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The case under review is referred to as Birchfield v. North Dakota. Parties involved in this case were Danny Birchfield, the petitioner, and the state of North Dakota, the respondent. The case was heard in the Supreme Court on April 20th, 2016 where oral submissions were done. Opinion announcement of the court was then made on June 23rd, 2016. The petitioner, Danny Birchfield had previously driven into a ditch in Morton County, North Dakota[footnoteRef:1]. The sheriff arriving at the scene were convinced that Danny was in some way intoxicated. Having failed both sobriety and breathe tests, Danny was arrested, however, he refused to consent to blood tests. The facts presented in his case was that he acted in violation of the state laws by refusing to consent a blood test.  [1:  Birchfield v. North Dakota." Oyez, www.oyez.org/cases/2015/14-1468. Retrieved on: 15/07/20
] 

The petitioner, in his part, argued that the provisions of these particular laws infringed on the 4th amendment that particularly guarded him against unnecessary search and seizure. Danny’s arguments were based on the reasoning that the state law significantly violated his freedom from unnecessary searches and seizures especially in situations and circumstances where there was no probable cause to particularly warrant a test[footnoteRef:2]. The Supreme Court of North Dakota in its final submissions in this case observed that refusal to consent to blood tests greatly violated the state’s laws and therefore criminalizing such an action was reasonable under the fourth amendment. [2:  Lamparello, Adam, and Cynthia Swann. "Birchfield v. North Dakota: Why the United States Supreme Court Should Rely on Riley v. California to Hold that Criminalizing a Suspect's Refusal to Consent to a Warrantless Blood Test Violates the Fourth Amendment." Wash. & Lee J. Civ. Rts. & Soc. Just. 22 (2016): 107.] 



The main point of controversy
The main point of controversy, in this case, was the issue of warrants. The question presented was; may a state statute criminalize an individual's refusal to submit to a blood-alcohol test? This is because Danny Birchfield had consented to breathe tests but not a blood test. The arguments were therefore that he had in violation of North Dakota’s implied consent law, which according to the state was constitutional and warranted an arrest[footnoteRef:3].  [3:  Norton, Catherine (2017). "Keeping Faith with the Fourth Amendment: Why States Should Require a Warrant for Breathalyzer Tests in the Wake of Birchfield v. North Dakota". Working Paper. SSRN 2901591] 

According to the petitioner, the fourth amendment guarded him against unreasonable search. The fourth amendment arguably permits breathe tests without warrants but does not however permit warrantless blood tests. The arguments presented in support of the fourth amendment indicated that breathe tests generally do not cause any physical intrusion while inversely blood tests do and additionally give the police a sample of a person’s DNA. 
Movement of the case through courts
Even though Birchfield faced imminent prosecution under the state laws of North Dakota, he adamantly refused to let his blood be drawn. The case was first heard at the State District Court where Danny admitted to having refused to consent to blood tests arguing that the fourth amendment prohibited the state and the court from criminalizing his cations of refusing to consent. The judgment by the State District Court rejected Danny’s arguments and imposed a sentence on him (Cf. §39-08-01(5)(b). Danny appealed at the North Dakota Supreme Court (2015 ND 6, 858 N. W. 2d 302). 
North Dakota’s Supreme Court affirmed the State District Court's judgment which stated that refusing to submit to blood tests had significant consequences. The court while making its judgment drew pieces of evidence and support from the McNeely plurality opinion (McNeely, 569 U. S)[footnoteRef:4]. The court’s majority opinion observed that Birchfield was obligated to submit to blood tests especially after being informed by the police.  [4:  Missouri v. McNeely, 569 U.S. 141 (2013)] 

SCOTUS ruling
The Supreme Court of North Dakota argued that refusal to comply with blood tests was equal to obstructing a valid search and thus there was no need to resist. According to the court’s opinion, warrantless searches were constitutional since the pieces of evidence they yielded significantly aided criminal prosecution or in administrative proceedings. 
The US Supreme court observed that blood test is constitutional and therefore doesn’t violate the Fourth amendment. The court observed that the fourth amendment allowed for warrantless breath tests, however, blood tests were found to be more intrusive and its reasonableness had to be judged in light of the availability of the less invasive alternative of a breath test. The court generally observed that state statutes may not criminalize the refusal to submit to blood tests without warrants because warrantless blood tests violate the fourth amendment. Justice Samuel Alito announced the majority opinion of the court. The court held that warrantless blood tests could lead to significant implications on privacy. It was therefore not right to criminalize the refusal to submit to blood tests since it involves a greater degree of intrusion and besides, there is usually an alternative of the breath test[footnoteRef:5]. [5:  Gordon, Megan. "Blood and Breath Tests-Constitutional Law: Constitutionality of Warrantless Blood and Breath Tests Incident to DUI Arrest: Impact on Drunk Driving in North Dakota: Birchfield v. North Dakota, 136 S. Ct. 2160 (2016)." NDL Rev. 92 (2016): 197.] 

In a dissenting opinion, Justice Sotomayor argued that the fourth amendment should also prohibit warrantless breath tests unless exigent circumstances justify one in a particular case. The judge noted that warrantless breath test is not always imperative especially in situations where a driver has been removed from the road and a warrant can as well be obtained[footnoteRef:6]. Currently, going by this decision of the Supreme Court, American motorists understand that one can be criminally convicted for refusing to consent to warrantless breath tests. Similarly, the compulsion to warrantless blood tests is unconstitutional under federal laws since it violates the fourth amendment.  [6:  Schlafstein, Sara Jane. "Birchfield v. North Dakota: Warrantless Breath Tests and the Fourth Amendment." Duke J. Const. L. & Pub. Pol'y Sidebar 12 (2016): 189.
] 
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