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SUMMARY

The Kansas Supreme Court affirmed Karl Beaman’s convictions for rape and aggravated indecent
liberties with a child. It held that Beaman knowingly and voluntarily waived his right to a jury trial
and that the district court did not abuse its discretion in denying his continuance and departure
motions. The court vacated lifetime postrelease supervision for the rape conviction and remanded for a
nunc pro tunc correction deleting electronic monitoring from the journal entry, while affirming the
remainder of the sentence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Beaman knowingly and voluntarily waived his constitutional right to a jury trial despite the
district court's failure to expressly state all particulars of that right.

2. Whether the district court abused its discretion by denying a continuance to research a possible
constitutional challenge to Jessica's Law sentencing.

3. Whether the district court abused its discretion by denying Beaman's motion for a downward or
dispositional departure.

4. Whether Beaman's rape sentence was illegal because K.S.A. 22-3717(b)(2) allegedly allowed parole
eligibility after 20 years rather than the 25-year mandatory minimum under Jessica's Law.

5. Whether the district court improperly imposed lifetime postrelease supervision for the off-grid rape
conviction.

6. Whether the sentencing journal entry improperly imposed electronic monitoring.

7. Whether aggravating sentencing factors had to be submitted to a jury under Apprendi and Cunningham.

HOLDINGS

1. A criminal defendant's jury-trial waiver is knowing and voluntary when, considering the totality of the
facts and circumstances, the record demonstrates that the defendant understood the right being
relinquished and intentionally chose a bench trial. Beaman's waiver satisfied that standard.

2. The court may review a jury-trial waiver issue raised for the first time on appeal when the record
presents circumstances implicating the defendant's fundamental jury-trial right and the court's duty to
ensure a valid waiver.

3. The district court did not abuse its discretion by denying a continuance where the defendant failed to
show good cause for additional research and offered only speculation that a further motion might be
filed.

4. The district court did not abuse its discretion by denying a departure from Jessica's Law's hard-25
sentence.

5. The hard-25 sentence for the rape conviction was lawful; K.S.A. 22-3717(b)(2)'s 20-year parole
provision did not override the 25-year mandatory minimum required by K.S.A. 21-4643.

6. Lifetime postrelease supervision may not be imposed for Beaman's off-grid rape conviction; the rape
sentence instead carries parole eligibility under the governing statute after the mandatory term.

7. The sentencing court did not impose electronic monitoring from the bench, but the journal entry
incorrectly reflected it as part of the sentence and had to be corrected nunc pro tunc.

8. Kansas law did not require the aggravating factors supporting Beaman's sentence to be submitted to a
jury under Apprendi or Cunningham.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Full consideration of the facts and circumstances surrounding a defendant’s waiver of his or her jury trial
right is necessary in deciding whether a knowing and voluntary waiver occurred in any given case.” (at 861)



“But a criminal sentence is effective when it is imposed from the bench, not the sentencing journal entry.” (at
870)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Beaman was charged with rape and aggravated indecent liberties with a child. He admitted the sexual conduct
but disputed the date of the rape, claiming it occurred after the victim turned 14. On the morning of trial, he
waived a jury against counsel's advice, explaining that he wanted to avoid putting the victim and her family
through a jury trial. The district court conducted a bench trial, convicted him, and imposed a hard-25 sentence
for rape and a concurrent sentence for aggravated indecent liberties.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Beaman was convicted after waiving a jury trial and proceeding to a bench trial. The district court denied his
motion for a new trial, motion to continue sentencing, and motion for a sentencing departure, then imposed a
hard-25 life sentence for rape, a concurrent 61-month sentence for aggravated indecent liberties, lifetime
postrelease supervision, and entered a journal entry referring to electronic monitoring. The Supreme Court of
Kansas affirmed the convictions and most of the sentence, vacated lifetime postrelease supervision for the rape
conviction, and remanded for correction of the journal entry.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Vacate the lifetime postrelease-supervision order for the rape conviction and remand for the district court to issue
a nunc pro tunc order deleting the electronic-monitoring reference from the sentencing journal entry. Affirm the
convictions, the postrelease supervision for aggravated indecent liberties, and the remainder of the sentence.
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