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SUMMARY

The Washington Supreme Court held that Roy Len Neff did not knowingly waive his constitutional

right to appeal the sufficiency of the evidence after entering a stipulated facts trial agreement. The

court nevertheless affirmed his firearm enhancement, concluding that sufficient evidence linked the

firearms and countersurveillance equipment to his ongoing methamphetamine manufacturing

operation. The court also rejected Neff’s ineffective assistance of counsel claims.
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After a stipulated-facts bench trial, Neff was convicted of
manufacturing methamphetamine and received a firearm enhancement.
The Washington Court of Appeals affirmed. The Washington Supreme
Court granted review to consider whether Neff waived his right to
appeal, whether sufficient evidence supported the firearm
enhancement, and whether he received ineffective assistance of

counsel.

For sufficiency of the evidence, the majority affirmed if a rational fact
finder could find the charged elements beyond a reasonable doubt,
construing the evidence and reasonable inferences in the State's favor.
Because the trial judge presided over the suppression hearing, heard
testimony, and made a credibility finding, the majority applied
deferential review. Ineffective-assistance claims were analyzed under

Strickland v. Washington, requiring deficient performance and



prejudice. The dissent would have reviewed the stipulated written facts

de novo.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Neff knowingly, voluntarily, and intelligently waived his constitutional right to appeal the

sufficiency of the evidence before the stipulated-facts trial.

2. Whether sufficient evidence supported the firearm enhancement for being armed while manufacturing

methamphetamine.

3. Whether trial counsel rendered ineffective assistance by failing to argue that Neff was unarmed and by

advising him to accept the stipulated-facts trial agreement.

HOLDINGS

1. Neff did not knowingly waive his constitutional right to appeal because the written stipulation was
confusing and contradictory and his colloquy with the trial court demonstrated that he did not fully

understand the agreement and its consequences.

2. Sufficient evidence supported the firearm enhancement because a rational fact finder could conclude

beyond a reasonable doubt that Neff was armed while manufacturing methamphetamine.

3. Neff received effective assistance of counsel because he failed to show either prejudice from counsel's
failure to argue that he was unarmed or deficient performance in advising him to accept the stipulated-

facts trial.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under these circumstances, we must hold that Neff did not knowingly waive his right to appeal,” (823)

“A person is armed while committing a crime if he can easily access and readily use a weapon and if a nexus

connects him, the weapon, and the crime.” (824)

“The State may not punish Neff for owning guns, for keeping them loaded, or for keeping them easily
accessible. However, it could enhance his drug manufacturing sentence where it proved beyond a reasonable

doubt that he used them to defend his drug operation.” (825)

“Neff received effective assistance of counsel.” (826)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A sheriff's deputy investigating a strong ammonia odor near Neff's property observed equipment and chemical
materials associated with methamphetamine manufacture. Officers entered the garage using keys Neff had
discarded, observed an apparent methamphetamine laboratory and marijuana-growing operation, and then
obtained and executed a search warrant. They found three firearms, including two loaded handguns in a locked
safe containing marijuana, another handgun in a tool belt in the rafters, and surveillance cameras and a monitor

that an officer identified as countersurveillance equipment.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The State initially charged Neff with six felony counts and five firearm enhancements. After jury selection, the
parties agreed that the State would dismiss all but one manufacturing charge and one firearm enhancement in
exchange for a stipulated-facts trial and waiver of specified rights. The trial court convicted Neff and imposed a
total sentence of 125 months. The Court of Appeals affirmed, and the Supreme Court granted review. The
Supreme Court held that Neff did not knowingly waive his right to appeal but affirmed the Court of Appeals

because the firearm enhancement was supported by sufficient evidence and counsel was effective.
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