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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Hawai‘i held that a first-time driving-under-the-influence-of-drugs offense
under Hawai‘i Revised Statutes § 291-7 is not constitutionally serious and therefore does not carry a
federal or state constitutional right to a jury trial. Applying federal and Hawai‘i petty-offense analyses,
the court concluded that the maximum incarceration period and additional penalties did not overcome
the presumption that the offense was petty. The court affirmed the circuit court’s denial of Kevin

Sullivan’s request for a jury trial.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether a first-time DUI-DRUGS offense under HRS § 291-7 is a constitutionally serious offense

requiring a jury trial under the Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution.

2. Whether a first-time DUI-DRUGS offense is constitutionally serious and carries a right to a jury trial
under article I, section 14 of the Hawai‘i Constitution.
HOLDINGS

1. A first-time DUI-DRUGS offense under HRS § 291-7 is presumptively petty under the federal
constitutional standard because its maximum authorized imprisonment was no more than six months,
and the additional statutory penalties were not sufficiently severe to overcome that presumption. The

Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments therefore do not require a jury trial.

2. A first-time DUI-DRUGS offense under HRS § 291-7 is not constitutionally serious under the Hawai ‘i

Constitution, and a defendant charged with that offense has no constitutional right to a jury trial.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Accordingly, we hold that there is no right to a jury trial under the United States Constitution for a first-time
DUI-DRUGS offense under HRS § 291-7.” (808)

“Based on the foregoing discussion, we hold that a first-time DUI-DRUGS offense under HRS § 291-7 is not

a constitutionally "serious" offense and that Sullivan was not entitled to a jury trial.” (811)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Sullivan was arrested and charged with first-time driving under the influence of drugs under HRS § 291-7. He
repeatedly requested a jury trial, but the district court denied his requests and proceeded with a bench trial. After
finding him guilty, the court imposed a drug-abuse rehabilitation program, a ninety-day license suspension,

seventy-two hours of community service, and a $400 fine.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Sullivan was charged in district court with first-time DUI-DRUGS under Hawai‘i Revised Statutes § 291-7. The
district court denied his requests for a jury trial, conducted a bench trial, found him guilty, and imposed statutory

penalties. Sullivan appealed, and the Supreme Court of Hawai‘i affirmed the first circuit court's judgment.
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