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Re: Advice to Aeeuaed Defendant Upon 
Arrest ror Traffic Violations 

Dear Mr. Voigte: 

I 

Thie ie in reaponae to your rGcent request tor an opin­
ion concerning the neceaa1ty to wnrn individual• arrested 
for trorrtc v1olat1ona aa may or may not be required under 
lUranda va. Arizona, ~ u.s. ~36, with reape~t to the uae 
at tricl o~ any adm1aa1ona they cmy make. 

~e preaume that you refer to the varioua misdemeanor 
and felony tratt1c orrenaea providod tor in the atatutea 
and not to ordinance v1olat1ona. 

ue do not regard the law on the subJect to have been 
developed with eutt1cient clarity to ~onetituto the bae1a 
tor a reasonable opinion at th1a t1me. Nevertheless, aome 
general1~at1ona are possible. 

The oore ra~t that ~rl v1ns ta a )r1v1lege would not 
removo the matter trom the aegis o~ the Miranda de~1eion. 
Clearly, the dictates or that dec1o1cn reQuire that certain 
formal atepa be taken before the product ot any accusatory 
police interrogation mny be adm1ttod aa evidence nt trial. 

It cay be well to kee;> 1n mind that the Suprome Court 
or M1aaour1 hu on at leaat two occas1ona ID8de the following 
obaervationat 



Honorable Gene ~ . Votgta 

• • • we do not readily see vny the 
requ1a1tee or due prooeea ahould ~ary 
according to t ne ao~er1ty ~r the ~r­
atae1ble punJahmOnt. • • • • State v. 
Glenn, 317 SW?.d ~~3, 407, 

• • • •• eco no readily apparent reaaon 
why the mtniraum atandard ror d\le pro<1oaa 
ot la• eh?uld depend u.,ora the ~nataaiblo 
L}unSah~~ent. • • • 3tato v . \.'arren, ~21 
S\'t2d 7-:>5, 709 • 

Very truly youra, 

UOMAH Jl. AHDEMON 
Attorney General 


