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SUMMARY

The Iowa Supreme Court affirmed Nathan Carroll’s conviction and sentence for possession with intent
to deliver marijuana following his guilty plea. The court held that claims alleging ineffective
assistance of counsel before a guilty plea may survive the plea when they challenge whether the plea
was knowing and voluntary, including claims involving failure to file a meritorious suppression
motion. Because the record was insufficient to determine whether Carroll had a reasonable expectation
of privacy in the searched barn or whether counsel was ineffective, the court preserved the claim for
possible postconviction proceedings.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether ineffective assistance of counsel in failing to investigate or file a potentially meritorious motion
to suppress evidence obtained during a warrantless search can render a guilty plea unintelligent or
involuntary and survive the entry of the plea.

2. Whether Carroll properly raised on direct appeal his claim that ineffective assistance rendered his guilty
plea unknowing and involuntary.

3. Whether the record was sufficient on direct appeal to determine whether counsel breached a duty and
whether the alleged breach prejudiced Carroll.

4. Whether the district court abused its discretion in sentencing Carroll based on his continued marijuana
use.

HOLDINGS

1. There are no categories of ineffective-assistance claims that are barred as a matter of law merely because
they arise from counsel's failure to investigate or file a motion to suppress before a guilty plea. Such
claims must be evaluated case by case to determine whether counsel breached a duty and whether the
breach rendered the plea unintelligent or involuntary.

2. Carroll properly raised the claim that ineffective assistance rendered his guilty plea unknowing and
involuntary, even though he expressly articulated that theory for the first time in his reply brief, because
the State raised the waiver issue in its initial brief.

3. The record was inadequate to determine whether Carroll had a reasonable expectation of privacy in the
Wulf barn, whether the search violated his Fourth Amendment rights, whether counsel breached a duty,
or whether Carroll was prejudiced. The ineffective-assistance claim was therefore preserved for possible
postconviction relief proceedings.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We conclude there are no such categories of breach of duty resulting in prejudice that cannot, as a matter of
law, survive a guilty plea. Only through a case-by-case analysis will a court be able to determine whether
counsel in a particular case breached a duty in advance of a guilty plea, and whether any such breach
rendered the defendant’s plea unintelligent or involuntary.” (9–10)

“Because the record is inadequate to decide the claim of ineffective assistance of counsel, we preserve it for
possible postconviction proceedings.” (14)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Police responding to a report of underage alcohol consumption entered a barn on the Wulf property without a
search warrant after following an unidentified male and female through a door. Officers observed juveniles
drinking and found marijuana during a search of the barn. The next morning Carroll told police he owned the
drugs. He later pleaded guilty to possession of marijuana with intent to deliver after the State agreed to dismiss a
drug tax stamp charge.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Carroll pleaded guilty to possession of marijuana with intent to deliver pursuant to an agreement under which
the State dismissed a drug tax stamp charge and recommended against incarceration. The district court rejected a
deferred judgment, imposed a suspended five-year sentence, and ordered two years of probation. The Iowa Court
of Appeals affirmed, and the Supreme Court of Iowa granted further review. The supreme court affirmed the
district court judgment, vacated the court of appeals decision, and preserved Carroll's ineffective-assistance
claim for possible postconviction proceedings because the direct-appeal record was inadequate.

DISPOSITION

affirmed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand was ordered. The ineffective-assistance claim was preserved for possible postconviction relief
proceedings.
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