(ﬂjé.

(Wl

/4 7“/14‘/ court /Mﬁ}/ /'/157/71/07L o4 N /;/chc’r/é/‘ a/e7/ce HFFeare

\enstruction only wten cerfion copchfions ore mers These are codljpria

et RewA 19 .. 003 . Sfzte v, Balin, /133 Wesh.3d S41,545,9Y97

| P.f 700(1997). ﬁd’dr?‘tan.ﬂ/,/y, in State us Fernond ez — Mediaa ,
{141 Wesha 30 44T (3000) , Fhe Scpreme Covrt held 1He?™ o1 At 7uchion

0N o7 Mperior degree appeare 15 properly ad/munistead when;
(1) the stetutes por both the cha rqed oensc end M prposed
AFerior dlegree oppeast ' prscaribe bt one oppense’; (3) The

\inpormerion chergas tn gaEemc et is olided s plegrees, one/

fhe proposad oppense is M yipErior oyree = fhe chnged gFene]
ond (3) there is evidence Hat~ the dosentar?” commfled only The
nferior o ene._Stwte b Leteson, 133 Luash. dol at- 59/, 748
Pl 38! (guoting Stele v Faster, ¥ uesh . H 4o, 73,589 L. 3d
729(1979) and _State v. Raniels , 56 Lyesh fgo. 90, &5, 789 Rl
579 (1990) . _State w (workman, 90 warh 3d 4943, S84 R 353(1973) «
Petfittoner chclleAgeJ the Hhird Facthor, argotng Fher the epiderce

e frial ees saS Frciént to establish Fhat= he Haol Commulioo!

only_secexs ,,de;z;ed repe. o N
hen dleteomning whether evidonce o7 Friel nas Supeicent Fo
support™ the frial courts Quuirg oF A Loy degree. gertore mtredpn,

J,?fé&.)iupmtﬁ}chcgdﬁé S Ulewas 1 SHe ,,//]d,/f wor? Frverable 1o
e 145tructions oropones?, pere e J/z% . Femudeoz —ﬁaﬂcﬂl ,

/
1] eth. 3 o 4SS-56, G R.3 1/SO. Bt sueh Scpgporting

levidence pmust consist-op more Fhen He jory's ol sbelior Fhat

 \The OlegendIear comm, ted/ e grecter olegree oFense

_5-




ond, 1757, mus? apE e o?‘?’vé/y esteblif et [ie
HAependaut Comm et Fhe [esso dejfce FFEAC . Lfamoude M0
1491 lvash. dd o7 9SG, @ P.3oA [/SO. A Forie! Covr? shovts! 7/vc A
refveﬂ“c’/ [ess5a- 0/e7/¢e J/u/\/ /457‘/&07‘/0'() /= Fhe evidesce voule]
'oern/n+ a J'un/ S} m‘f‘m/\ol/\/ Fiaol o O"ef:e/\dcnf’ ?w/]‘y oz 7%6
[esser Op= ense v/ aczuﬁ" V22 oL Fhe grecter: ”_Fergond ez et
at” 456, & A3 I1SO (quotmg Stute u [arden , 133 Lvesh. 2o 5359,
563,947 P.adl 208 (1997)),

Rere, +he state c,horseeﬂ Towes with ]:ujf' d?SfCQ rope under
RewA_94 .44, 0‘40.(6\, Hhe elements 9= A//é/o/) el oo {szﬁl/’/ /,7,
sexual Iﬂ?l?/CoV/je Lu/?% 4,0#0‘0/7 by /’50/"0/6/6 CO/M/\OV,)/IO/)/ ﬂ/?&/ (
LJ/Ié’fc the perp‘??"rafor or- on dcceS.chy /'AF/IC,’? Je’/'/ot/J/Q/ly)’/w/
/'//J ur\/s ‘ / |

As oottned g the States Foal b//qﬁ, He wchm stoted the?- her
attecker ” +urned her o her beck cnc/ /af/mﬁfa Fel Qe anus
wrth his penis . Beter belay fo Croys Morbor Commenityy
prl‘&/ For freartment ono’ KKJM/Z'&ﬁo?) éu/ a Jerda/ Assec [t
NMorse Exeminer(SANE ) ) /Aup3ﬁ7a7%d were = ormes! Fhe I~
her rectom was ruptursd olue to the orwe op the repe.
Thiy feiwreﬂ/ ﬂ/rﬁ‘()/y e? Sreys (<o bor COMMU”HQ/ /das/o/fb/o
Stetes fric/ b//r'/t ,07~3 :

.45 Steted (o J 2[kecz , 37 lun. Bop 28, B3
C.ad t11Q (1989), “T+ /s nerther Hecesjary nor desirable to o/é’;:::/;e
fhe term 7 5€r100sS physical l/)d'un/' as used A FirJpoﬁffﬁ
repe statute (Rews 94. 9. 0499,) 42 ad'/ufy mstrvctions’

THy x5 readt/fy Ogparent= (1 fhe presort—case, as ilfwstroted by
fhe victims 1y fjories, Lbich reg crra Mu/ﬁ/'a/g. S 7 o) /5
répeir. 3-a6 prﬁ. H-1a,

Prioc +o cloSMS arﬁueme/\“f’s, anc/ OVOFdeFQA_SQ Congsels
objection, the Jjury was instructed on fhe lesser degree
OFFene SE secend olegree rape, hesed on 1he victims /'/)ab//;ﬁ/

o consest” W reason of /081/37 p/lyj/“cc//t/ ﬁefo/zfj or /ﬂé’/ffz//t/
)’ Co\pc\cff'cf?c/a RowR ﬁ&di._QﬁMbl.

__0,-




The jm//;y? o/:‘Hu lesrer 0/67/ee JAsTAc 00 Ot clesense
counsels ohjection, one/ A=spte fhe Sulostentral evidesc e o
fhe seriows p"\yJIC'o-/ //’)jur/éd )’(//:/;(’/ﬂa/ é;/‘ fhe et c/ear/y
Hostretes Hu friel covrts /—:_a//v)'c 7o apply Fhe necessory
enelysis s ofefermu e e A (erfe A egree 1a5f7cction voas
werrentec). Thys i, Forthe— 1ntycefe éylr%e leck o ony
|otescossion 11 Fhe oriel record ao’(//wjm? Fhe g0/ or poctue /
rt-’g,wrmmﬁ’ //lecexmn/ [For & [(esSer 0/67/64 Of=F eAre /4.57171/0170/1-
The Factuel reguirttent] o o Jese 6{477/& osrewe Ifrcdion
Ther e he Sowte evilene Fher arly e /e IFEtse Lues
Commr Hed +o the exclidion o= the grectfer i's offo g Wobrent”
/1 e wwz//,/47 9= Fhe sece/ aé?ffee vyeoe Izt e /76'645 y
WMh achddes fhe statement; # A person |'s QuUIlFy o= repe 1A
e secenc) dajrec when, vnder circom stences ot
wmﬁﬁﬁh; repe 19 e =1t ofegree, Hgeges 11 seaual
jAfercourse wth cnother pesson . RuwA 34.49.250

Variovs Wcsb\MS{'oA courts have add resier R %uaf‘h'o/\ o
o courts oluty) In interpre¥ing cnd lmp/erl\el)‘]'l'vuj e Stafotfe,

v. Reding , 835 P IOIC)(!?qD\),”‘T—o escertein I'éjfdm‘w(/e
intert, a_court vt/ st furn fo fhe /a/o/)) /M?w7! 9= M sterte !
Stete v, Chester, 940 P.20l 1374(1997), “Tg fhe sfafite (s
wnambiguoas, /iy po?” sedb ) fect™ 1o J'ucﬂm/c;/ constretion ond
its Meompy /s Fo be cbrvecd =rom lenguage o= sfarele clone !

A evidence cocl testimon| o resented foy the stefe dorive trial
declt vith Hie sexuo! assault which resctel 1t the cict mys
Seriols p/!ystc;:/ //ZI w*lé(!S , wé/éﬁ O”// JLS7"//':>/ a céar/re. 0/:3
F:r’j‘f‘ 0/e7/fc rop-€ . Op/:mdaqf' /’(SJ‘?/_—;);M FHot= Ne S //ofﬁaue
Sexdo! 1412 covrse wAh He et Y stat-ed Ay belieg Fha?”
the asieu - was Comptes B nboon perrons s the it im
5!7:'/1 Oﬁ,é/m;/_ wtt? r=olfe i 3, ﬂéﬂ/x/ﬁ//g L uEh e fhce
Jov S éefor@ Fht cichim wes f:oum/ ek ;9 Fhe /ﬂﬂ/‘/(/ 4/
/of'yF worzls 3-27 Ppe. 105 |

iy




The only DNA evidence liv\kmj the olegendcntt t He \{t'c:(v&«
wos Found on her vec, Luhicn vves consiSteat with His
‘)L(jf‘/,moyjy Hhe?” he cne/ /ﬁ( croc i Yac/ been “wici b ph/ o
3-37 (\’ij. 99—‘100. )

States euvideace oncd wfcﬁ/)drj ‘fe’JﬁMom/ on/y segpoct f:/fj'/'
degree rope, Wecradcass €vutetce only Scgported 17~ lée
O red 1ot czwmx'/"aﬂy ole jree 57:: reyoe cn/ /40//%0—' e
presentecs /1/ State, 7L€J7L/M$f4/ ¥ it ian, vlor Thel” e oA ead ry 1~
supportes only repe [ THe Secent ofegree.

In state ve Wright, 3 P. 3ot 468, 158 Lun. App. 4 (acoa),
the Court ekl that, ” Evidence olied not i rrent J’un) my‘h—ud'\’:)/\
on thireh oleg ree rape; testimony of victim , replect A( repe
oy Forublc compo [s1on, supporte] on /1/ secent olegree (ope,
0/6’/:{40/6’%173 < ‘/(C/(Ac/(e I u,o,oor“ﬁ'c/ aﬂ/c/ 7%4’7" 1O repe€ Occ;’ufe’d/g
ondl Aesfher testimany F Lictin Vor Hgrmdarls evdere
;up/aqffm/ cAHEorace Ho,1coneste, repl. RenA 494,050,006 |
QA 44. 0&0.(1)(0), {Q.Cl . OQR o

Thet the Trio! covrT Feledd £ acldress Hhe (orkmen
regarments ond fo serispy fhe pmectus/ /?wr/ﬁmf fhat
Hhere £ Some ewvicdedace Hher atly FHe [ein a/c?/ee,
9’/:/:@4/8 L~ camm'//ﬁt% , Yo FHhe (,(C/V;/é/y = fthe 7/44 Jer,
fﬁﬂyd/ FFAANSC, [T (‘p/ﬂg/fzﬂf foo % From The lock o
soceh evidese 1) the frial record, as welf o5 7 ﬁ‘/?M el /oy £ ﬁ,,cf//
J/ua’;ﬂ é/wiﬂy Aiscugrion %z e lesrer 4/47/54 1251 oo Fo/bwm?

77=emc Counsels oéj ‘ection .,

T hese Stefemeds make clea Tho 1= +he court ofi/ CoMS‘lc)eP fre
/(70/ /> {Za,’rme,/zfj ,éeFOKC 9/‘/0(?7 fhe ob J'ecﬂL.o(/ > [esser dfj/f@
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STATE OF WASHINGTON, No. 44906-4-11 \
BY__\ "\ \
Respondent, DERUN \'\ \

\‘\ \

v \ {

ROBERT E. JAMES, UNPUBLISHED OPINION \X

Appellant.

MELNICK, J. — Robert E. James appeals his jury conviction for rape in the second degree.!
He argues that the trial court abused its discretion by admitting the survivor’s statement as recorded
recollection under ER 803(a)(5), and that the State presented insufficient evidence to prove beyond
a reasonable doubt that James committed rape in the second degree. In his statement of additionall
grounds (SAG), James further asserts that the trial court erred by instructing the jury on defense
of consent, the trial court improperly instructed the jury on the lesser degree rape in the second |
degree, and ineffective assistance of counsel. Rejecting James’s arguments, we affirm.

FACTS

L. SUBSTANTIVE FACTS

On June 30, 2012, S.C. was inebriated and accepted a ride from James as she stumbled
down the road. After driving around and purchasing alcohol, they went to the Thunderbird Motel
and rented a room. A motel employee, Charlie Kim, saw S.C. in James’s car drinking whiskey,
and saw S.C. and James “hugging and kissing in the parking lot.” Report of Proceedings (RP)

(Mar. 26, 2013) at 38.

'RCW 9A.44.050
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A number of tenants at the motel became involved, including Wendy Taylor and Christa
Anderson. Wendy Taylor heard screaming coming from James’s room. She described what she
heard as “crying, screaming real bad, somebody got hurt.” RP (Mar. 26, 2013) at 53. The next
morning, Kim found S.C. in the doorway of the motel room. S.C. was nude and had blood on her.
She said to Kim, “‘Rape, rape. I’'m hurt, hurt. Call the police.”” RP (Mar. 26, 2013) at 36. .

Kim asked another tenant, Christa Anderson, to help S.C. Anderson observed blood and
feces on the back of S.C.’s leg. As she helped S.C. get dressed, S.C. was in pain and said she was
“raped.” RP (Mar. 26, 2013) at 62. S.C. told Anderson she was raped “from her back side.” RP
(Mar. 26, 2013) ét 64. Anderson knew S.C. and said S.C. was groggy, drowsy, and “droggier [sic]
than normal.” RP (Mar. 26,2013) at 63. Additionally, Anderson observed a “trashed” motel room
with the phone ripped out of the wall. RP (Mar. 26, 2013) at 62.

Law enforcement responded and transported S.C. to the hospital where Officer Jason
Capps interviewed her, shortly after S.C.’s arrival. During the interview, he observed a bruise on
S.C.’s neck. Officer Capps obtained a written statement from S.C. S.C. could not write at that
time, so Officer Capps wrote the statement for her and read it back to her. When Officer Capps
showed S.C. a photo lineup, she identified James as the man who raped her. S.C. testified that the
man in the photo lineup is the same person she was with in the motel room.

Nurse Miriam Thompson examined S.C. Thompson observed a milky white liquid
between S.C.’s buttocks cheeks and obtained an anal swab. During the examination, S.C. reported
that James anally penetrated her with his penis. S.C. further stated that James, while on top of
S.C., had his hands around her neck and strangled her. Thompson observed small red marks on
S.C.’s neck, but no blood. Thompson also noted that S.C. had a clear voice, could swallow and

drink, and did not have tissue swelling to her airway. During the exam, S.C. told Thompson that
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she had multiple personalities. However, Thompson testified that she didn’t recognize any odd
personality when she examined S.C.

The medical staff diagnosed S.C. with an anal tear. As a result of the assault, she spent ten
days in the hospital, required three surgeries, and needed a colostomy bag for two months.

The police investigation of the motel room revealed several empty and partially empty
alcohol containers. Various articles of clothing were scattered around the room, including S.C.’s
underwear and a pair of James’s underwear, both stained with James’s blood. The bathroom sink
of the motel room contained a white washcloth with blood and feces on it.

James provided a DNA? sample to law enforcement. The State presented evidence that a
swab from S.C.’s neck contained a mixed DNA profile consistent with James and S.C. The entire
male DNA located on S.C. matched James. The anal swab obtained from S.C. contained P30, a
protein commonly found in semen. However, it could not be matched to a DNA profile because
it did not contain sperm cells or ejaculate.

The State, by amended information, chérged James with rape. in the first degree.?

IL. RECORDED RECOLLECTION

Before trial, the State notified the court that it expected S.C. to have considerable difficulty
remembering the events of June 30 to July 1, 2012. Therefore, the State expected to offer S.C.’s
statement to Officer Capps under the recorded recollection exception to the hearsay rule.* As
anticipated, S.C. proved to have insufficient recollection to testify fully and accurately. S.C.

testified that her problem with alcohol affects her long-term memory. She had trouble

2 Deoxyribonucleic acid.

3 RCW 9A.44.040(1)

4 ER 803(a)(5)
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remembering everything that happened, but did recall being in the motel room. She remembered
“crawl[ing] over to the door” nude to seek help because her stomach and “behind” hurt too much
to walk. RP (Mar. 26, 2012) at 8, 9.

During trial, the State questioned S.C. about her statement to Officer Capps, and S.C.
identified her signature on the statement. She initially testified that she may have signed an
inaccurate statement. However, S.C. also testified that it would be her normal habit to tell the truth
to a police officer and that the information she gave to Officer Capps is what she remembered
happening. Officer Capps testified that S.C. was coherent, cooperative, and did not have trouble
communicating when she made the statement. She signed the statement voluntarily.

After hearing the statement and the testimony of S.C. and Officer Capps, the trial court
excused the jury, heard argument, and found that the State demonstrated the necessary foundation
ER 803(a)(5) requires and admitted S.C.’s statement. The court commented,

I don’t think [S.C.] was at all trying to portray that it’s not what she said to the

officer[,] . . . she, in fact, was doing her best I guess at the time to state what

happened accurately. The officer who was taking it down said he [did so]
accurately, he read it back to her and she agreed that that’s what she recalled
subjectively.

RP (Mar. 26, 2013) at 101.

IIL. JURY INSTRUCTIONS

The State proposed a jury instruction on the lesser included crime of rape in the second
degree. James objected to the instruction on the grounds that the State had not offered sufficient
evidence of mental incapacity. The trial court overruled his objection and submitted the instruction

to thé jury. The jury returned a verdict finding James guilty of rape in the second degree. James

appeals.
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ANALYSIS

L PAST RECOLLECTION RECORDED

James argues that the trial court abused its discretion 5y admitting the statement because
the State did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the statement pertains to a matter
about which S.C. once had knowledge, that S.C. made the statement when the matter was fresh in
her memory, and that the record reflects S.C.’s prior knowledge accurately. We disagree and hold
that the trial court did not abuse its discretion.

A. Standard of Review

We review admission of statements under ER 803(a)(5) for an abuse of discretion. State
v. Derouin, 116 Wn. App. 38, 42, 64 P.3d 35 (2003). “A trial court abuses its discretion if it
improperly applies an evidence rule.” State v. Nava, 177 Wn. App. 272, 289, 311 P.3d 83 (2013,
review denied, 179 Wn.2d 1019 (2014). The proponent of the statement must establish the
elements of a required foundation by a preponderance of the evidence. State v. Benn, 120 Wn.2d
631, 653, 845 P.2d 28‘9 (1993). “The preponderance of the evidence standard requires that the
evidence establish the proposition at issue is more probably true than not true.” Mohr v. Grant,
153 Wn.2d 812, 822, 108 P.3d 768 (2005). We uphold the trial court if its determination of the
preliminary questions is supported by substantial evidence. Benn, 120 Wn.2d at 653. Sﬁbstantial
evidence is evidence sufficient to persuade a rational, fair-minded person of the asserted premise.
State v. Homan, 181 Wn.2d 102, 106, 330 P.3d 182 (2014).

B. The Trial Court Properly Admitted S.C.’s Statement as a Recorded Recollection

A recorded statement given to police is inadmissible hearsay unless it falls under an
exception to the hearsay rule. ER 802. ER 803(a)(5) is one such exception.

A memorandum or record concerning a matter about which a witness once had
knowledge but now has insufficient recollection to enable the witness to testify
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fully and accurately, shown to have been made or adopted by the witness when the

matter was fresh in the witness’ memory and to reflect that knowledge correctly. If

admitted, the memorandum or record may be read into evidence but may not itself

be received as an exhibit unless offered by an adverse party.
ER 803(a)(5). “A recorded recollection is admitted as substantive evidence.” Nava, 177 Wn. App.
at 290.

Before a recorded recollection may be admitted, the proponent of the evidence must
demonstrate, by a preponderance of the evidence, that:

(1) the record pertains to a matter about which the witness once had knowledge, (2)

the witness has an insufficient recollection of the matter to provide truthful and

accurate trial testimony, (3) the record was made or adopted by the witness when

the matter was fresh in the witness’s memory, and (4) the record reflects the

witness’s prior knowledge accurately.
Nava, 177 Wn. App. at 290.

1. The record pertains to a matter about which S.C. once had knowledge.

Substantial evidence supports the trial court’s findings that the statement pertained to a
matter about which S.C. once had knowledge, and that S.C. made the statement while the matter
was fresh in her memory. Though S.C. may have been under the influence of alcohol at the time
of the assault, she had knowledge of what happened to her. She conveyed to the officer what

happened to her during the sexual assault in a coherent manner.

2. S.C. had an insufficient recollection of the matter to provide truthful and
accurate trial testimony.

The record clearly demonstrates S.C.’s insufficient recoilection at trial about what
happened to her. S.C. testified that she could not remember how she got from James’s car to the
motel room. When asked what happened in the motel room, S.C. testified, “I don’t remember
* anything.” RP (Mar. 26, 2013) at 8. Although she testified that she remembered being in the

motel room and seeking help, S.C. could not testify about the sexual assault.
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3. The record was made and adopted by S.C. when the matter was fresh in her
memory.

S.C. went immediately from the motel room in which the incident occurred to the hospital
where Officer Capps took her statement shortly after S.C.’s arrival. She signed the statement
immedigtely after making it. Accordingly, the matter was fresh in her memory at the time she
made the statement.

4, The record reflects S.C.’s prior knowledge accurately.

ER 803(a)(5)’s language does not require that the witness testify or personally vouch to the
accuracy of the recorded statement. Nava, 177 Wn. App. at 293. “[O]ther evidence establishing
the accuracy of [a recorded recollection] could be just as credible as, if not more so, than the
declarant's testimony at trial that the statement was accurate when made.” Derouin, 116 Wn. App.
at 46. To determine whether the record accurately reflects the witness’s prior knowledge,

[t]he court must examine the totality of the circumstances, including (1) whether

the witness disavows accuracy; (2) whether the witness averred accuracy at the time

of making the statement; (3) whether the recording process is reliable; and (4)

whether other indicia of reliability establish the trustworthiness of the statement.
State v. Alvaraé’o, 89 Wn. App. 543, 551-52, 949 P.2d 831 (1998).

Although S.C. initially testified that she may have been incapable of correcting a police
officer and would have signed an inaccurate document, she ultimately testified that the information
she gave to Officer Capps is what she remembered happening. S.C. testified that it “seems like”
she had a recollection of what happened immediately following the events. RP (Mar. 26, 2013) at
13. Contrary to James’s argument, S.C. signed the statement and identified her signature on it at

trial. S.C. also testified that it is her normal habit to tell the truth to a police officer. She never

recanted the statement. Thus, she never disavowed accuracy of the statement.
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S.C. averred accuracy at -the time of making the statement. While speaking to Officer
Capps, S.C. did not suggest that she was unsure of what she remembered. Officer Capps wrote
S.C.’s statement for her, then reread it and asked her to tell him if anything needed to be changed
or taken out. She did not make any changes, and then signed the statement voluntarily. Officer
Capps advised S.C. that she did not have to sign the statement and did not make any promises to
her.

The recording process is reliable because Officer Capps wrote S.C.’s statement and read it
back to her. The record contains no suggestion that the written statement does not accurately
reflect S.C.’s account of her experience.

Finally, other indica of reliability support admission of the statement. S.C. did not have
any trouble communicating with Officer Capps. He testified that, although S.C. appeared to be in
_ pain, she was coherent and able to make a coherent statement. The contents of the statement were
corroborated in varying degrees by the physical evidence and testimony of other witnesses.

Substantial evidence supports the trial court’s findings and that the State proved all the
foundational elements by a preponderance of the evidence. We hold that the trial court did not
abuse its discretion when it admitted S.C.’s statement to Officer Capps.

I SUFFICIENCY OF THE EVIDENCE

A. Standard of Review

“The test for determining the sufficiency of the evidence is whether, after viewing the
evidence in the light most favorable to the State, any rational trier of fact could have found guilt
beyond a reasonable doubt.” State v. Salinas, 119 Wn.2d 192, 201, 829 P.2d 1068 (1992). “A
claim of insufficiency admits the truth of the State’s evidence and all inferences that reasonably

can be drawn therefrom.” Salinas, 119 Wn.2d at 201. Circumstantial evidence and direct evidence
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are equally reliable. State v. Delmarter, 94 Wn.2d 634, 638, 618 P.2d 99 (1980). “Credibility
determinations are for the trier of fact and cannot be reviewed on appeal.” State v. Camarillo, 115
Wn.2d 60, 71, 794 P.2d 850 (1990).

B. Rape in the Second Degree

James argues that the State did not provide sufficient evidence to support a conviction of
rape in the second degree. Specifically, he argues insufficient evidence existed to prove that sexual
- intercourse occurred, that James used forcible compulsion to overcome S.C.’s resistance, and that
S.C.’s incapacitation prohibited her ‘from consenting. We disagree.

To support a conviction of rape in the second degree, the State had to prove beyond a
reasonable doubt that James, under circumstances not constituting rape in the first degree, engaged
in sexual intercourse with S.C. by forcible compulsion, or, alternatively, when S.C. was incapable
of consent by reason of being physically helpless or mentally incapacitated. RCW 9A.44.050(1)(a)
and (b). When viewed in the light most favorable to the State, sufficient evidence exists to
convince the jury that the sexual intercourse occurred by forcibie compulsion and that S.C.’s
intoxication made her unable to understand the nature or consequences of sexual intercourse at the
time it occurred.

C. The Record Contains Sufficient Evidence to Support the Conviction

1. Sexual Intercourse

Sexual intercourse is defined as “the sexual organ of the male entered and penetrated the
sexual organ of the female . . . however slight” or “any penetration of the . . . anus however slight,
by an object, including a body part.” Clerk’s Papers (CP) at 47 (Instr. 5); see also RCW

9A.44.010(1).
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Kim, Anderson, and Officer Capps each testified at trial that S.C. said she was raped.
Anderson observed blood and feces on the back of S.C.’s leg the morning of July 1, 2012. S.C.
told Thompson that Jaines anally penetrated her with his penis. A lab test detected a protein
commonly found in semen on the anal swab taken from S.C. on July 1, 2012. Medical staff
diagnosed and treated S.C. for an anal tear. Additionally, Thompson observed a milky white liquid
between S.C.s buttocks cheeks. James admitted that he attempted to have sexual intercourse with
S.C. When viewed in the light most favorable to the State, a rational fact finder could find that
sufficient evidence existed to prove beyond a reasonable doubt that sexual intercourse occurred.

2. Forcible Compulsion

“Forcible compulsion” means “physical force that overcomes resistance, or a threat,
express or implied, that places a person in fear of death or physical injury.” CP at 47 (Instr. 6);
see also RCW 9A.44.010(6). “[FJorcible compulsion is not the force inherent in any act of sexual
touching, but rather is that ‘used or threatened to overcome or prevent resistanqe by the [victim].””
State v. Ritola, 63 Wn. App. 252, 254-55, 817 P.2d 1390 (1991) (quoting State v. McKnight, 54
Wn. App. 521, 527, 774 P.2d 532 (1989)).

Here, Thompson testified that S.C. told her “[James] held her down with his hands around
her neck and his body weight on top of her” and “strangled her.” RP (Mar. 27, 2013) at 59.
Thompson observed a bruise on S.C.’s left knee and marks on her neck. Officer Capps also
observed bruises on both sides of S.C.’s neck and a scrape on her bicep. When viewed in the light
most favorable to the State, a rational fact finder could find that sufficient evidence existed to

prove beyond a reasonable doubt that that James used forcible compulsion to overcome S.C.

10
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3. Mental Incapacity

“Consent” means “that at the time of the act of sexual intercourse there are actual words or
conduct indicating freely giyen agreement to have sexual intercourse.” CP at 48 (Instr. 10); see
also RCW 9A.44.010(7). “Mental incapacity” is a “condition existing at the time of the offense
that prevents a person from understanding the nature or consequences of the act of sexual
intercourse whether that condition is produced by illness, defect, the influence of a substance, or
from some other cause.” CP at 48 (Instr. 11); see also RCW 9A.44.010(4).

S.C. began drinking alcohol at 8:00 A.M. on June 30, 2012. S.C. is approximately five feet
tall and weighs 115 pounds. She drank approximately 24 ounces of “[h]igh [g]ravity” beer before
leaving her apartment and was “[p]retty intoxicated.” RP (Mar. 26, 2012) at 6, 7. Additionally,
James purchased beer, including the “high gravity type of beer” that S.C. requested. RP (Mar. 27,
2013) at 113. He knew S.C. consumed alcohol, including whiskey, and that they “got obviously
a little too drunk.” RP (Mar. 27, 2013) at 99. Anderson testified that S.C. seemed “like she had
taken something,” and that S.C. was groggy and drowsy on the morning after the sexual assault.
RP (Mar. 26, 2012) at 68.

“A finding that a person is mentally incapacitated for the purposes of RCW 9A.44.010(4)
is appropriate where the jury finds the victim had a condition which prevented him or her from
meaningfully understanding the nature or consequences of sexual intercourse.” State v. Ortega-
Martinez, 124 Wn.2d 702, 711, 881 P.2d 231 (1994). When viewed in the light most favorable to
the State, a rational fact finder could find that sufficient evidence existed to prove beyond a
reasonable doubt that S.C. was debilitated by intoxicants at the time of sexual intercourse and was

incapable of meaningfully understanding the nature or consequences of sexual intercourse at the

11
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time it occurred because she was intoxicated. Sufficient evidence supports all the elements of rape
in the second degree.
1 STATEMENT OF ADDITIONAL GROUNDS

In his SAG, James further asserts that the trial court erred by instructing the jury on defense
of consent, the trial court improperly instructed the jury on the lesser included rape in the second
degree offense, and he received ineffective assistance of counsel. We hold that the trial court did
not err by instructing the jury on consent because it did not provide such instruction, the trial court
properly instructed the jury on the lesser included rape in the second degree offense, and that
James’s counsel was not ineffective.

A. No Consent Instruction

James asserts that the trial court improperly instructed the jury on consent as an affirmative
defense. James is correct that he did not present a defense of consent at trial. Therefore, such an
instruction to the jury would be error. But the trial court did not instruct the jury on a defense of
consent. Accordingly, the trial court did not err.

B. Rape in the Second Degree Instruction

James asserts that because the record contains no affirmative evidence that only rape in the
second degree occurred, the trial court erred by instructing the jury on the lesser degree crime of
répe in the second degree. We disagree.

A trial court's decision about whether to instruct on a lesser degree offense involves the
application of law to facts that we review de novo. State v. Fernandez—Medina, 141 Wn.2d 448,
454, 6 P.3d 1150 (2000) (quoting State v. Peterson, 133 Wn.2d 885, 948 P.2d 381 (1997, three-
part test that includes legal and factual components); State v. Dearbone, 125 Wn.2d 173, 178, 883

P.2d 303 (1994) (noting that mixed questions of law and fact are reviewed de novo). A jury may

12
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return a guilty verdict to a lesser degree crime of the one charged.® A crime is an inferior degree
crime when

(1) the statutes for both the charged offense and the proposed inferior degree
offense ‘proscribe but one offense’; (2) the information charges an offense that is
divided into degrees, and the proposed offense is an inferior degree of the charged
offense; and (3) there is evidence that the defendant committed only the inferior
offense.

Peterson, 133 Wn.2d at 891 (quoting State v. Foster, 91 Wn.2d 466, 472, 589 P.2d 789 (1979);
State v. Daniels, 56 Wn. App. 646, 651, 784 P.2d 579 (1990)). Here, James argues that the
evidence at trial was insufficient to establish that he committed only rape in the second degree.

Recently, we addressed a similar issue in State v. Corey, 181 Wn. App. 272, 325 P.3d 250,
review denied, 181 Wn.2d 1008 (2014). In that case, we explained the standard for determining
when a trial court may instruct a jury on a lesser degree offense as follows:

When determining whether the evidence at trial was sufficient to support the trial
court's giving of a lesser-degree offense jury instruction, we view the supporting
evidence in the light most favorable to the instruction’s proponent, here the State.
Fernandez—Medina, 141 Wn.2d at 455-56. But such supporting evidence must
consist of more than the jury’s disbelief that the defendant committed the greater-
degree offense and, instead, must affirmatively establish that the defendant
committed the lesser-degree offense. Fernandez—Medina, 141 Wn.2d at 456. A
trial court should give a requested lesser-degree jury instruction “‘[i]f the evidence
would permit a jury to rationally find a defendant guilty of the lesser offense and
acquit him of the greater.”” Fernandez—Medina, 141 Wn.2d at 456 . . . (quoting
State v. Warden, 133 Wn.2d 559, 563, 947 P.2d 708 (1997)).

Corey, 181 Wn. App at 276.

> RCW 10.61.003 provides

Upon an indictment or information for an offense consisting of different degrees,
the jury may find the defendant not guilty of the degree charged in the indictment
or information, and guilty of any degree inferior thereto, or of an attempt to commit
the offense.

13
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In Corey, we determined that the evidence supported giving a lesser degree instruction
bécause the victim’s tesﬁmony, if believed, could support both a finding of forcible compulsion
and a finding of no forcible compulsion based on the legal definition of forcible compulsion. 181
Wn. App. at 280. In that case, the victim’s description of the defendant’s conduct was vague and
did not describe the level of force the defendant used to achieve sexual intercourse. Corey, 181
Wn. App. at 280.

Here, the State charged James with rape in the first degree.

A person is guilty of rape in the first degree when such person engages in sexual

intercourse with another person by forcible compulsion where the perpetrator . . .

[i]nflicts serious physical injury.

RCW 9A.44.040(1)(c). The elements of rape in the second degree are:

A person is guilty of rape in the second degree when, under circumstances not

constituting rape in the first degree, the person engages in sexual intercourse with

another person . . . [b]y forcible compulsion . . . [or] [w]hen the victim is incapable

of consent by reason of being physically helpless or mentally incapacitated.

RCW 9A.44.050(1)(a) & (b).

The facts in this case are analogous Cofey. As discussed above, the evidence is sufficient
to support a finding that S.C. was incapable of consent by reason of being mentally incapacitated.
But the evidence, if believed, supports both a finding that James used forcible compulsion and a
finding that James did not use forcible compulsion.® The jury could believe the evidence regarding
the force used by James and still find that his conduct did not amount to forcible compulsion. The

State presented evidence that James had his hands around S.C’s neck with his body weight on top

of her, strangling her. The State also presented evidence of resulting injuries: the marks on S.C.’s

® There is no dispute that the rape resulted in S.C.’s serious physical injuries. However, contrary
to James’s assertion in his SAG, the issue regarding the lesser degree offense turns on forcible
compulsion because serious physical injury doesn’t elevate the crime of rape in the second degree
because of a victim’s mental incapacity to rape in the first degree.

14
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neck and knees. But, other evidence established that the marks on S.C.’s neck were small and not
bleeding. Additionally, Thompson testified that S.C. showed no other signs of strangulation
because she had a clear voice, could swallow and drink, and did not have tissue sweliing to her
airway.

Assuming the jury believed S.C.’s statements and other witness’ observations, it could have
determined that the level of force used was the equivalent of forcible compulsion. However, the
jury could consider this evidence, in conjunction with Thompson’s testimony, and determine that
the alleged force did not rise to the level of forcible compulsion. Accordingly, following the
reasoning in our opinion in Corey, the trial court properly instructed the jury on both rape in the
first degree and rape in the second dcgree.

C. Ineffective Assistance of Counsel

Ineffective assistance of counsel is a mixed question of law and fact that we review de
novo. Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 698, 104 S. Ct. 2052, 80 L. Ed. 2d 674 (1984). A
defendant claiming ineffective assistance of counsel has the burden to establish that (1) counsel’s
performance was deficient and (2) the performance prejudiced the defendant’s case. Strickland,
466 U.S.at 687. Failure to establish either prong is fatal to an ineffective assistance of ;:ounsel
claim. Strickland, 466 U.S. at 700. An attorney’s performance is deficient if it falls “below an
objective standard of reasonableness based on consideration of all the circumstances.” State v.
McFarland, 127 Wn.2d 322, 334-35, 899 P.2d 1251 (1995). Deficient performance prejudices a
defendant if there is a “reasonable probability that, but for counsel's deficient performance, the
outcome of the proceedings would have been different.” State v. Kyllo, 166 Wn.2d 856, 862, 215

P.3d 177 (2009).

15
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Our scrutiny of counsel’s performance is highly deferential; we strongly presume
reasonableness. State v. Grier, 171 Wn.2d 17, 33, 246 P.3d 1260 (2011). To rebut this
presumption, a defendant bears the burden of establishing the absence of any legitimate trial tactic
explaining counsel’s performance. Grier, 171 Wn.2d at 33. If defense counsel’s trial conduct is
a legitimate trial strategy or tactic, it cannot serve as a basis for an ineffective assistance of counsel
“claim. Statev. Lord, 117 Wn.2d 829, 883, 822 P.2d 177 (1991), éert. denied, 506 U.S. 856 (1992).

1. Defense of Consent Instruction

James argues his trial counsel’s performance was deficient for failing to object to the
defense of consent instruction. Because the trial court did not instruct the jury on consent, this
argument is without merit. |

2, Motion to Suppress

James argues- that his trial counsel’s performance was deficient for failing to move to
suppress the initial identification of James based on the photo montage. To pursue an ineffective
assistance of counsel argument on the basis of failure to seek suppression, James must establish
that a motion to suppress likely would have been granted. See State v. Walters, 162 Wn. App. 74,
81, 255 P.3d 835 (2011). Here, the record on appeal provides insufficient evidence for us to
determine if a motion to suppress would have been gran“ced. See Walters, 162 Wn. App. at 81.

3. Psychiatric Examination of S.C.

James argues that his trial counsel’s performance was deficient for failing to move for a
“psychiatric examination” of S.C. SAG at 13. A psychiatric examination may be ordered only
upon a “compelling reason” for doing so. State v. Demos, 94 Wn.2d 733, 738, 619 P.2d 968
(1980). James fails to identify any compelling reason in the record that would “overcome ‘the

strong presumption that psychological examinations of witnesses to crimes shall not be allowed”
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and justify a mental health examination of S.C. State v. Israel, 91 Wn. App. 846, 853, 963 P.2d
897 (1998). Accordingly, James cannot establish fhat defense counsel’s performance was deficient
for failing to seek an examination.

4. Witnesses

J ames argues that his trial counsel’s performance was deficient for failing to present experts
to testify regarding S.C.’s mental health. The decision whether to call a witness is generally
presumed to be a matter of trial strategy or tactics. State v. Thomas, 109 Wn.2d 222, 230, 743
P.2d 816 (1987). This presumption may be overcome by showing that the witness was not
presented because counsel failed to conduct appropriate investig‘ations. Thomas, 109 Wn.2d at
230. James fails to show that his trial counsel failed to conduct appropriate investigations.
Additionally, James fails to show that he was prejudiced by this alleged error. Accordingly, this
claim is without merit.

Additionally, James argues deficient performance because his counsel did not present other
witnesses to testify to the presence of another person in the motel room. James does not identify
any additional witnesses his counsel should have obtained or what testimony they may have
offered. Any fact related to the investigation and decision to call witnesses is outside of the record
on appeal. We do not address issues relying on facts outside the record on direct appeal.
McFarland, 127 Wn.2d at 335, 338 n.5. |

5. Cross-Examination of S.C.

James argues that his trial counsel’s performance was deficient for failing to question S.C.
on cross-examination about whether James is the person who “assault[ed]” her. SAG at 16.
Decisions regarding cross-examination are often tactical because cross-examination may not

provide evidence useful to the defense, or it may open the door to damaging rebuttal. In re Pers.
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Restraint of Brown, 143'Wn.2d 431,451,21 P.3d 687 (2001). James fails to show that there is no
conceivable legitimate tactic explaining his counsel’s performance. See Grier, 171 Wn.2d at 33.
Because James cannot establish that defense counsel’s performance was deficient, his ineffective
assistance counsel fails.
6. DNA Investigation

Finally, James argues that his trial counsel failed to adequately investigate the DNA report,
therefore resulting in an inadequate trial strategy. The facts related to the development of trial
strategy are outside of the record on appeal. We do not address issues relying on facts outside the
record on direct appeal. McFarland, 127 Wn.2d at 338 n.5.

We affirm.

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.

Ll T

Melnick,J.

We concur:
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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

DIVISION II »

STATE OF WASHINGTON,

Respondent,

No. 44906-4-11
V.
) ORDER DENYING MOTION FOR

ROBERT E. JAMES, RECONSIDERATION

Appellant.

APPELLANT (PRO SE) moves for reconsideration of the Court’s March 31, 2015
opinion. Upon consideration, the Court denies the motion. Accordingly, it is

SO ORDERED.
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