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Introduction
According to Wisconsin statute, an operation of a vehicle is defined as "the physical manipulation or activation of any of the controls of a motor vehicle necessary to put it in motion." Based on this statute it can be presumed that operating a motor vehicle is not synonymous with driving a motor vehicle. In most cases, the misconception associated with operating and driving a motor vehicle often results in conviction sentences whereby individuals are sentenced for operating a motor vehicle while under intoxication. Regardless of the weight of the statute, most courts have however interpreted this policy in various ways in relation to the actual underpinnings of each incident. This paper seeks to review of a decision by the court of appeals regarding operating or not operating a motor vehicle while either under the influence of an intoxicant or with a prohibited alcohol concentration by referring to the case Village of Cross Plains v. Haanstad, 709 N.W.2d 447 (Wis. 2006). 
Background of the Case
The Village of Cross Plains v. Haanstad case was decided by the Wisconsin Supreme Court in 2006. In this case, the court came to a different conclusion altogether.  The defendant; Haanstad was accused of operating a motor vehicle while under the influence of an intoxicant. The bone of contention, in this case, is that Haanstad was primarily in a board in a vehicle driven by another person. It is after reaching their destination that the driver parked and left the vehicle, that Haanstad made a decision of moving into the driver's seat while the ignition was still running. An officer who was on duty find the defendant sitting at the driver’s seat and when he investigated found her to be intoxicated. Haanstad was arraigned in the court and was later convicted of operating a motor vehicle while under intoxication. 
Based on the court’s trial it came to a conclusion that sitting in the driver’s seat of a running, parked motor vehicle, was never an activity related to operating a motor vehicle under Â§ 346.63, and hence Haanstad was found not guilty. The main reason she was set free is that there lacked circumstantial evidence that she had recently operated the vehicle (bucherlawgroup). However, after the case was sent to the Court of Appeal, the case reversed whereby this court concluded that Haanstad was operating a motor vehicle pursuant to Â§ 346.63, considering she was found sitting behind the steering wheel of a running vehicle.
Interpretation of the Case
On appeal, the defendant; Haanstad argued that there was no probable cause to arrest or convict her considering despite her being intoxicated, she was not operating the vehicle. Particularly, she did argue that the officer, who had arrested her, did neither hear the engine running nor was she seen operating the vehicle while she intoxicated. Based on her argument, it can be asserted, that the officer lacked a credible cause to justify that she was operating the vehicle (Policy, 2010).
Firstly, in order for an arrest to be lawful, it must be based on probable cause.  This means that the officer should make sure the arrest exists when the entirety of the conditions at or during the time of the arrest would prove beyond reasonable doubt that the defendant undoubtedly committed a crime. Based on my perspective, the defendant’s circumstantial action was merely sitting in the driver’s seat of a parked, running vehicle which was initially being driven by another individual. Considering that there was absolutely no evidence that proved Haanstad had ignited the car engine or driven the vehicle recently, it was justified when the court held the Village could not attest the crucial factor that she operated the car despite her being in intoxication.
Consequently, Village’s main argument was that Haanstad was indeed operating the vehicle considering that she had positioned her body in the driver's seat just behind the steering wheel which can be highly relatable that she was restraining the vehicle which, the Village contends to be an act of "operating." When this argument was projected in the court, the court had to conclude that since Haanstad did not physically manipulate or activate any of the car controls; then all the charges arraigned against her were to be dismissed; Wis. Stat. § 346.63(3). In retrospect, the case had to be appealed because of the statute which when interpreted definitely puts Haanstad among the offenders. For instance, by examining plainly the meaning of the statute, it can be asserted that there was justification that Haanstad violated the law, given that she was operating the vehicle while intoxicated and more so her intoxication was beyond the permitted alcohol concentration.
 Conclusively, based on this case, it is highly probable for a defendant to be convicted of operating a motor vehicle while intoxicated, where she only slid into the driver's seat but did not touch any of the vehicle's controls.  This is because interpreting the Wisconsin statute in a greater detail it can be argued that a person who enters a car while intoxicated, and sits behind the wheel either sleeps or does nothing with the ignition on while still intoxicated is as much of a threat to himself and the public similarly to the one who truly drives under the influence or one who is intoxicated.  Despite that one behind the wheel may not be the person who left the engine running; there are high chances that he/she may end up physically manipulating or activating the car controls that may result in putting the vehicle in motion. The only thing that can prove a defendant guilty or not guilty is the factual evidence of a probable cause beyond doubt that the defendant is or not a threat based on his/her intoxication.
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