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A. ARREST,SEARCH AND SEIZURE

ARREST AND DETENTION A§1

4§ 1.1 Reasonable Grounds

Whether an arrest has been made
determined from perspective of ouiside

observer viewing the entive situation.
State v, Kelly, Me., 376 A.2d 840 (1977)
September-October 1977, pp. 7-8
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State v. B #é&m ‘es

Joly-Augnst 1977,
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C§7%.1 Bebl

efendant guilty of robbery since he was
available to assist perpetrator to escape.
State v. Bellameean, Me., 367 A.2d 1034
{1977)

March-April 1977, p. 5
C§2.3 Theft

Sufficient  evidence 1o
committed theft

State v, MeLain, Me., 367 A.2d
March-4pril 1977, p. 2

bery-—Extortion

juh

find defendant

2131977

Ju;ﬂmem evidenec
intimidation fo ;usmy

State v, Jones, Me., 370
March-April 1977, p. 4

TRAFFIC OFFENSES

C§6

C§6.1 Automobile Homiclde
Results of blood alechol test admiss
reckless homicide case.

ible in

State v. Rhoades, Me., A.2d {(December
2, 1977}
November-December 1977, p. 4

€ § 6.2 Driving While Intoxicated—
Blood Test

After defendant had twice refuse
officer was not obliged io agsist
defendant later requested a blood test
State v. Allen, Me,, 377 A.24 472 ¢ %
September-October 1977, p. 8

C § 6.3 Speeding—Other Offenses

Requirement that operator of motorcycle
wear protective headgear is constitutional.
State v. Quinnam, Me., 367 A2d 1032
(1977}

March-April 1977, pp. 2-3

Hrroneous instructions given to jury in
speeding prosecution.

State v. Fitanides, Me., 373 A.2d
July-Angust 1977, p. 9

915(1977)

C § 7.1 Consplracy—Aitempt—Parties

Defendant guilty of robbery since he was
available to assist perpetrator to escape,
State v. Bellemcean, Me., 367 A.2d4 1034
(1977

March-April 1977, p. 5

D. DEFENDANT'S RIGHTS/
DEFENSE

RIGHTTO COUNSELDE1

D § 1.1 Pretrial
Right to coun
initiated.
Brewer v. Williams, 430 11.5
1232, 51 L.Ed.2d /%24 (1977}
March-April 1977, pp. 5-6

sel after judicial proceedings

. 387, 97 5.C¢L

D & 1.3 Trial—Sentencing; Waiver

Pmsecmzcn did not sustain burden of
proving defendant intentionally waived right

W’ ewer v, v iliams, 430 U.S
23 Z 51 L.Ed.2d 424 (1977)
arch-April 1977, pp. 5-6

. 387,97 5.Ct

e >,..\

D § 3.6 Self-Defense—Property—Uthers

No seif-defense since defendant was
resisting lawlul arrest.

State v. Fitanides, Me., 373 A.24 9151977)
Tuly-August 1977, 5. 9

E. EVIDENCE/WITNESSES

EVIDENCEES§ 1

E§1.1 Suffi

Evidence sufficient to justify conviction for
rape.

State v. Jones, Me., 370 A2d 248(1977)
March-April 1977, p. 4

Evidence sufficient to support finding that
defendant percetved officer’s szgnaﬁ to stop.
State v. Fitanides, Me., 373 15(1977)

Tuly-Aupust 1977, p. 9
E&1.3
Grand jury could
appear at lineup.
I ve Melvim, S50 F.24 674 (1st Cir. 1977)
Iarch-April 1977, p. 6

Witness pre-trial identification of defendant
based upon single photograph, although
suggestive, was reliable

Maenson v. Brathwaite, 97 5.Ct. 2243 {1977)
November-December 1977, p. 5

ficiency

Identification

subpoena defendant to

3

WITNESSESES 2

(€2

3 Credibility
Exclusive province of fact-finder to
determine credibility of witness.
State v. Jones, Me., 370 A.2d 248 (1977
March-April 1577, p. 4

F. PROCEDURE

JURORSF§2

F & 2.6 Judge-Jury Helationship

Instruction did not constitute expression of
opinion.
State v.
(1977}

March-April 1977, »

Thowmpson, Me., 370 A2d 650

p.4-5
G. ADIUDICATION

SENTENCING G§2

& § 2.1 Probation

Revocation for failure to maintain good
behavior.

State v. Columbe, Me., 360 A 2d 852 (1976)
77;. D. 4

March- Apl‘ A

ARREST
A §1.3 Misdemeanoys

The é@f@ndam was convicted of

reckless driving and assault and
ba ,ef} upon a police officer. Un
the evening of March 1, 1976, the
de;@ﬁéam was operating a motor
vehicle along Water DStreet in
Augusta. At this tirae, an Augusta
police officer was seated inside a
restaurant when he heard a loud
crash, felt the structure of the
building shake and saw the bumper
of a car penetrate the wall of the
%ﬂ;édmg The officer ran outside
and observed the defendant sitting
behind the steering wheel attempt-
ing to extricate the car from ﬂ'ﬁf‘
wall. The defendant was placed
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ommitied
the crime. Thus, in this case, the

officer actually perceived some
facts and, based upon this
perception, he inferred that the
defendant committed the mis-
demeanor of reckless driving.
Ultimately, the jury must decide

whether that
able. Here

reasonable and
defendant’s convictions
stand. State v. Ronan,

(Maine Supreme Judicial
Diecember 7, 1977}
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the jury did find it

therefore the
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CRIMES/OFFENSES
C § 6.1 Automobile Homicide

v

The defendant was convicted, by
a jury, of the crime of reckless
homicide in - 29

&

viclation of

4

mmmﬁwed i
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(now repealed).
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influence of intoxicating liquor and
specifies the inferences whi
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charged with a viola
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However, the Law Court held
that whether a person is under the
influence is r@ evant on the issue of
4 gizﬁ‘fy’ of reckless
driving. Therefore, the jury in such
entitled to know the
significance of a 0.20% blood test
result. State v. Rhoades, A.2d
(Maine Supreme Judicial Court
December 9, 1977).

s,

COMMENT Although this case
involved a violation of 29 M.R.S.A.
§I1315; which is now repealed, the
decision would also apply to
pmsecv:ﬁi@w& ﬁw marnsiaughter
(I17-A4 MRS §203) under the
Criminal f}tza& What the opinion
ékgsemmify says is thar where a
person's intoxication is relevant on
the question of whether he was
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