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SUMMARY

The Supreme Judicial Court of Maine considered whether prosecuting Michael Labbe for violation of
a condition of release after he pleaded guilty to operating while his license was suspended violated the
Double Jeopardy Clause. The court held that the charges were prosecuted in a single proceeding and
that Maine law clearly authorized cumulative punishment for the offenses. The court vacated the
dismissal and remanded for further proceedings.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether prosecution of the operating-after-suspension charge and the violation-of-condition-of-release
charge occurred in a single proceeding for purposes of the Double Jeopardy Clause.

2. Whether prosecuting and imposing cumulative punishment for the two charges violated the
constitutional protection against multiple punishments for the same offense.

3. Whether Maine statutes clearly manifested legislative intent to permit cumulative punishment for
violation of condition of release and the underlying new criminal conduct.

HOLDINGS

1. The prosecution of the operating-after-suspension charge and the violation-of-condition-of-release
charge occurred in a single proceeding, so Labbe was not subjected to a second prosecution for the same
offense after conviction.

2. Cumulative punishment for the violation-of-condition-of-release offense and the underlying operating-
after-suspension offense was constitutionally permissible because the charges were prosecuted in a
single proceeding and the Legislature intended to permit cumulative punishment.

3. State v. Thornton and State v. Poulin did not preclude prosecution of the violation-of-condition-of-
release charge because those cases did not analyze the multiple-punishments aspect of double jeopardy
or legislative intent.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Double Jeopardy Clause provides three protections: (1) it "protects against a second prosecution for the
same offense after acquittal"; (2) it "protects against a second prosecution for the same offense after
conviction"; and (3) it "protects against multiple punishments for the same offense."” (979 A.2d at 694)

“With respect to cumulative sentences imposed in a single trial, the Double Jeopardy Clause does no more
than prevent the sentencing court from prescribing greater punishment than the legislature intended.” (979
A.2d at 696)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Labbe was subject to a condition of release requiring him to refrain from committing new criminal conduct.
While on release, he operated a motor vehicle while his license was suspended. The State charged him both with
the underlying operating-after-suspension offense and with violating the condition of release based on that
conduct. Labbe pleaded guilty to the underlying offense but sought dismissal of the release-condition charge on
double-jeopardy grounds.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Labbe was charged with operating while his license was suspended and violating a condition of release. At
arraignment, he pleaded guilty to the operating-after-suspension charge and received a jail sentence and fine; he
pleaded not guilty to the release-condition charge. The District Court granted his motion to dismiss the latter
charge on double-jeopardy grounds. The State appealed, and the Supreme Judicial Court of Maine vacated and
remanded.



DISPOSITION

vacated

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The judgment dismissing the violation-of-condition-of-release charge was vacated, and the matter was remanded
for further action consistent with the opinion.
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