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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Washington held that value is not an essential element of third degree theft
under Washington law and therefore need not be alleged in the charging information. The court
affirmed Zachary E. Tinker's conviction, distinguishing cases involving higher-degree theft charges or
multiple theft degrees where value is necessary to identify the charged offense.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether value is an essential element of third degree theft under Washington law that must be alleged in
the charging information.

2. Whether the information was constitutionally defective because it omitted the value of the property
allegedly stolen.

HOLDINGS

1. Value is not an essential element of third degree theft under Washington law.

2. The information was sufficient because it alleged the elements of third degree theft without specifying
the value of the property.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The plain language of the theft statutes compels the conclusion that value is not an essential element of third
degree theft.” (118 P.3d at 886)

“Value is not an element of third degree theft. Thus, we affirm Tinker's conviction.” (118 P.3d at 888)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Tinker allegedly shoplifted a pair of snowboarding pants valued at $100 from a sporting goods store in
Woodinville, Washington. The information alleged that he intended to deprive another of property and
wrongfully obtained merchandise belonging to Play It Again Sports, but did not state the property's value. He
was convicted of third degree theft in juvenile court.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Tinker was charged in the King County Superior Court's Juvenile Division with third degree theft. During
closing argument at the fact-finding hearing, he moved to dismiss because the information omitted the property's
value; the court denied the motion and found him guilty. The Court of Appeals upheld the conviction, and the
Washington Supreme Court affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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