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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Virginia held that Code § 18.2-262 grants use and transactional immunity only
to witnesses whose testimony is compelled. Because Simon Vaughn Murphy voluntarily testified
against a codefendant in exchange for the Commonwealth's agreement to dismiss a transportation
charge, the statute did not immunize him from prosecution for possession with intent to distribute
marijuana. The court affirmed the Court of Appeals' judgment.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Murphy appealed his conditional guilty plea and conviction for
possession of marijuana with intent to distribute, arguing that his
testimony at a passenger's preliminary hearing entitled him to statutory
transactional immunity. The Supreme Court of Virginia reviewed the
Court of Appeals' affirmance of the circuit court's judgment and
considered the Commonwealth's cross-error concerning whether Code
§ 18.2-262 applies only to compelled testimony.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The interpretation of Code § 18.2-262 presented a pure question of law
reviewed de novo.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published opinion of the Supreme Court of Virginia; precedential.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Code § 18.2-262 grants use and transactional immunity to a witness whose testimony is
voluntarily given under an agreement with the Commonwealth.

2. Whether Murphy's voluntary testimony at his passenger's preliminary hearing entitled him to dismissal
of the possession-with-intent-to-distribute charge.

HOLDINGS

1. Code § 18.2-262 grants immunity only to witnesses whose testimony is compelled; it does not grant
statutory immunity when testimony is voluntarily given as part of a plea or cooperation arrangement.

2. Murphy was not entitled to dismissal of the possession-with-intent-to-distribute charge because his
testimony was purely voluntary rather than compelled.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Applying these principles, we conclude that the language of Code § 18.2-262 is unambiguous and grants
immunity only to witnesses whose testimony is compelled.” (887)

“Because Murphy's testimony against Dickson was purely voluntary, rather than compelled, we reject
Murphy's claim that he was entitled to dismissal of the possession with intent to distribute charge under the
immunity provisions of Code § 18.2-262.” (888)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A Virginia State Trooper smelled marijuana in Murphy's vehicle at the Chesapeake Bay Bridge Tunnel and found
between 15 and 16 pounds of marijuana. Murphy admitted that he was paid $2,000 to transport it and was
charged with possession with intent to distribute and transporting marijuana into Virginia. He voluntarily agreed
to plead guilty to the possession charge and testify against his passenger in exchange for dismissal of the
transportation charge, then sought dismissal of the possession charge under Code § 18.2-262 after testifying.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Murphy was charged with possession with intent to distribute more than five pounds of marijuana and
transporting more than five pounds of marijuana into Virginia. Under an oral agreement, he pleaded guilty to the
possession charge and testified at his passenger's preliminary hearing in exchange for the Commonwealth's
agreement to nolle prosequi the transportation charge. The circuit court denied his motion to dismiss the
possession charge based on Code § 18.2-262 immunity; after a written conditional plea agreement, the court
entered the nolle prosequi and imposed sentence. The Court of Appeals affirmed, and the Supreme Court of
Virginia affirmed on the Commonwealth's cross-error.

DISPOSITION



affirmed
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