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SUMMARY

The Arizona Supreme Court held that convictions subject to Proposition 200's mandatory probation

provisions cannot be used to impeach a witness under Arizona Rule of Evidence 609(a)(1). The court

reasoned that the relevant offenses were not punishable by imprisonment in excess of one year under

the law applicable to those convictions, affirming the denial of the State's request for special action

relief.
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The State sought special-action relief after the superior courts in two
consolidated criminal cases precluded the State from using the
defendants' Proposition 200 convictions for impeachment. The
Arizona Court of Appeals accepted jurisdiction but denied relief. The

Arizona Supreme Court granted review.
De novo review applies to interpretation of a court rule.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a first- or second-time Proposition 200 conviction, for which imprisonment is unavailable
under A.R.S. § 13-901.01(A), may be used to impeach a witness under Arizona Rule of Evidence 609(a)

.
2. Whether the treatment of Proposition 200 convictions as felonies for sentencing-enhancement purposes

under State v. Christian and State v. Thues permits their use for impeachment under Rule 609(a)(1).

HOLDINGS

1. A first- or second-time Proposition 200 conviction may not be used to impeach a witness under Rule
609(a)(1) because the conviction is not for a crime punishable by death or imprisonment in excess of one

year under the law applicable to that conviction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In short, the most sensible and logical reading of Rule 609(a)(1) is that the prior conviction must involve a
crime for which imprisonment in excess of one year is at least possible under the applicable law.” (205 Ariz.
at 281, 69 P.3d at 1002; 9 12)

“Because A.R.S. § 13-901.01 makes clear that a term of imprisonment cannot be imposed on the basis of a
Proposition 200 conviction, the fact that these convictions involve felonies is simply irrelevant under the
Rule.” (205 Ariz. at 283, 69 P.3d at 1004; § 17)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Steven P. Steadman was charged with theft of a means of transportation, and Cruz Olivas Landeros was charged
with knowingly possessing narcotic drugs for sale. Each had prior convictions for personal possession or use of a
controlled substance or drug paraphernalia. Because the convictions were first- or second-time offenses covered
by Proposition 200, each defendant received probation and could not receive a term of imprisonment for those

convictions.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Steadman and Landeros were separately charged with felony offenses and had prior first- or second-time drug-
possession convictions for which Proposition 200 required probation rather than imprisonment. Each moved to
preclude impeachment use of the prior conviction, and the superior court granted each motion. The court of
appeals consolidated the State's special actions and denied relief, concluding that the convictions were not
punishable by death or imprisonment in excess of one year under Arizona Rule of Evidence 609(a)(1). The

supreme court affirmed.
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