SUPREME COURT OF MINNESOTA

State v. Mohs

743 N.W.2d 607 (Minn. 2008) - No. A06-199 - Decided January 10, 2008

SUMMARY

The Minnesota Supreme Court considered whether a bench warrant issued after Jeffrey David Mohs
failed to appear violated the federal or state warrant clauses because it was based on the issuing judge's
personal knowledge rather than sworn testimony and did not specify a bail amount. The court held that
the warrant was constitutionally valid because the judge personally observed Mohs's nonappearance
and that neither the Minnesota Constitution nor the Minnesota Rules of Criminal Procedure required
bail to be stated on the face of this type of bench warrant. The court affirmed the conviction and the

denial of the suppression motion.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Mohs appealed his conviction for fifth-degree controlled substance

possession after the district court denied his motion to suppress
methamphetamine seized during execution of a bench warrant. The
Minnesota Court of Appeals affirmed, and the Minnesota Supreme

Court granted review and affirmed.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The opinion applies constitutional and rule-based review to determine
whether the bench warrant was valid and whether suppression was

required; no separate formal standard-of-review statement appears.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a bench warrant issued for failure to appear violated the Fourth Amendment or article I, section
10 of the Minnesota Constitution because the facts supporting probable cause were not presented

through an affidavit, oath, or affirmation.

2. Whether the bench warrant lacked probable cause because the issuing court did not know the reason for

Mohs's failure to appear.

3. Whether the Minnesota Constitution or Minnesota Rules of Criminal Procedure required the bench

warrant to specify a bail amount on its face.

HOLDINGS

1. A bench warrant does not violate the federal or Minnesota warrant clauses when it is based on the
issuing judge's personal knowledge, obtained in the judge's official capacity, that the defendant had

notice of a scheduled court appearance but failed to appear.

2. A bench warrant issued to bring a defendant before the court after a failure to appear does not violate the

warrant clauses merely because the court does not know the reason for the failure to appear.

3. Neither article I, section 7 of the Minnesota Constitution nor the Minnesota Rules of Criminal Procedure
requires a bail amount to be stated on the face of a bench warrant issued because a defendant violated

release conditions. The "Body Only" warrant was valid.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Accordingly, we hold that the district court did not violate either the federal or Minnesota Constitution when
it issued a bench warrant based on its personal knowledge, obtained in its official capacity, that Mohs had

notice of the scheduled court appearance but did not appear.” (at 613)

“In this context, we conclude that the reason for the defendant's failure to appear is not a necessary fact to

the court's probable cause determination.” (at 614)

“Therefore, we conclude that neither Article I, section 7, of the Minnesota Constitution nor the Minnesota
Rules of Criminal Procedure require that a bail amount be specified on the face of a bench warrant issued

based on a violation of the defendant's conditions of release.” (at 615)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mohs was scheduled to appear for a pretrial hearing and jury trial but failed to appear despite his attorney's
representation that he knew the date and time. The district court issued a bench warrant based on the presiding
judge's personal knowledge of Mohs's nonappearance, and the warrant was marked "Body Only" without a
stated bail amount. While executing the warrant, a police officer saw Mohs discard and stomp objects, arrested

him, and recovered a glass pipe and a plastic bag containing methamphetamine.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

After Mohs failed to appear for scheduled proceedings, the Anoka County District Court issued a bench warrant
marked "Body Only." Police arrested Mohs while executing the warrant and seized methamphetamine. The
district court denied suppression, Mohs submitted the case for a stipulated-facts court trial under State v.
Lothenbach, and he was convicted; the court stayed adjudication for five years. The Minnesota Court of Appeals
affirmed the suppression ruling, and the Minnesota Supreme Court affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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