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SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

An informant claimed to have seen heroin in a Cowlitz County 

hotel room “within the last 72 hours.” Without explanation, the informant 

claimed the drugs belonged to Kenneth Kyllo. Officers did not try to 

discover who had rented the hotel room or if that person remained a 

registered guest 72 hours after the informant’s visit or if Mr. Kyllo had 

any connection with that room. Instead, police obtained a warrant and 

forcibly entered. Because the search warrant was not based on probable 

cause, evidence obtained by the police should not have been admitted. 

Over objection, the court allowed multiple witnesses to tell jurors 

that the warrant specifically targeted Mr. Kyllo and his alleged drug 

involvement, implying that additional evidence, not admitted at trial, 

supported a guilty verdict. In closing, the prosecutor emphasized that 

official suspicion focused on Mr. Kyllo, to counter Mr. Kyllo’s assertion 

that the drugs were not his. The court’s ruling violated ER 403 and 

infringed Mr. Kyllo’s right to due process, because it allowed jurors to 

convict based on “official suspicion” rather than evidence admitted at trial. 

Despite the State’s burden to prove Mr. Kyllo’s mental state, 

defense counsel proposed an unwitting possession instruction placing the 

burden on Mr. Kyllo to prove his own lack of knowledge. This denied Mr. 

Kyllo his right to the effective assistance of counsel. 

DECISION BELOW AND ISSUES PRESENTED 

Petitioner Kenneth Kyllo, the appellant in the court below, asks the  

Court to review the Court of Appeals unpublished opinion entered on  
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February 11, 2020.1 This case presents four issues: 

1. Was Mr. Kyllo denied his Sixth Amendment right to the effective 
assistance of counsel when his attorney proposed an instruction 
shifting the burden of proof? 

2. Did the trial court violate ER 403 and Mr. Kyllo’s Fourteenth 

Amendment right to due process by admitting evidence that he was 

named as the target of a search warrant? 

3. Was the search warrant unsupported by probable cause and 

unconstitutionally overbroad, in violation of the Fourth Amendment 

and Wash. Const. art. I, §7? 

4. Was Mr. Kyllo denied his Sixth Amendment right to the effective 

assistance of counsel when his attorney failed to seek suppression of 

prejudicial evidence? 

STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

In April of 2017, police sought a search warrant for a hotel room. 

CP 1-7. They relied on a confidential informant, who claimed to have seen 

heroin in the hotel room “within the last 72 hours.” CP 6. The informant 

did not claim to have seen Kenneth Kyllo in the hotel room but asserted 

that the heroin “belonged” to Mr. Kyllo. CP 6. No further information was 

provided about this conclusion. CP 1-7.  

The police requested authorization to search for heroin and Mr. 

Kyllo in the hotel room. CP 6-7. The court authorized a warrant. CP 8-11.  

When officers arrived at the room, they found Thomas Wiggins2 

seated at a table. RP (2/15/18) 101-102. On the table was a needle, and a 

bag containing heroin and methamphetamine. RP (2/15/18) 101-102, 137-

 

1 A copy of the opinion is attached. 

2 Although police did not know it at the time, the hotel room was rented by Wiggins. RP 
(2/16/18) 9, 81. 
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142. Also on the table were two wallets: one belonging to Wiggins and the 

other belonging to Mr. Kyllo. RP (2/15/18) 104-105. There was also a 

paper listing debts and payments. RP (2/15/18) 104, 120-122. Another 

pay/owe sheet was in Wiggins’s wallet. RP (2/15/18) 122.  

Nichole Williams stood between the two beds. RP (2/15/18) 94, 

208; RP (2/16/18) 16-18. On the nightstand near her were needles and 

heroin. RP (2/15/18) 96-97. A drawer contained more heroin and 

packaging materials. RP (2/15/18) 99-100.  

Mr. Kyllo was also in the room. RP (2/15/18) 94. He threw a 

backpack out the window as police entered. RP (2/15/18) 94, 185. The 

pack contained a scale, packaging, $4800, and heroin. RP (2/15/15) 193-

201. It also contained prescription pill bottles with Wiggins’s name on 

them.3 RP (2/15/18) 205-212. 

The State charged Mr. Kyllo with possession of methamphetamine 

and heroin with intent to deliver. CP 17-18. The confidential informant did 

not testify at trial. RP (2/15/18) 81-212; RP (2/16/18) 16-46. Nor did 

Wiggins or Williams. RP (2/15/18) 81-212; RP (2/16/18) 16-46. 

Mr. Kyllo told jurors that he was in the hotel room as a guest. RP 

(2/16/18) 81. He testified that Wiggins told him to toss the backpack out 

the window as the police entered. RP (2/16/18) 81-82, 86.  

Defense counsel moved to exclude testimony that Mr. Kyllo was 

the target of the search warrant. RP (2/15/18) 61-63. Without balancing 

prejudice and probative value, the court denied the motion. RP (2/15/18) 
 

3 One item in the backpack had Williams’s print on it. RP (2/16/18) 44, 48; RP (4/2/18) 100. 
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63. The first four witnesses were law enforcement who all testified that 

they had a search warrant for methamphetamine, heroin, and for Mr. 

Kyllo. RP (2/15/18) 90, 123-133, 163, 174-184. One claimed that police 

“knew” that Mr. Kyllo and drugs were in the hotel room.4 RP (2/15/18) 

163. When Mr. Kyllo testified, the prosecutor ended his cross examination 

on this same theme:  

Q: …Were you surprised to find out that the police were 

looking for you at that hotel room at that exact time? 

A: Yes. 

Q: And you must've been really surprised to find to find out 

they were looking for drugs as they were looking for you 

at that hotel room? 

A: Well, yeah. There happened to be drugs there. 

RP (2/16/18) 92.  

In closing, the prosecutor was quick to remind the jury that the  

officers, armed with a search warrant, “went to room 203 of that hotel 

looking for two specific things: drugs and the Defendant, Ken Kyllo.” RP 

(2/16/18) 111. The State returned to the theme in rebuttal as well:  

 

[W]ho were the police looking for…at that hotel room? Were 

they looking for Thomas Wiggins? Were they looking for 

Nicole Williams? No. They were looking for Kenneth Kyllo. 

RP (2/16/18) 144. 

Defense counsel proposed an instruction on the affirmative defense 

of unwitting possession. RP (2/16/18) 95-96; CP 21, 39. The instruction 

placed the burden on Mr. Kyllo to prove the defense by a preponderance 

of the evidence. CP 39. In closing, defense counsel highlighted the burden 

imposed by this instruction:  

 

4 On the morning of the second day of trial, Mr. Kyllo expressed his frustration that no one 
was telling the jury that Wiggins had admitted the pack was his. RP (2/16/18) 6-10. 
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[I]f you believe my client possessed it then there is a defense, if 

proven, that… the possession was unwitting. If we haven’t met that 

burden, they still have to prove that the possession was done with a 

specific intent to deliver. 

RP (2/16/18) 127.  

The jury convicted Mr. Kyllo as charged. RP (2/16/18) 151-154. 

Mr. Kyllo was sentenced to 108 months in prison. RP (4/2/18) 105; CP 

47-57. He timely appealed. CP 167. In a split decision, the Court of 

Appeals affirmed the convictions. Mr. Kyllo seeks review of that decision. 

ARGUMENT WHY REVIEW SHOULD BE ACCEPTED 

I. THE APPELLATE COURT’S OPINION REGARDING THE LEGITIMACY 

OF COUNSEL’S TRIAL STRATEGY CONFLICTS WITH CARTER AND 

RAISES A SIGNIFICANT QUESTION UNDER THE STATE AND 

FEDERAL CONSTITUTIONS. RAP 13.4(B)(2) AND (3). 

An accused person is entitled to the effective assistance of counsel. 

U.S. Const. Amend. VI; U.S. Const. Amend. XIV; Wash. Const. art. I, 

§22; Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 104 S. Ct. 2052, 80 L. Ed. 

2d 674 (1984). Where the State bears the burden of proving a culpable 

mental state, defense counsel provides ineffective assistance by proposing 

an unwitting possession instruction. State v. Carter, 127 Wn.App. 713, 

717-718, 112 P.3d 561 (2005).  

Proposing such an instruction is “not a legitimate trial tactic.” Id.; 

see also State v. Newton, 179 Wn.App. 1056 at p. 4 (2014) (unpublished); 

State v. Sims, 119 Wn.2d 138, 142, 829 P.2d 1075 (1992). In Carter and 

Newton, each defendant was charged with a possessory offense requiring 

the State to prove a culpable mental state. Each defendant’s attorney 

proposed an unwitting possession instruction. The appellate courts 
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reversed each defendant’s conviction. Carter, 127 Wn.App. at 718; 

Newton, 179 Wn.App. 1056 at p. 4 (unpublished). 

As the Supreme Court has noted, unwitting possession cannot 

apply when the State must prove intent to deliver because “[i]t is 

impossible for a person to intend to…deliver a controlled substance 

without knowing what he or she is doing.” Sims, 119 Wash.2d at 142. A 

person who intends to deliver a controlled substance “necessarily knows 

what controlled substance [he or she] possesses [since] one who acts 

intentionally acts knowingly.” Sims, 119 Wn.2d at 142.  

Thus “[w]ithout knowledge of the controlled substance, one could 

not intend to… deliver that controlled substance.” Id. The State’s burden 

to prove intent thus encompasses the burden to prove knowledge. A 

person accused of possession with intent has no burden to prove unwitting 

possession. Id.; Carter, 127 Wn.App. at 718; Newton, 179 Wn.App. 1056  

at p. 4 (unpublished) ; see also Dissent, pp. 21-22. 

Here, as in Carter and Newton, Mr. Kyllo was charged with a 

possessory offense requiring proof of a culpable mental state. CP 17-18. In 

proposing an unwitting possession instruction, counsel’s performance was 

deficient. Carter, 127 Wn.App. at 718; see also Newton, 179 Wn.App. 

1056 at p. 4 (unpublished); CP 21, 39; RP (2/16/18) 95-96. The State 

“concede[d] that defense counsel rendered deficient performance by 

proposing an unwitting possession jury instruction.” Majority, p. 6. The 

error prejudiced Mr. Kyllo. As in Carter, “the flawed instruction proffered 
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by defense counsel created an inconsistency in the stated burdens of 

proof.” Carter, 127 Wn.App. at 718.  

Defense counsel compounded the problem by highlighting the  

inconsistent burdens in closing:  

 

[I]f you believe my client possessed it then there is a defense, if 

proven, that… the possession was unwitting. If we haven’t met that 

burden, they still have to prove that the possession was done with a 

specific intent to deliver. 

RP (2/16/18) 127 (emphasis added).  

In fact, the State bore the entire burden as to Mr. Kyllo’s mental 

state. Sims, 119 Wash.2d at 142; Carter, 127 Wn.App. at 718. As the 

dissent points out, “[t]he unwitting possession instruction… misled the 

jury to believe Kyllo had the burden to prove his mental state.” Dissent, 

pp. 21. This “conflicted with the State’s burden to prove the requisite 

mental state beyond a reasonable doubt.” Dissent, pp. 21-22. 

Because the inconsistency “result[ed] from a clear misstatement of 

 the law, the misstatement is presumed to have misled the jury in a manner 

prejudicial to the defendant.” Carter, 127 Wn.App. at 718; see also 

Dissent, p. 22. Mr. Kyllo was deprived of his Sixth Amendment right to 

the effective assistance of counsel, his convictions must be reversed. 

Carter, 127 Wn.App. at 718; see also Newton, 179 Wn.App. 1056 at p. 4 

(unpublished). Defense counsel’s performance was objectively 

unreasonable; it was “not a legitimate trial tactic.” Carter, 127 Wn.App. at 

717; Newton, 179 Wn.App. at p. 4 (unpublished).  

As the dissent points out, the erroneous instruction “was not  
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necessary to argue Kyllo’s theory of the case.” Dissent, p. 22. Instead  

of improperly assuming the burden of proof, defense counsel should have 

“argue[d] that the State has failed to prove possession with the requisite 

intent because the defendant did not know that the controlled substance 

was in [his] possession.” Dissent, p. 22 (emphasis in original). 

However, without explanation, the Court of Appeals concluded 

that counsel’s choice to request the instruction was “a legitimate tactical 

decision.” Majority, p. 7. This is directly contrary to the Carter court’s 

determination that such conduct is “not a legitimate trial tactic.” Carter, 

127 Wn.App. at 717. 

The Supreme Court should accept review because the Court of 

Appeals’ decision in this case conflicts with Carter. RAP 13.4(b)(2). In 

addition, the case raises a significant question under the state and federal 

constitutions: whether unnecessarily assuming the burden of proof can 

ever be a reasonable trial tactic. The Supreme Court should accept review 

under RAP 13.4(b)(3). 

II. THE APPELLATE COURT’S OPINION UPHOLDING THE ADMISSION 

OF EVIDENCE OF “OFFICIAL SUSPICION” CONFLICTS WITH 

TAYLOR AND PRESENTS A SIGNIFICANT QUESTION UNDER THE 

FEDERAL CONSTITUTION. RAP 13.4(B)(1) AND (3).  

An accused person “is entitled to have his guilt or innocence 

determined solely on the basis of the evidence introduced at trial, and not 

on grounds of official suspicion…or other circumstances not adduced as 

proof at trial.” Taylor v. Kentucky, 436 U.S. 478, 485, 98 S. Ct. 1930, 56 

L. Ed. 2d 468 (1978). This principle stems from the due process right to a 
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fair trial. Id.; U.S. Const. Amend. XIV; see Estelle v. Williams, 425 U.S. 

501, 503, 96 S. Ct. 1691, 48 L. Ed. 2d 126 (1976). 

Furthermore, evidence must be excluded if “its probative value is 

substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice.” ER 403.  

Here, defense counsel objected to evidence that the search warrant 

specifically targeted Mr. Kyllo and his alleged drug activity. RP (2/15/18) 

61-62. The evidence should have been excluded: its probative value was 

substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice. ER 403. The 

evidence further allowed jurors to convict based in part “on grounds of 

official suspicion…or other circumstances not adduced as proof at trial.” 

Taylor, 436 U.S. at 485. Its admission violated Mr. Kyllo’s Fourteenth 

Amendment right to due process. Id. 

Mr. Kyllo agreed that the warrant’s existence “explain[ed] why 

law enforcement was there knocking on the door and entering.” RP 

(2/15/18) 61. However, there was no reason to tell jurors that police had 

judicial authorization to search for Mr. Kyllo specifically. This evidence 

suggested that he was the focus of “official suspicion.” Id. It also implied 

the existence of “other circumstances not adduced as proof at trial”—the 

circumstances leading to issuance of the warrant.5 Id. The evidence had no 

probative value and posed a substantial risk of unfair prejudice. The trial 

court should have sustained the objection. 

 

5The State did not introduce any evidence regarding the informant’s observations or any 
investigation that preceded issuance of the search warrant. RP (2/15/18) 81-212; RP 
(2/16/18) 16-46.  
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The Court of Appeals concluded that the evidence “was relevant to 

show the reasons for the police presence.” Majority, p. 13. Trial counsel 

agreed that the State could use the existence of the warrant for this  

purpose. RP (2/15/18) 61. However, Mr. Kyllo’s name was not necessary 

to show why police came to the hotel room.  

Furthermore, the State used the evidence as substantive proof of 

Mr. Kyllo’s guilt. The prosecutor repeatedly emphasized the fact that Mr. 

Kyllo was the target of the warrant. This occurred during direct 

examination of four officers and in cross examination of Mr. Kyllo RP 

(2/15/18) 90, 160-163, 182-184; RP (2/16/18) 92. The prosecutor also 

highlighted the evidence as substantive proof of Mr. Kyllo’s guilt during 

closing. RP (2/16/18) 111, 144.  

The trial court’s admission of evidence that the warrant 

specifically named Mr. Kyllo violated ER 403 and Mr. Kyllo’s Fourteenth 

Amendment right to due process. The evidence allowed jurors to convict 

based on “official suspicion” and on “other circumstances not adduced as 

proof at trial.” Id.  

The Court of Appeals decision conflicts with Taylor, and this case 

raises a significant constitutional issue: whether the introduction of 

irrelevant evidence of “official suspicion”—such as a search warrant 

targeting the accused person—violates the accused person’s right to due 

process. The Supreme Court should accept review and reverse. RAP 

13.4(b)(1) and (3). 
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III. THE UNLAWFUL SEARCH RAISES SIGNIFICANT QUESTIONS UNDER 

THE STATE AND FEDERAL CONSTITUTIONS; THE ISSUES ARE ALSO 

OF SUBSTANTIAL PUBLIC INTEREST AND SHOULD BE DETERMINED 

BY THE SUPREME COURT. RAP 13.4(B)(3) AND (4). 

Police obtained a warrant based only on an informant’s claim that 

s/he had seen heroin in a hotel room “within the last 72 hours.” CP 6. The 

officers did not investigate to determine who had rented the hotel room. 

CP 6. Nor did they inquire to see if the registered guest remained at the 

hotel three days after the informant’s visit. CP 6.  

Furthermore, the warrant affidavit did not provide any basis for the 

informant’s assertion that the drugs belonged to Mr. Kyllo. CP 6. Police 

did not confirm that Mr. Kyllo was a guest at the hotel or that he had any 

connection to the registered guest who occupied the room three days 

before the warrant issued. The warrant was not supported by probable 

cause, and it was overbroad.  

A. The state and federal constitutions require that search warrants be 
supported by probable cause. 

Under both the state and federal constitutions, search warrants  

must be based on probable cause.6 State v. Lyons, 174 Wn.2d 354, 359, 

275 P.3d 314 (2012) ; Carpenter v. United States, --- U.S. ---, ___, 138 S. 

Ct. 2206, 201 L. Ed. 2d 507 (2018); U.S. Const. Amend. IV; Wash. Const. 

art I, §7. To establish probable cause, the warrant application “must set 

forth sufficient facts to convince a reasonable person of the probability the 

 

6 The State constitution provides stronger protection to individual privacy rights than does 
the Fourth AmendmentError! Bookmark not defined.. State v. Meneese, 174 Wn.2d 937, 
946, 282 P.3d 83 (2012). 
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defendant is engaged in criminal activity and that evidence of criminal 

activity can be found at the place to be searched.” Id. 

An affidavit in support of a search warrant “must state the 

underlying facts and circumstances on which it is based in order to 

facilitate a detached and independent evaluation of the evidence by the 

issuing magistrate.” State v. Thein, 138 Wn.2d 133, 140, 977 P.2d 582 

(1999). By itself, an inference drawn from the facts “does not provide a 

substantial basis for determining probable cause.” Lyons, 174 Wn.2d at 

363-64.  

Similarly, generalizations about the habits of drug dealers or other 

criminals cannot provide the individualized suspicion required to justify 

the issuance of a search warrant. Thein, 138 Wn.2d at 147-148. The 

constitution requires more. Id.; see also State v. Keodara, 191 Wn.App. 

305, 315-316, 364 P.3d 777 (2015), review denied, 185 Wn.2d 1028, 377 

P.3d 718 (2016). 

B. The affidavit did not establish probable cause. 

The informant claimed to have seen “a large amount of heroin on a 

table” in a hotel room “within the last 72 hours.” CP 6. Without explaining 

the basis for the claim, or even asserting that Mr. Kyllo himself was ever 

in the room, the informant declared the heroin belonged to Mr. Kyllo. CP 

6. The police did not try to determine who rented the hotel room and did 

not investigate to see if Mr. Kyllo had any connection to the room. CP 6.  

This information did not provide probable cause to search the hotel 

room three days later for two reasons. First, given the transience of hotel 
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guests, the information was stale. Second, the affidavit did not establish 

the informant’s basis of knowledge for claiming the drugs belonged to Mr. 

Kyllo or that Mr. Kyllo could be found in the hotel room. 

Staleness. Before issuing a warrant, a magistrate must determine if 

the information provided in support of the warrant application is stale. 

Lyons, 174 Wn.2d at 361. This determination is “based on the 

circumstances of each case.” Id. In addition to the passage of time, courts 

consider “‘the nature of the crime, the nature of the criminal, the character 

of the evidence to be seized, and the nature of the place to be searched.’” 

State v. Garbaccio, 151 Wn.App. 716, 728, 214 P.3d 168 (2009) 

(emphasis added) (quoting State v. Smith, 60 Wn.App. 592, 602, 805 P.2d 

256 (1991)).  

Evidence that a hotel room contained drugs does not provide 

probable cause to believe the drugs remained there three days later. Here, 

the basis for the warrant was the informant’s claim that the hotel room had 

contained drugs “within the last 72 hours.” CP 6. The informant did not 

claim that Mr. Kyllo was present in the hotel room and did not provide a 

basis to conclude the drugs belonged to him; thus, there is even less 

support for the idea that Mr. Kyllo would be found in the hotel room 72 

hours after the informant’s visit.  

As one court put it, “a magistrate may not, consistent with 

common sense, simply presume a suspect's continuing occupancy of 

a hotel room after 72 hours.” State v. Ward, 580 N.W.2d 67, 73 (Minn. Ct. 

App. 1998); see also State v. Whitley, 993 P.2d 117, 118 (N.M. Ct. App. 
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1999); State v. Lovato, 879 P.2d 787, 790 (N.M. Ct. App. 1994). The 

reasons for this are clear: “[T]he most likely conclusion is that the 

possessor is ‘nomadic’ rather than ‘entrenched’ and that the hotel room is 

a ‘mere criminal forum of convenience’ rather than a ‘secure operational 

base.’” Ward, 580 N.W.2d at 73 (citations omitted). 

Furthermore, “while it is far less likely that a suspect will continue 

to occupy a hotel, as compared with a permanent residence, after a period 

of days, it is significantly easier for police to verify.” Id., at 73-74. Here, 

the police did not even try to learn the name of the registered guest and 

made no effort to determine if Mr. Kyllo had any connection to the room.  

The Court of Appeals found it “reasonable to infer that evidence of 

illicit drug activity would be found at the hotel room within, at most, two 

days of the CI’s statement, given the large quantity of drugs observed.” 

Majority, p. 10.  

But the issue is the transient nature of hotel guests, not the quantity 

of drugs sought. Hotel guests can easily move and take their belongings 

with them. It would have been easy for police to determine if the room 

remained registered to the same person who’d been there when the 

informant visited the room. 

Absent some indication that drugs would be found in the hotel 

room three days after the informant’s visit, police lacked probable cause 

for issuance of a search warrant. Id. The hotel room search violated Mr. 

Kyllo’s rights under the Fourth Amendment and Wash. Const. art. I, §7. 

Id.; Lyons, 174 Wn.2d at 361. The convictions must be reversed, the 
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evidence suppressed, and the case dismissed with prejudice. Lyons, 174 

Wn.2d at 361. 

Basis of knowledge. According to the search warrant affidavit, the 

informant “observed a large amount of heroin on a table” and asserted that 

“the heroin belonged to Kyllo.” CP 6. But nothing in the affidavit explains 

how the informant concluded the drugs belonged to Mr. Kyllo. CP 6. 

The informant did not claim that Mr. Kyllo was present in the hotel 

room. CP 6. Nor did the informant provide any other information showing 

that the drugs were Mr. Kyllo’s. CP 6. Because of this, the affidavit was 

insufficient to establish probable cause that police would find Mr. Kyllo in 

the hotel room. 

Washington adheres to the two-pronged Aguilar-Spinelli test7 for 

evaluating a search warrant based on an informant’s tip. State v. Jackson, 

102 Wn.2d 432, 436, 688 P.2d 136 (1984). An affidavit based on an 

informant’s tip must demonstrate the informant’s veracity and basis of 

knowledge.8 Id., at 435-438. The basis-of-knowledge prong “requires the 

magistrate to determine whether the informant has personal knowledge of 

the facts.”9 State v. Mejia, 111 Wn.2d 892, 896–897, 766 P.2d 454 (1989) 

 

7 The test derives from Aguilar v. Texas, 378 U.S. 108, 114, 84 S.Ct. 1509, 12 L.Ed.2d 723 
(1964) and Spinelli v. United States, 393 U.S. 410, 413, 89 S.Ct. 584, 21 L.Ed.2d 637 (1969). 

8 If either prong is lacking, the deficiency may be satisfied through “independent police 
investigatory work that corroborates the tip.” Id., at 438. The police did not undertake any 
independent investigation in this case. CP 6. 

9 If the informant's information is hearsay, the basis of knowledge prong can be satisfied “if 
there is sufficient information so that the hearsay establishes a basis of knowledge.” Jackson, 
102 Wn.2d at 437–438. 
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(emphasis in original); see also State v. Ollivier, 178 Wn.2d 813, 850, 312 

P.3d 1, 22 (2013). 

Nothing in the affidavit shows the informant’s basis for concluding 

that the drugs belonged to Mr. Kyllo. The informant did not suggest that 

Mr. Kyllo was in the room, or that he claimed ownership, or even that 

someone else said the drugs belonged to Mr. Kyllo. CP 6. 

The informant’s tip does not satisfy the “basis of knowledge” 

prong, and thus fails to establish probable cause allowing police authority 

to search for Mr. Kyllo.10 Jackson, 102 Wn.2d at 435-438. The search 

violated Mr. Kyllo’s rights under the Fourth Amendment and Wash. 

Const. art. I, §7. Id.; Lyons, 174 Wn.2d at 361. Mr. Kyllo’s convictions 

must be reversed and the evidence suppressed. Id. 

C. The warrant was overbroad. 

A search warrant is overbroad if it allows police to search for items 

for which there is no probable cause. Perrone, 119 Wn.2d at 551-552; see 

also Keodara, 191 Wn.App. at 316-317; Groh v. Ramirez, 540 U.S. 551, 

557, 124 S. Ct. 1284, 157 L. Ed. 2d 1068 (2004). Furthermore, a warrant 

authorizing seizure of materials protected by the First Amendment 

requires close scrutiny to ensure compliance with the particularity and 

probable cause requirements.11 Zurcher v. Stanford Daily, 436 U.S. 547, 

564, 98 S.Ct. 1970, 56 L.Ed.2d 525 (1978); Stanford v. Texas, 379 U.S. 

 

10 The warrant also fails under the federal “totality of the circumstances” test. Illinois v. 
Gates, 462 U.S. 213, 230, 103 S. Ct. 2317, 76 L. Ed. 2d 527 (1983). 

11 In this case, the warrant authorized police to search for and seize items protected by the 
First AmendmentError! Bookmark not defined.. Accordingly, the heightened standards 
apply. Stanford, 379 U.S. at 485; Perrone, 119 Wn.2d at 547. 
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476, 485, 85 S.Ct. 506, 13 L.Ed.2d 431 (1965); Perrone, 119 Wn.2d at 

545. 

The only item of evidentiary value mentioned by the informant 

was “a large amount of heroin on a table” in the hotel room. CP 6. Despite 

this, the warrant authorized police to search for and seize a wide array of 

items, including computers and cell phones. 12 CP 10-11.  

The warrant was overbroad. The affidavit does not address 

probable cause to search for anything besides the heroin described by the 

informant. CP 6. It certainly doesn’t provide probable cause to search for 

and seize the vast trove of First Amendment materials described in the 

warrant.13 CP 10-11; Perrone, 119 Wn.2d at 551-552; see also State v. 

Fairley, No. 35616-7-III, Slip Op. at *3 (Wash. Ct. App. Feb. 18, 2020).  

The Court of Appeals declined to address the overbreadth 

argument. Majority, p. 12. The court found Mr. Kyllo’s “failure to address 

severability renders [the] argument insufficient to merit judicial review.” 

Majority, p. 12. But the doctrine of severability does not apply “[w]here a 
 

12 The warrant listed:  

c. Personal books, letters, papers, notes, pictures, photographs, video and/or audio 

cassette tapes, computers, palm pilots, cell phones, global positioning system (GPS) 

devices, pagers, or documents relating names, addresses, telephone numbers, and/or other 

contact/identification information relating to the possession, processing, or distribution of 

controlled substances; 

d. Books, records, receipts, notes, letters, ledgers, and other papers relating to the 

possession, processing, or distribution of controlled substances;… 

h. weapons, including, but not limited to firearms, ammunition, knives, clubs, swords, 

martial arts devices, chemical irritants, and electric stun guns; 

i. Laptop, desktop computers, media storage devices and or portable hard drives. 

j. Cellular telephones and the contents of the cellular telephone including, but not limited 

to call logs, contact information, text messaging, emails and electronic photographs. 

CP 10-11. 
13 The affiant’s broad generalizations about the habits of criminals (CP 1-6) do not provide 
probable cause. Thein, 138 Wn.2d at 147-148.  
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search warrant is found to be an unconstitutional general warrant.” 

Perrone, 119 Wn.2d at 556. In such cases, “the invalidity due to unlimited 

language of the warrant taints all items seized without regard to whether 

they were specifically named in the warrant.” Id.  

The severability doctrine “must not be applied [to] render 

meaningless the standards of particularity which ensure the avoidance of 

general searches and the controlled exercise of discretion by the executing 

officer.” Id., at 558. Here, the language of the warrant gave police 

unlimited authority to search for and seize, inter alia, any material 

protected by the First Amendment. It amounted to a general warrant and 

did nothing to control the exercise of discretion by the executing officers. 

In addition, “severance is not available when the valid portion of 

the warrant is ‘a relatively insignificant part’ of an otherwise invalid 

search.” Id., at 557 (internal quotation marks and citations omitted). Here, 

the valid portion of the warrant – authorizing seizure of heroin seen by the 

informant—is a relatively insignificant part of the broad power granted by 

 the warrant. Id. The severability doctrine does not apply.  

The Court of Appeals suggested that Mr. Kyllo was required to 

show that “evidence admitted at trial… was obtained as a result of the 

overbroad portion of the search warrant.” Majority, p. 12. But the 

overbreadth doctrine requires examination of the warrant, not the evidence 

admitted at trial.14 Id.  

 

14 Only if the warrant is severable does the court examine the evidence admitted at trial. Id., 
at 556. 
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The Court of Appeals should have reached the merits of Mr. 

Kyllo’s argument. The search violated Mr. Kyllo’s rights under the Fourth 

Amendment and Wash. Const. art. I, §7. The convictions must be 

reversed, the evidence suppressed, and the case dismissed with prejudice. 

Perrone, 119 Wn.2d 538, 551-552. 

D. If the error is not preserved, Mr. Kyllo was denied the effective 
assistance of counsel. 

To prevail on an ineffective assistance of counsel claim, the 

defendant must show deficient performance and prejudice. State v. 

Hamilton, 179 Wn.App. 870, 879, 320 P.3d 142 (2014); Strickland, 466 

U.S. at 687. Here, defense counsel’s deficient performance prejudiced Mr. 

Kyllo.  

The prosecution rested on evidence illegally seized, as outlined 

above. Here, as in Hamilton, a reasonable attorney would have moved to 

suppress the evidence. Suppression would have resulted in dismissal of the 

charges. Hamilton, 179 Wn.App. at 879. Under these circumstances, here 

is no legitimate basis to forego a suppression motion. Id. 

Because counsel’s deficient performance prejudiced Mr. Kyllo, he 

was denied his Sixth and Fourteenth Amendment right to the effective 

assistance of counsel. Id. His convictions must be reversed. Id. 

E. The Supreme Court should accept review under RAP 13.4(b)(3) 
and (4). 

This case raises significant questions under the state and federal 

constitutions. The issues are also of substantial public interest. An 

informant’s observation of drugs in a hotel room “within the last 72 hours” 
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is insufficient to establish probable cause, especially where police fail to 

pursue even the most cursory investigation into the hotel room’s 

occupancy. The Supreme Court should also examine the boilerplate 

language inserted into this search warrant and determine if it is overbroad. 

A decision in this case will provide guidance to lower courts addressing 

similar issues. The Supreme Court should accept review under RAP 

13.4(b)(3) and (4). 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, Mr. Kyllo’s convictions must be 

reversed, the evidence suppressed, and the case dismissed with prejudice. 

Alternatively, the case must be remanded for a new trial with proper 

instructions. The appellate court’s decision conflicts with Carter and 

Taylor. In addition, the case raises significant constitutional questions that 

are of substantial public interest. The Supreme Court should accept review 

under RAP 13.4(b)(1)-(4). 

 

Respectfully submitted March 12, 2020. 

 

BACKLUND AND MISTRY 

 

Jodi R. Backlund, No. 22917 
 

Manek R. Mistry, No. 22922 

 



 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

I certify that I mailed a copy of the Petition for Review, postage 

pre-paid, to: 

 

Kenneth Kyllo, DOC #294467 

Stafford Creek Corrections Center 

191 Constantine Way 

Aberdeen, WA 98520  

 

and I sent an electronic copy to  

 

 Cowlitz County Prosecuting Attorney 

  brittains@co.cowlitz.wa.us and appeals@co.cowlitz.wa.us 

 

through the Court’s online filing system, with the permission of the 

recipient(s).  

 

In addition, I electronically filed the original with the Court of Appeals. 

 

I CERTIFY UNDER PENALTY OF PERJURY UNDER THE 

LAWS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON THAT THE 

FOREGOING IS TRUE AND CORRECT. 

 

Signed at Olympia, Washington on March 12, 2020. 

   

Jodi R. Backlund, WSBA No. 22917 

Attorney for the Appellant 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX: 

Court of Appeals unpublished opinion, filed on February 11, 2020

 



 

 

 

 

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 
 

DIVISION II 
 

STATE OF WASHINGTON, No.  51732-9-II 

  

    Respondent,  

  

 v.  

  

KENNETH LEE KYLLO, UNPUBLISHED OPINION 

  

    Appellant.  

 

 MELNICK, J. — Kenneth Kyllo appeals after a jury convicted him of two counts of unlawful 

possession of a controlled substance with intent to deliver.  He argues that he received ineffective 

assistance of counsel because his lawyer submitted an unwitting possession jury instruction, and 

the court gave it.  Kyllo also contends that the trial court erred by failing to exclude evidence seized 

pursuant to a search warrant and that the trial court violated his right to counsel.  Lastly, he argues 

the court’s reasonable doubt jury instruction violated his right to due process.  Kyllo also raises a 

number of issues in his statement of additional grounds (SAG). 

 We affirm the convictions.  

FACTS 

 In April 2017, Washington State Patrol Trooper Phillip Thoma applied for a warrant to 

search a hotel room in Kelso.  Thoma’s affidavit in support of the warrant stated that he met with 

a confidential informant (CI) on April 19.  While in room 203 of a Kelso hotel within 72 hours of 

his statement, the CI saw approximately eight ounces of heroin on a table.  The CI further related 

that the heroin belonged to Kyllo.  The CI identified Kyllo from a police photograph.  Thoma 
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asserted in the affidavit that the CI had conducted multiple controlled buys for law enforcement 

and had previously provided information that had proven to be correct and reliable.  The reviewing 

judge approved the warrant which authorized law enforcement to search the hotel room and Kyllo 

for controlled substances, paraphernalia, cash, and various other items such as computers, cell 

phones, and media storage devices.   

 Police executed the search warrant that same day.  Officers knocked and announced they 

had a search warrant.  No one answered the door, and, after hearing rustling coming from inside 

the room, officers forcibly entered.   

 Upon entry, officers saw a man, later identified as Thomas Wiggins, sitting at a table, and 

a woman, later identified as Nichole Williams, standing between the two beds in the room.  

Officers also saw Kyllo holding a backpack and running toward a back window.  Thoma ran after 

Kyllo and repeatedly told him to stop.  Kyllo threw the backpack out the window and then Thoma 

detained him.     

 Kelso Police Sergeant Kimber Yund was outside of the hotel room and retrieved the 

backpack after seeing it drop from the window.  Thoma later searched the backpack and found a 

digital scale with brown residue, packaging material, $4,800 in cash, approximately nine ounces 

of heroin, and prescription pill bottles with Wiggins’s name on them.  The heroin was packaged 

in nine separate bags, each weighing approximately one ounce.   

 During a search of the hotel room, police found methamphetamine, heroin, drug 

paraphernalia, a pay/owe sheet,1 a wallet containing Kyllo’s identification, and another pay/ owe 

                                                           
1 A “pay/owe sheet” is documentation used by drug dealers to document drug sales.  They typically 

contain names and amounts owed to a drug dealer.   
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sheet on the table where Wiggins had been sitting.  Police also found heroin, packaging material, 

and drug paraphernalia on, and in, the nightstand close to where Williams had been standing.   

 The State charged Kyllo with two counts of unlawful possession of a controlled substance 

with intent to deliver, one for methamphetamine and the other for heroin.  Before trial, Kyllo 

moved in limine to exclude testimony that officers were executing a search warrant to look for 

Kyllo and controlled substances, arguing that the testimony would be prejudicial.  The trial court 

denied the motion in limine.  The matter proceeded to trial, at which witnesses testified consistent 

with the facts above.  Additionally, several police officers testified that they went to the hotel room 

to find Kyllo and controlled substances.   

Kyllo testified that Wiggins invited him to the hotel room and that he was just a guest.  He 

further related he had no knowledge that any drugs were in the room until after police arrived.  

Kyllo said that he threw the backpack out the window after Wiggins tossed him the backpack and 

told him to do it.   

 The trial court provided “to-convict” jury instructions for both counts of unlawful 

possession of a controlled substance with intent to deliver that stated, in relevant part, that the State 

had to prove beyond a reasonable doubt that “the defendant possessed the [controlled] substance 

with the intent to deliver a controlled substance.”  Clerk’s Papers (CP) at 36, 38.  The trial court 

also instructed the jury that “[a] person acts with intent or intentionally when acting with the 

objective or purpose to accomplish a result that constitutes a crime.”  CP at 34.   

The court instructed the jury on unwitting possession, as proposed by Kyllo’s lawyer.  The 

State agreed that the instruction was appropriate.  It read, 

A person is not guilty of possession of a controlled substance if the 

possession is unwitting.  Possession of a controlled substance is unwitting if a 

person did not know that the substance was in his possession or did not know the 

nature of the substance. 
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 The burden is on the defendant to prove by a preponderance of the evidence 

that the substance was possessed unwittingly.  Preponderance of the evidence 

means that you must be persuaded, considering all of the evidence in the case, that 

it is more probably true than not true. 

 

CP at 39.   

The trial court provided the jury with a standard reasonable doubt jury instruction that 

stated, in part, “If, from such consideration, you have an abiding belief in the truth of the charge, 

you are satisfied beyond a reasonable doubt.”  CP at 27. 

 During closing argument, the State said that the Drug Task Force went to the hotel to 

execute a search warrant.  “They went to room 203 of that hotel looking for two specific things: 

drugs and the Defendant, Ken Kyllo.”  Report of Proceedings (RP) (Feb. 16, 2018) at 111. 

 Defense counsel stated in closing argument that the State had the burden to prove Kyllo 

possessed the controlled substances with the intent to deliver the substances.  Defense counsel 

discussed the definitional instruction for intent and reminded the jury that the State had the burden 

to prove intent.  Defense counsel reiterated that the State carried the burden to prove intent despite 

the unwitting possession jury instruction, stating, “And if you believe my client possessed it then 

there is a defense, if proven, that the defense [sic] was—the possession was unwitting.  If we 

haven’t met that burden, they still have to prove that the possession was done with a specific intent 

to deliver.”  RP (Feb. 16, 2018) at 127.  Defense counsel argued that Wiggins’s and Williams’s 

presence in the hotel room created a reasonable doubt that Kyllo was the person in possession of 

the drugs found in the room.  

 In rebuttal, the State argued that the jury should consider the fact that police went to the 

hotel room to look for Kyllo, rather than the other individuals who were in the room, and should 

consider this fact when evaluating the argument that another individual may have possessed the 

drugs found in the hotel room.   
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The jury returned verdicts finding Kyllo guilty of both counts of unlawful possession of a 

controlled substance with intent to deliver.     

 At a hearing prior to sentencing, Kyllo personally addressed the trial court and requested a 

new trial.  He also asked for new counsel based on alleged ineffective assistance at trial.  Kyllo 

asserted that his defense counsel had urged him not to accept a plea offer from the State, failed to 

call a key witness to testify at trial, and failed to request a lesser-included jury instruction.   

The trial court denied Kyllo’s requests for a new trial and for a new attorney.  It reasoned 

that these claims would be best addressed through the appellate process.  Kyllo appeals.   

ANALYSIS 

I. INEFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL 

 Kyllo contends that he received ineffective assistance of counsel because his lawyer 

proposed an unwitting possession jury instruction for his charges of unlawful possession of a 

controlled substance with intent to deliver.  We disagree.   

 The Sixth Amendment to the United States Constitution and article I, section 22 of the 

Washington Constitution guarantee a criminal defendant’s right to effective assistance of counsel.  

State v. Estes, 188 Wn.2d 450, 457, 395 P.3d 1045 (2017).  To prevail on his claim of ineffective 

assistance of counsel, Kyllo must show both that his counsel’s representation was deficient and 

that the deficient representation resulted in prejudice.  Estes, 188 Wn.2d at 457-58.  Representation 

is deficient if, after consideration of the circumstances, “it falls ‘below an objective standard of 

reasonableness.’”  Estes, 188 Wn.2d at 458 (quoting State v. McFarland, 127 Wn.2d 322, 334-35, 

899 P.2d 1251 (1995)).  A strong presumption exists that counsel’s representation was reasonable.  

Estes, 188 Wn.2d at 458.  Performance is not deficient when the lawyer’s conduct involves 

legitimate trial strategy or tactics.  Estes, 188 Wn.2d at 458. 
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Prejudice exists if there is a reasonable probability that the outcome of the proceeding 

would have differed had counsel not rendered deficient performance.  Estes, 188 Wn.2d at 458.  

Reasonable probability in this context means a probability sufficient to undermine confidence in 

the outcome of the trial.  Estes, 188 Wn.2d at 458. 

 The State concedes that defense counsel rendered deficient performance by proposing an 

unwitting possession jury instruction.  We reject the State’s concession.  The lawyer made a 

reasonable tactical decision in requesting the unwitting possession instruction. 

 Although a trial court may not have to instruct the jury on unwitting possession when a 

defendant is charged with possession with intent to deliver, a defense lawyer is not deficient for 

requesting the instruction if it is consistent with the asserted defense and made for legitimate 

tactical reasons.2    

 The State has the burden of proving all the essential elements of a charged crime beyond a 

reasonable doubt.  State v. Rich, 184 Wn.2d 897, 903, 365 P.3d 746 (2016).  Unlawful possession 

of a controlled substance is a strict liability crime for which the State has no burden of proving a 

mental element.  State v. Bradshaw, 152 Wn.2d 528, 538, 98 P.3d 1190 (2004).  Defendants 

charged with unlawful possession of a controlled substance may, however, raise the affirmative 

defense that they unwittingly possessed the substance.  Bradshaw, 152 Wn.2d at 538.  To prove 

unwitting possession, defendants carry the burden of showing by a preponderance of the evidence 

that they did not know that the substance was in their possession or that they did not know the 

                                                           
2 It is outside the scope of this opinion to decide if a court errs by not instructing the jury at the 

defendant’s request on unwitting possession when the defendant is charged with possession with 

intent to deliver.  We understand there is a strong argument that it is not error; however, we are 

deciding the sole issue of whether a lawyer renders ineffective assistance by requesting such an 

instruction.  Here, Kyllo has not argued that the court erred by instructing the jury on unwitting 

possession.  
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nature of the substance.  State v. Sandoval, 8 Wn. App. 2d 267, 281, 438 P.3d 165, review denied, 

193 Wn.2d 1028 (2019).  When used as an affirmative defense to unlawful possession of a 

controlled substance, an unwitting possession jury instruction does not improperly shift the burden 

of proof.  Bradshaw, 152 Wn.2d at 538. 

 On the other hand, unlawful possession of a controlled substance with intent to deliver 

includes the mens rea element of intent that the State must prove beyond a reasonable doubt.  State 

v. Sims, 119 Wn.2d 138, 142, 829 P.2d 1075 (1992).  There is an argument that requiring the 

defendant to prove that their possession was unwitting by a preponderance of the evidence in a 

prosecution for unlawful possession of a controlled substance with intent to deliver improperly 

shifts the State’s burden to prove the mens rea element of intent to the defendant, because 

knowledge of the nature of the substance is subsumed by the intent element.  See State v. Carter, 

127 Wn. App. 713, 717, 112 P.3d 561 (2005). 

 Here, defense counsel relied on the unwitting possession instruction in his closing 

argument.  This argument demonstrates that defense counsel clearly had a tactical reason for asking 

the court to give the instruction and supports the strong presumption that defense counsel’s 

performance was reasonable. 

 Even if a court need not instruct on unwitting possession, the unwitting possession 

instruction in this case permitted Kyllo’s lawyer to argue his theory of the defense with the support 

of a jury instruction from the court, thus making his arguments stronger.  Requesting the instruction 

was a legitimate tactical decision.3  

                                                           
3 Because we conclude that Kyllo’s counsel did not render ineffective assistance, we need not 

address prejudice.  However, we do agree with the State that Kyllo has also not shown prejudice.  

Kyllo argued his theory of the case and the jury found both that he possessed the controlled 

substances and that he intended to deliver them.  
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II. VALIDITY OF SEARCH WARRANT 

 Next, Kyllo raises several claims regarding the validity of the search warrant including that 

the search warrant affidavit contained stale information, the affidavit failed to establish probable 

cause because it did not show the CI’s basis of knowledge, and it is overbroad.   

Generally, a search warrant can be issued only if there is a determination of probable cause.  

State v. Thein, 138 Wn.2d 133, 140, 977 P.2d 582 (1999).  “Probable cause exists if the affidavit 

in support of the warrant sets forth facts and circumstances sufficient to establish a reasonable 

inference that the defendant is probably involved in criminal activity and that evidence of the crime 

can be found at the place to be searched.”  Thein, 138 Wn.2d at 140.  A nexus must exist between 

the criminal activity and the items to be seized, and between the item to be seized and the place 

that will be searched.  Thein, 138 Wn.2d at 140.   

A. Raised for the First Time on Appeal 

 As an initial matter, Kyllo did not move at trial to suppress any evidence seized pursuant 

to the search warrant.  In general, we do not address claims of error raised for the first time on 

appeal.  RAP 2.5(a).  But in RAP 2.5(a)(3) an exception exists where an appellant can show a 

manifest error affecting a constitutional right.  State v. Gordon, 172 Wn.2d 671, 676, 260 P.3d 884 

(2011).  To show manifest error, Kyllo must demonstrate actual and identifiable prejudice to his 

constitutional rights at trial.  State v. Kirkman, 159 Wn.2d 918, 926-27, 155 P.3d 125 (2007).  To 

demonstrate actual prejudice in this context, Kyllo must show that the trial court would have 

excluded evidence in response to a suppression motion raising these claims and that such exclusion 

would have had a practical and identifiable consequence at trial.  McFarland, 127 Wn.2d at 333-

34; Gordon, 172 Wn.2d at 676.  To determine whether Kyllo has made this threshold showing, we 
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necessarily must evaluate the merits of his alleged errors.  State v. Walsh, 143 Wn.2d 1, 8, 17 P.3d 

591 (2001). 

B. Staleness 

  Kyllo first challenges the search warrant affidavit for staleness.   

 A search warrant affidavit must contain facts to support an issuing court’s conclusion “that 

the evidence is probably at the premises to be searched at the time the warrant is issued.”  State v. 

Lyons, 174 Wn.2d 354, 360, 275 P.3d 314 (2012).  We evaluate it “in a commonsense manner, 

rather than hypertechnically, and any doubts are resolved in favor of the warrant.”  State v. Jackson, 

150 Wn.2d 251, 265, 76 P.3d 217 (2003). 

 Whether information in a search warrant affidavit is stale depends on the 

circumstances of each case.  Lyons, 174 Wn.2d at 361.  Some length of time naturally passes 

between the observations of suspected criminal activity and the presentation to a judge of a search 

warrant affidavit.  Lyons, 174 Wn.2d at 360.  But when the passage of time is so prolonged that it 

is no longer probable that a search warrant will uncover evidence of criminal activity, the 

information underlying the affidavit is deemed stale.  Lyons, 174 Wn.2d at 360-61.  In addition to 

the passage of time, a determination of staleness depends on the nature and scope of the alleged 

criminal activity, the length of the activity, and the type of property to be seized.  State v. Maddox, 

152 Wn.2d 499, 506, 98 P.3d 1199 (2004). 

 Here, the April 19 search warrant affidavit stated that Thoma met with a CI that same day.  

The CI told Thoma that he/she was in a hotel room “within the last 72 hours” and saw 

approximately eight ounces of heroin on a table in the room.  CP at 6.  The search warrant issued 

that same day and required that it be executed within one day of its issuance.     
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 Kyllo argues that, given the transient nature of hotel guests, the CI’s statement about seeing 

drugs in the hotel room within the past 72 hours was stale.  We disagree.   

When evaluating the search warrant affidavit in a commonsense manner and resolving all 

doubts in favor of the search warrant’s validity, it is reasonable to infer that evidence of illicit drug 

activity would be found at the hotel room within, at most, two days of the CI’s statement, given 

the large quantity of drugs observed.  Accordingly, Kyllo fails to make the threshold showing of 

actual prejudice as required under RAP 2.5(a)(3). 

C. CI’s Basis of Knowledge 

 Next, Kyllo argues that the search warrant affidavit failed to establish the CI’s basis of 

knowledge for asserting the drugs belonged to Kyllo.  Again, Kyllo fails to make a threshold 

showing of actual prejudice. 

 When determining whether probable cause existed to issue a search warrant based on an 

informant’s information, we apply the Aguilar-Spinelli4 two-pronged test.  State v. Atchley, 142 

Wn. App. 147, 161, 173 P.3d 323 (2007).  This test examines the (1) “‘veracity’” or credibility of 

the informant and (2) the informant’s “‘basis of knowledge.’”  Atchley, 142 Wn. App. at 161 

(quoting State v. Jackson, 102 Wn.2d 432, 435, 688 P.2d 136 (1984)).  The basis of knowledge 

prong is satisfied by information that the informant personally saw the facts asserted and is passing 

on firsthand information.  State v. McCord, 125 Wn. App. 888, 893, 106 P.3d 832 (2005).  The 

veracity and basis of knowledge prongs are independent and both must be established in the 

affidavit.  Jackson, 102 Wn.2d at 437.  

                                                           
4 Aguilar v. Texas, 378 U.S. 108, 84 S. Ct. 1509, 12 L. Ed. 2d 723 (1964); Spinelli v. United States, 

393 U.S. 410, 89 S. Ct. 584, 21 L. Ed. 2d 637 (1969), abrogated by Illinois v. Gates, 462 U.S. 213, 

103 S. Ct. 2317, 76 L. Ed. 2d 527 (1983), but adhered to by State v. Jackson, 102 Wn.2d 432, 688 

P.2d 136 (1984). 
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 Kyllo challenges only the basis of knowledge prong and only insofar as the CI failed to 

supply a basis of knowledge that the drugs observed in the hotel room belonged to Kyllo.  The 

ownership of the drugs is not at issue in the search warrant.  The issue is whether the contraband 

would be found in the hotel room at the time of the search.  Here, the CI passed on firsthand 

information about personally seeing a large quantity of heroin in a specific hotel room.  This 

information satisfied the basis of knowledge prong and gave rise to probable cause to search the 

hotel room for evidence of illicit drug activity.   

The CI’s reference to Kyllo owning the drugs does not form a basis to suppress the evidence 

found in the hotel room or backpack.  At trial, the State would have to prove Kyllo possessed the 

drugs; even if he did not own them, it does not diminish the probable cause that the drugs would 

be found in the place to be searched.5  In arriving at this conclusion, we note that Kyllo does not 

argue that his arrest after police entered the hotel room was somehow invalid.  

 Kyllo cannot demonstrate that a motion to suppress evidence seized from the hotel room 

would have been granted.  Accordingly, Kyllo cannot demonstrate actual prejudice to review this 

claim on its merits under RAP 2.5(a)(3).6 

  

                                                           
5 Moreover, the search warrant affidavit provides support for the conclusion that the CI had a basis 

of knowledge that the controlled substances belonged to Kyllo.  The CI observed Kyllo with a 

large quantity of drugs in the hotel room, and the CI identified Kyllo by identifying a photograph 

of him.   

 
6 A factual dispute existed at trial about whether the police obtained Kyllo’s wallet from his person 

or on a table.  Even assuming the police unlawfully seized Kyllo’s wallet from his person and that 

it should have been suppressed, sufficient evidence existed to convict Kyllo based on the remaining 

evidence. 
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D. Overbroad Search Warrant  

 Next, Kyllo argues that the search warrant was overbroad because it permitted the police 

to search and seize items lacking any nexus to the suspected criminal activity.  The State concedes 

that the search warrant was overbroad, but contends that the valid portion of the search warrant 

was severable and that no evidence seized outside the scope of the valid portion of the search 

warrant was used at trial.     

 Here, Kyllo does not address severability of the search warrant and does not identify any 

evidence admitted at trial that was obtained as a result of the overbroad portion of the search 

warrant in either his opening brief or in his reply to the State’s response brief.  This failure to 

address severability renders Kyllo’s argument insufficient to merit judicial review.  Accordingly, 

we decline to address the merits of this claim. 

E. Ineffective Assistance of Counsel 

 In the alternative, Kyllo argues that he received ineffective assistance of counsel because 

of the failure to file a motion to suppress evidence.  But, as discussed, the record fails to 

demonstrate that a suppression motion should have been granted.  Accordingly, Kyllo cannot show 

the requisite prejudice to support a claim of ineffective assistance of counsel on this basis. 

III. EVIDENCE NOT OVERLY PREJUDICIAL  

 Next, Kyllo contends that the trial court violated ER 403 and denied his due process right 

to a fair trial by denying his motion to suppress evidence that the search warrant permitted police 

to search for him and for controlled substances in the hotel room.  We disagree. 

 We review a trial court’s evidentiary ruling for an abuse of discretion.  State v. Scherf, 

192 Wn.2d 350, 387, 429 P.3d 776 (2018). 
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 “A trial court abuses its discretion when its decision is manifestly unreasonable or exercised on 

untenable grounds or for untenable reasons.”  State v. Lord, 161 Wn.2d 276, 283-84, 165 P.3d 

1251 (2007).  “Allegations that a ruling violated the defendant’s right to a fair trial does not change 

the standard of review.”  State v. Dye, 178 Wn.2d 541, 548, 309 P.3d 1192 (2013). 

 ER 403 states, “Although relevant, evidence may be excluded if its probative value is 

substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice, confusion of the issues, or misleading 

the jury, or by considerations of undue delay, waste of time, or needless presentation of cumulative 

evidence.”  Here, evidence that the search warrant permitted police to search for Kyllo and for 

controlled substances was relevant to show the reasons for the police presence at the hotel room 

and a lawful basis for their entry into the hotel room.   

The probative value of this evidence was not “substantially outweighed” by the danger of 

unfair prejudice because the testimony regarding the subjects of the search warrants was brief, 

limited to the fact that police had a warrant permitting them to search for Kyllo and drugs in the 

hotel room, and did not expand on the facts supplying probable cause for issuance of the warrant.  

Accordingly, the trial court acted within its discretion when denying Kyllo’s motion to suppress 

evidence.7 

IV. MOTION FOR APPOINTMENT OF NEW COUNSEL 

 Next, Kyllo contends that the trial court violated his right to counsel by denying his motion 

for appointment of new counsel absent an adequate inquiry about his alleged conflict with counsel.  

We disagree. 

                                                           
7 Kyllo asserts that the prosecutor’s closing argument emphasizing that he was the subject of the 

search warrant demonstrates the prejudicial nature of such evidence.  But Kyllo does not claim 

that the prosecutor committed misconduct during closing argument, and even assuming that such 

argument is improper, we fail to discern how it would inform our review of the trial court’s 

evidentiary decision.  
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 The Sixth Amendment to the United States Constitution and article I, section 22 of the 

Washington Constitution provide criminal defendants with the right to counsel.  The constitutional 

right to counsel does not, however, provide indigent defendants with the right to choose a particular 

advocate.  State v. Varga, 151 Wn.2d 179, 200, 86 P.3d 139 (2004).       

 A defendant must show good cause to justify the appointment of new defense counsel.  

Varga, 151 Wn.2d at 200.  Good cause includes a conflict of interest, an irreconcilable conflict, or 

a complete breakdown in communication between the defendant and defense counsel.  Varga, 151 

Wn.2d at 200.  In general, “a defendant’s loss of confidence or trust in his counsel is not sufficient 

reason to appoint new counsel.”  Varga, 151 Wn.2d at 200. 

 “We review a trial court’s refusal to appoint new counsel for an abuse of discretion.”  State 

v. Lindsey, 177 Wn. App. 233, 248, 311 P.3d 61 (2013).  A trial court abuses its discretion when 

its decision is manifestly unreasonable or based on untenable grounds.  Lindsey, 177 Wn. App. at 

248-49.  When reviewing a trial court’s refusal to appoint new counsel, we consider the timeliness 

of the motion, the adequacy of the trial court’s inquiry, and the extent of the conflict.  Lindsey, 177 

Wn.2d at 249. 

 Here, Kyllo moved for appointment of new counsel after the jury returned its verdicts 

finding him guilty but before sentencing.  The trial court permitted Kyllo to state his concerns.  

Kyllo did not allege any conflict of interest, irreconcilable conflict, or complete breakdown in 

communications preventing defense counsel from adequately representing him at his forthcoming 

sentencing hearing.  Instead, Kyllo requested a new trial with a newly appointed counsel, asserting 

that his counsel was ineffective at trial for failing to present certain evidence.  The trial court denied 

Kyllo’s motion for a new trial with a newly appointed attorney, noting that his ineffective 

assistance of counsel claims were a proper subject for appeal.   
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 We conclude that the trial court did not abuse its discretion by denying Kyllo’s motion for 

new counsel.  Kyllo moved for new counsel after the jury returned its verdicts, the trial court 

permitted Kyllo to fully air his concerns with defense counsel, and Kyllo did not allege any conflict 

preventing adequate representation at sentencing.     

V. REASONABLE DOUBT JURY INSTRUCTION 

 Next, Kyllo contends that the trial court’s standard reasonable doubt jury instruction 

violated his due process and jury trial rights.  We disagree. 

 The reasonable doubt instruction provided here was based on 11 WASHINGTON PRACTICE: 

WASHINGTON PATTERN JURY INSTRUCTIONS: CRIMINAL 4.01, at 93 (4th ed. 2016) (WPIC).  WPIC 

4.01 provides in relevant part, “If, from such consideration, you have an abiding belief in the truth 

of the charge, you are satisfied beyond a reasonable doubt.”  CP at 27 (emphasis added).  Kyllo 

claims that the emphasized language impermissibly directed the jury to engage in a search for the 

truth.   

 We previously rejected this same claim in State v. Jenson, 194 Wn. App. 900, 901-02, 378 

P.3d 270 (2016), and decline Kyllo’s request to revisit the issue here. 

VI. STATEMENT OF ADDITIONAL GROUNDS FOR REVIEW 

A. Confrontation Right 

 Kyllo first argues in his SAG that his constitutional confrontation right was violated 

because he was not permitted to confront the CI who provided information in the search warrant 

affidavit.  We disagree. 

 The Sixth Amendment of the United States Constitution “bars ‘admission of testimonial 

statements of a witness who did not appear at trial.’”  State v. Pugh, 167 Wn.2d 825, 831, 225 P.3d 

892 (2009) (internal quotation marks omitted) (quoting Davis v. Washington, 547 U.S. 813, 821, 
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126 S. Ct. 2266, 165 L. ED. 2d 224 (2006)).  Here, the State did not present any statements made 

by the CI at trial and, thus, Kyllo cannot show a violation of his confrontation right.  Moreover, 

Kyllo has waived his right to raise a confrontation clause violation on appeal because he did not 

object on that ground at trial.  See State v. Burns, 193 Wn.2d 190, 208, 438 P.3d 1183 (2019). 

B. Sufficiency of the Evidence 

 Kyllo appears to argue that the State failed to present sufficient evidence to support his 

convictions.  Again, we disagree. 

 Evidence is sufficient to support a guilty verdict if any rational trier of fact, viewing the 

evidence in the light most favorable to the State, could find the elements of the charged crime 

beyond a reasonable doubt.  State v. Longshore, 141 Wn.2d 414, 420-21, 5 P.3d 1256 (2000).  “In 

claiming insufficient evidence, the defendant necessarily admits the truth of the State’s evidence 

and all reasonable inferences that can be drawn from it.”  State v. Homan, 181 Wn.2d 102, 106, 

330 P.3d 182 (2014).  “We defer to the jury ‘on issues of conflicting testimony, credibility of 

witnesses, and the persuasiveness of the evidence’”.  State v. Andy, 182 Wn.2d 294, 303, 340 P.3d 

840 (2014) (quoting State v. Thomas, 150 Wn.2d 821, 874-75, 83 P.3d 970 (2004). 

 To convict Kyllo of unlawful possession of a controlled substance with intent to deliver, 

the State had to prove beyond a reasonable doubt that he (1) possessed (2) a controlled substance 

(3) with intent to deliver the controlled substance.  Former RCW 69.50.401 (2015).   

 Possession of a controlled substance may be actual or constructive.  State v. Ibarra-

Cisneros, 172 Wn.2d 880, 897, 263 P.3d 591 (2011).  Actual possession occurs when a defendant 

has physical custody of the item, and constructive possession occurs if the defendant has dominion 

and control over the item.  State v. Jones, 146 Wn.2d 328, 333, 45 P.3d 1062 (2002).  Dominion 

and control can be over “either the drugs or the premises on which the drugs were found.”  State 
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v. Callahan, 77 Wn.2d 27, 31, 459 P.2d 400 (1969).  “Dominion and control need not be 

exclusive.”  State v. Summers, 107 Wn. App. 373, 384, 28 P.3d 780 (2001). 

 Mere possession of a controlled substance is insufficient to prove an intent to deliver.  State 

v. Reichert, 158 Wn. App. 374, 391, 242 P.3d 44 (2010).  Rather, the State must prove possession 

and at least one additional factor that indicates the defendant’s intent to deliver, which may include 

substantial amounts of cash, scales, cell phones, address books, baggies, or materials used to 

manufacture narcotics.  State v. Goodman, 150 Wn.2d 774, 783, 83 P.3d 410 (2004). 

 Viewing the evidence in the light most favorable to the State, we conclude that sufficient 

evidence supported Kyllo’s unlawful possession of a controlled substance with intent to deliver 

convictions.  Here, the State presented evidence that Kyllo had actual possession of a backpack 

containing nine ounces of heroin.  The backpack also contained evidence supporting a finding that 

Kyllo possessed the heroin with the intent to deliver, including $4,800 in cash and a digital scale 

with brown residue on it.  Additionally, the fact that the heroin was packaged in nine separate bags, 

each containing approximately one ounce of heroin further supported the jury’s finding that Kyllo 

intended to deliver the controlled substance.   

 The State also presented evidence sufficient for a jury to find that Kyllo constructively 

possessed the methamphetamine found in the hotel room.  Kyllo was in the hotel room when police 

entered, placing him in close proximity to the methamphetamine.  Although Wiggins and Williams 

were also present in the hotel room in close proximity to the methamphetamine, dominion and 

control need not be exclusive.  And, in addition to the evidence showing an intent to deliver found 

in the backpack, other evidence found in the hotel room supported a finding of intent to deliver, 

including pay/owe sheets and packaging material.  Accordingly, sufficient evidence supported 

Kyllo’s convictions for unlawful possession of a controlled substance with intent to deliver.  
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C. Validity of Search Warrant 

 Kyllo raises a contention with the validity of the search warrant used to enter his hotel 

room that is difficult to discern.  We do not address his contention because it is not sufficiently 

developed to merit judicial consideration.  See RAP 10.10(c) (“[T]he appellate court will not 

consider a defendant’s statement of additional grounds for review if it does not inform the court 

of the nature and occurrence of alleged errors.”).  Moreover, Kyllo did not challenge the validity 

of the search warrant at trial and does not argue that RAP 2.5(a) applies to permit us to review his 

challenge for the first time on appeal.    

D. Right to Counsel and Miranda Violation 

 Kyllo argues that the State violated his right to counsel by failing to honor his invocation 

of Miranda8 rights.  Kyllo admits, however, that this alleged violation is not present in the record 

before us.  The proper avenue for bringing claims based on evidence outside the record is through 

a personal restraint petition, not a direct appeal.  McFarland, 127 Wn.2d 335.  We therefore decline 

to address this argument. 

E. Ineffective Assistance of Counsel 

 Kyllo argues that his defense counsel was ineffective for failing to investigate the Miranda 

violation alleged above.  But, again, we cannot address this argument in this direct appeal because 

the alleged violation is not present in this record. 

F. Cumulative Error 

 Kyllo argues that the cumulative effect of trial errors denied his right to a fair trial.  A 

“defendant may be entitled to a new trial when cumulative errors produce a trial that is 

fundamentally unfair.”  State v. Emery, 174 Wn.2d 741, 766, 278 P.3d 653 (2012).  Cumulative 

                                                           
8 Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436, 86 S. Ct. 1602, 16 L. ED. 2d 694 (1996). 
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error applies to instances where there are “several trial errors” that alone do not merit reversal, but 

when combined, deny the defendant a fair trial.  State v. Greiff, 141 Wn.2d 910, 929, 10 P.3d 390 

(2000).  Because Kyllo has not established that multiple errors occurred at trial, reversal under the 

cumulative error doctrine is not warranted.   

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. 

 

 

              

        Melnick, J. 

 

I concur: 

 

 

 

       

 Maxa, C.J. 
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 GLASGOW, J. (Dissenting) —The majority improperly rejects the State’s concession that 

Kenneth Kyllo’s counsel performed deficiently when he requested an unwitting possession jury 

instruction, even though Kyllo had been charged with possession with intent to deliver and not 

mere possession of a controlled substance.  Because an unwitting possession instruction is 

improper where a person has been charged with possession of a controlled substance with intent 

to deliver, I respectfully dissent.  Instructing the jury that Kyllo had to prove unwitting possession 

by a preponderance of the evidence improperly undermined the State’s burden to prove intent 

beyond a reasonable doubt.  When Kyllo’s counsel undertook a burden of proof for his client while 

undermining the State’s burden, that constituted deficient performance.  Applying the resulting 

presumption of prejudice established in case law, I would also find the contradiction regarding the 

burden of proof was error sufficient to undermine confidence in the outcome of the trial.  I would 

therefore find prejudice and reverse. 

 Unwitting possession is an affirmative defense to unlawful possession of a controlled 

substance.  State v. Bradshaw, 152 Wn.2d 528, 538, 98 P.3d 1190 (2004).  In Bradshaw, the 

Supreme Court clarified that unlawful possession of a controlled substance does not have a 

knowledge element; it is a strict liability offense.  Id.  Thus, unwitting possession is a judicially-

created affirmative defense that was designed to ameliorate the harshness of the strict liability 

crime.  Id.; State v. Balzer, 91 Wn. App. 44, 67, 954 P.2d 931 (1998).  “To establish the defense, 

the defendant must prove, by a preponderance of the evidence, that his or her possession of the 

unlawful substance was unwitting.”  Balzer, 91 Wn. App. at 67. 
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When used as an affirmative defense to an unlawful possession of a controlled substance 

charge, an unwitting possession jury instruction does not improperly shift the burden of proof.  

Bradshaw, 152 Wn.2d at 538.  In contrast, the elements of the crime of unlawful possession with 

intent to deliver include a requisite mental state—intent.  State v. Sims, 119 Wn.2d 138, 142, 829 

P.2d 1075 (1992).  We presume that one who acts with the requisite mental state of intent also acts 

with knowledge because one must know something is a controlled substance in order to “deliver” 

it under the statute.  State v. Sanders, 66 Wn. App. 380, 390, 832 P.2d 1326 (1992).  As a result, 

knowledge is not a separate element of possession with intent to deliver, but rather is subsumed 

within intent.  Sims, 119 Wn.2d at 142.  Unwitting possession is therefore not an affirmative 

defense to the crime of possession with intent to deliver because “[i]t is impossible for a person to 

intend to . . . deliver a controlled substance without knowing what he or she is doing.”  Id.  

The State has the burden to prove each element of a charged crime beyond a reasonable 

doubt.  In re Matter of Winship, 397 U.S. 358, 364, 90 S. Ct. 1068, 25 L. Ed. 2d 368 (1970).  Where 

the State has charged possession with intent to deliver, the burden to prove possession of a 

controlled substance with the requisite intent falls squarely on the State, while the unwitting 

possession instruction places a burden on the defendant to prove their state of mind.  Therefore, 

requiring the defendant to prove unwitting possession by a preponderance of the evidence where 

the defendant has been charged solely with unlawful possession with intent to deliver improperly 

contradicts the State’s burden to prove the mental state element of intent, in which “knowledge” 

is subsumed. 

The unwitting possession instruction given in this case misled the jury to believe Kyllo had 

the burden to prove his mental state, which conflicted with the State’s burden to prove the requisite 
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mental state beyond a reasonable doubt.  This inconsistent instruction was a clear misstatement of 

the law and it was deficient performance for defense counsel to request it. 

 The majority incorrectly concludes that “defense counsel clearly had a tactical reason” to 

request an unwitting possession instruction—to support Kyllo’s argument that he did not know 

there were controlled substances in the backpack he threw out the window.  Majority at 8.  But the 

tactical reason must be a legitimate one.  State v. Estes, 188 Wn.2d 450, 458, 395 P.3d 1045 (2017).  

Here it was not. 

The majority reasons that the unwitting possession instruction “permitted Kyllo’s lawyer 

to argue his theory of the defense with the support of a jury instruction from the court.”  Majority 

at 8.  But the jury instruction was not necessary to argue Kyllo’s theory of the case.  Where a 

defendant has been charged with possession of a controlled substance with intent to deliver, they 

can argue that the State has failed to prove possession with the requisite intent because the 

defendant did not know that the controlled substance was in their possession.  No unwitting 

possession instruction is necessary to argue to the jury that a defendant’s lack of knowledge defeats 

the element of intent, and presenting the argument in this way firmly preserves the burden on the 

State to prove each element of the crime, including the required intent to deliver, beyond a 

reasonable doubt.  

 When the majority concludes that “[r]equesting the instruction was a legitimate tactical 

decision,” it misses a fundamental point.  Id.  The unwitting possession instruction 

unconstitutionally shifted to Kyllo the burden to prove his state of mind and contradicted the 

State’s burden to prove the element of intent.  Defense counsel performed deficiently when he 

undertook this burden. 
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 The majority attempts to avoid this problem by declining to decide whether giving an 

unwitting possession instruction is proper where the defendant has been charged with possession 

of a controlled substance with intent to deliver.  Majority at 8 n.3.  But this ignores the obvious 

fact that an instruction that shifts the burden to the defendant to prove the absence of an element 

of a crime is a clear violation of the defendant’s constitutional rights.  See Winship, 397 U.S. at 

364.  When defense counsel invited the burden shifting, he invited the violation of his client’s 

constitutional right, a clear example of deficient performance.  See State v. Carter, 127 Wn. App. 

713, 717-18, 112 P.3d 561 (2005). 

 Where counsel’s deficiency leads to an improper jury instruction on unwitting possession 

that creates an inconsistency that misstates the law, prejudice is presumed, even where the jury 

was also properly instructed that the State carries the burden of proof.  Id. at 718.  “If the 

inconsistency results from a clear misstatement of the law, the misstatement is presumed to have 

misled the jury in a manner prejudicial to the defendant.”  Id.  Here, the unwitting possession 

instruction presented an inconsistency to the jury because it placed the burden on Kyllo to prove 

his state of mind by a preponderance of the evidence.    The unwitting possession instruction misled 

the jury as to who had the burden to prove Kyllo’s state of mind.  Although there was ample 

evidence that drugs and paraphernalia were in the hotel room and in the bag that Kyllo threw out 

the window, I would not conclude that there was enough evidence that the controlled substances 

belonged to Kyllo, rather than the others present in the hotel room, to overcome the presumption 

of prejudice established in Carter.  

 I would accept the State’s concession and conclude that it was ineffective assistance of 

counsel for defense counsel to seek an unwitting possession instruction where Kyllo was charged 

solely with possession of a controlled substance with intent to deliver.  The direction to the jury 
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that Kyllo had a burden to prove his state of mind was fundamentally inconsistent with the State’s 

burden to prove intent to deliver beyond a reasonable doubt.  The State has not overcome the 

resulting presumption of prejudice.  I would therefore reverse.  Kyllo is entitled to a new trial 

where the State’s burden of proof is clearly presented to the jury without contradiction.   

 

       ____________________________________ 

       Glasgow, J. 

 



BACKLUND & MISTRY

March 12, 2020 - 6:33 AM

Transmittal Information

Filed with Court: Court of Appeals Division II
Appellate Court Case Number:   51732-9
Appellate Court Case Title: State of Washington, Respondent v Kenneth Lee Kyllo, Appellant
Superior Court Case Number: 17-1-00506-9

The following documents have been uploaded:

517329_Petition_for_Review_20200312063237D2644319_1545.pdf 
    This File Contains: 
     Petition for Review 
     The Original File Name was 517329 State v Kenneth Kyllo Petition for Review with Appendix.pdf

A copy of the uploaded files will be sent to:

appeals@co.cowlitz.wa.us
brittains@co.cowlitz.wa.us

Comments:

Sender Name: Jodi Backlund - Email: backlundmistry@gmail.com 
Address: 
PO BOX 6490 
OLYMPIA, WA, 98507-6490 
Phone: 360-339-4870

Note: The Filing Id is 20200312063237D2644319




