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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Washington held that firearm enhancements are mandatory and must run

consecutively for multiple enhancement-eligible offenses, even when the offenses constitute the same

criminal conduct for offender-score purposes. The court rejected the defendant's rule-of-lenity

argument, finding the relevant statutes unambiguous, and did not reach the alternative double-jeopardy

claim because it was outside the scope of review. The court affirmed the Court of Appeals.
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Mandanas sought review of the Washington Court of Appeals'
sentencing decision concerning whether two firearm enhancements
had to run consecutively when the underlying offenses constituted the

same criminal conduct.
Statutory interpretation is reviewed de novo.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Washington's firearm-enhancement statute requires multiple firearm enhancements when a
defendant is convicted of multiple enhancement-eligible offenses that constitute the same criminal

conduct under the sentencing statute.

2. Whether the firearm-enhancement statute is ambiguous in that circumstance so that the rule of lenity

applies.

HOLDINGS

1. A sentencing court must impose multiple firearm enhancements when a defendant is convicted of
multiple enhancement-eligible offenses, even when the offenses constitute the same criminal conduct
under RCW 9.94A.589(1)(a). The enhancements must run consecutively.

2. The relevant statutory provisions have only one reasonable interpretation: multiple firearm
enhancements are mandatory for multiple enhancement-eligible offenses constituting the same criminal

conduct. Because the statutes are not ambiguous, the rule of lenity does not apply.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Notwithstanding any other provision of law, all firearm enhancements under this section are mandatory,
shall be served in total confinement, and shall run consecutively to all other sentencing provisions, including
other firearm or deadly weapon enhancements, for all offenses sentenced under this chapter.” (15)

“Thus, by its plain terms, the effect of the sentencing statute is only "for the purpose of the offender score.””

(15)

“Thus, there is no ambiguity and, consequently, the rule of lenity has no application here and our inquiry
ends.” (15)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

During an altercation, Mandanas punched Carlos Padilla, struck him in the head with a firearm, pointed the
firearm at his head, and threatened to kill him. Padilla retreated into a medical clinic, where Mandanas followed
him and struck him again with the firearm before fleeing. Mandanas was convicted of second-degree felony

assault and felony harassment, both firearm-enhancement-eligible offenses.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A jury convicted Mandanas of second-degree felony assault and felony harassment, each committed while armed
with a firearm. The trial court imposed concurrent sentences for the offenses and consecutive firearm
enhancements, finding that the offenses were not the same criminal conduct. The Court of Appeals held that the
offenses were the same criminal conduct but upheld the consecutive enhancements and rejected the double-

jeopardy claim. The Washington Supreme Court granted review only on the sentencing issue and affirmed.

DISPOSITION



affirmed
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