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Justin Haggerman appeals, following a bench trial, his civil commitment as a sexually
violent predator. Haggerman raises a single claim on appeal. He argues that trial counsel provided
ineffective assistance in advising Haggerman to waive his right to a jury trial. Finding no error,
we affirm.

AFFIRMED.
Division One holds:

1. When addressing claims of ineffective assistance of counsel raised on appeal from a
sexually violent predator civil commitment, we use the following approach: (1) If the claim
raised may be determined based on the record before us, we decide the matter on appeal;
(2) If, however, the record is insufficient to determine the merits of the claim, we then
consider whether to remand for an evidentiary hearing; (3) If the claim raises sufficient
allegations, remand is appropriate; if not, we may reject the claim outright; (4) In all
scenarios, we evaluate the claim using both the “meaningful hearing” standard and the
Strickland standard.

2. Here, Haggerman is not entitled to relief under the “meaningful hearing” standard, as he
received a full and fair trial, wherein the State presented the evidence supporting its petition
for civil commitment, and Haggerman’s counsel cross-examined the State’s witnesses and
presented evidence on Haggerman’s behalf, including Haggerman’s own testimony.

3. Haggerman is likewise not entitled to relief under the Strickland standard, as he failed to
make any allegation of prejudice flowing from his counsel’s allegedly deficient
performance. Therefore, his claim of ineffective assistance of counsel is denied.
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