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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Washington held that the term "methamphetamine"” in former RCW
69.50.401(a)(1)(ii) encompasses methamphetamine in both base and salt forms. The court affirmed the
convictions of George Cromwell and Jennifer Reynolds-Cromwell for methamphetamine-related
offenses. Justice Sanders dissented, reasoning that the statute distinguished methamphetamine from its

salts and that the rule of lenity required reversal.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the term "methamphetamine"” in former RCW 69.50.401(a)(1)(ii) includes methamphetamine

salts, isomers, and salts of isomers.
2. Whether the defendants' charging documents and convictions were improper because the State proved
possession and delivery of methamphetamine in salt form rather than base methamphetamine.
HOLDINGS
1. The plain language of former RCW 69.50.401(a)(1)(ii) encompasses all forms of methamphetamine,
including methamphetamine in salt form.
KEY QUOTATIONS

“We disagree and hold that the plain language of former RCW 69.50.401(a)(1)(ii) encompasses all forms of
methamphetamine. We dffirm the Court of Appeals.” (at 593)

“Thus, we hold that when the legislature used the word "methamphetamine" in former RCW 69.50.501(a)(1)
(ii), that word included all forms of the substance.” (at 596)

“On its face, methamphetamine as referenced in former RCW 69.50.401(a)(1)(ii) plainly means all forms of
the substance.” (at 596)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The Cromwells were arrested after a series of drug transactions with a Kent Police Department informant.
Forensic testing showed that the substances delivered to the informant and recovered from the Cromwell
residence contained methamphetamine in salt form, most likely methamphetamine hydrochloride. The

defendants argued that former RCW 69.50.401(a)(1)(ii) covered only base methamphetamine and not
methamphetamine salts.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Following drug transactions with a police informant, the Cromwells were charged with delivery and possession
offenses involving methamphetamine. The trial court denied their motions to dismiss after forensic testimony
established that the substances were methamphetamine in salt form. Reynolds-Cromwell was convicted as
charged, and Cromwell was convicted of two delivery counts and lesser-included simple possession. Division

One of the Court of Appeals affirmed, and the Washington Supreme Court granted review solely to resolve a
conflict with Division Two precedent.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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