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)
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)
)
)
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CR-2011-14836, CR-2012-10131
APPELLANT'S BRIEF
IN SUPPORT OF PETITION
FOR REVIEW

)
)
)
)

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
The state seeks review of the determination by the Idaho Court of Appeals that
proof the defendant represented the amount of methamphetamine delivered to be an
ounce was not sufficient to prove trafficking in 28 grams or more of methamphetamine.
State v. Lemmons, 2014 Unpublished Opinion No. 812, Docket Nos. 41278/41279
(Idaho App., November 10, 2014) (copy attached as Appendix A; hereinafter "Slip
Op."). The state submits that the Court of Appeals' decision making the English-metric
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conversion of ounces to grams an element of the case is contrary to authority of this
Court, and therefore merits review.

STATEMENT OF THE FACTS AND COURSE OF THE PROCEEDINGS
The state charged Lemmons with two counts of trafficking by delivering or aiding
and abetting the delivery of what was represented to be 28 grams or more of
methamphetamine and two counts of conspiracy to traffic in methamphetamine. (R.,
pp.

122-23.)

The evidence

methamphetamine

Lemmons

at trial

showed

represented

the

that both
amount she

times

she delivered

delivered

was

the

contracted-for amount of an ounce. (Trial Tr., p. 240, Ls. 8-16; p. 248, Ls. 12-17.) The
jury convicted on all counts. (R., pp. 380-81.)
Lemmons moved for a post-verdict acquittal or, alternatively, a new trial because
the state "failed to introduce evidence or testimony as to the conversion of an ounce
into grams." (R., pp. 416-18.) Lemmons was correct that the state provided no specific
evidence of the conversion of an ounce into grams; the only evidence on that score
being a detective's testimony that an ounce is "[a]pproximately 28" grams. (Trial Tr., p.
342, Ls. 3-4.)

The district court denied the motion for acquittal, but granted a new trial

on the amount of methamphetamine delivered.
954.) The state timely appealed that order.

(R., p. 452; see also R., pp. 889-99,

(R., pp. 885-88.) The district court later

granted reconsideration and found the evidence insufficient to sustain convictions for
more than two counts of delivery because the state had failed to establish the Englishmetric conversion rate. (R., p. 533.)
The Idaho Court of Appeals ultimately upheld the district court's determination
that the evidence was insufficient. The Court of Appeals concluded that although it is
2

indisputable that an ounce is more than 28 grams, such is not a matter of common
knowledge and experience and therefore the state had the burden of proving how many
grams in an ounce, which it did not do. Slip Op. at pp. 2 n.2, 6-9. It thus concluded that
Lemmons was entitled to an acquittal for conspiring to traffic in 28 grams or more and
also entitled to reduction of her convictions for trafficking in 28 grams or more to mere
delivery. Id.

ISSUE ON REVIEW
Should this Court grant review of the Court of Appeals' determination that
evidence that Lemmons conspired and agreed to deliver an ounce of
methamphetamine was insufficient to sustain her conviction for trafficking in 28 grams
or more absent evidence that an ounce is more than 28 grams?

ARGUMENT
This Court Should Grant Review Because Evidence That Lemmons Conspired And
Agreed To Deliver An Ounce Of Methamphetamine Is Sufficient Proof Of Trafficking
And Conspiracy To Traffic As A Matter Of Fact And Law
A.

Introduction
The Court of Appeals, citing a dictionary, acknowledged that an ounce is more

than 28 grams. Slip Op., p. 2 n.2. It concluded, however, that because the jury was
likely ignorant of that fact, the evidence supporting the conviction for trafficking in 28
grams or more of methamphetamine was unsupported by sufficient evidence. Slip Op.,
pp. 7-9. The relevant standard for review of the sufficiency of the evidence is whether
substantial evidence supports a finding of guilt. The Court of Appeals applied a legal
standard imputing jury ignorance that is incompatible with prior cases requiring
reasonable inferences to be drawn in favor of the verdict, and reached an erroneous
conclusion.
3

B.

The Correct Legal Standard
A verdict may be set aside and acquittal entered "if the evidence is insufficient to

sustain a conviction." I.C.R. 29. Appellate review of the sufficiency of the evidence is
"limited in scope."

State v. Goggin, 157 Idaho 1, _ , 333 P.3d 112, 116 (2014)

(internal citations omitted).

The "relevant inquiry" is not whether the appellate court

would convict, but whether "any rational trier of fact could have found the essential
elements of the crime beyond a reasonable doubt."

kl

(italics original, quotations

omitted). This requires the Court to "view[] the evidence in the light most favorable to
the prosecution."

Id.

"Thus, the only inquiry for this Court is whether there is

substantial evidence upon which a reasonable jury could have found that the State met
its burden of proving the essential elements of the charged crime beyond a reasonable
doubt." Id.
Application of this standard leads to the inevitable conclusion that the verdicts
are supported by the evidence. Trafficking (and conspiracy to traffic) requires that the
represented amount of methamphetamine be "28 grams or more."
2732B(a)(4).

I.C. § 37-

Lemmons twice conspired and twice contracted to deliver an ounce of

methamphetamine, and then twice delivered slightly less than an ounce. Because an
ounce is more than 28 grams in the same way a pound is more than an ounce and a
ton more than a pound, "any rational trier of fact could have found" she conspired and
agreed to deliver 28 grams or more of methamphetamine.

Taken in the "light most

favorable to the prosecution" there was "substantial evidence upon which a reasonable
jury could have found that the State met its burden of proving" the minimum weight
element of trafficking.
4

C.

The Court Of Appeals Applied A Different Standard
The Court of Appeals reasoned that the evidence was insufficient because

although the evidence clearly established that Lemmons conspired and agreed to
deliver an ounce of methamphetamine, and an ounce is more than 28 grams, a
detective testified "that an ounce is approximately 28 grams" and, therefore, "the only
evidence before the jury was that Lemmons
approximately 28 grams."

Slip Op., p. 7.

represented that she delivered

Rather than reviewing the substantial

evidence in the light most favorable to the state, the Court of Appeals circumscribed its
review to the most restrictive view of the evidence possible.

The evidence was that

Lemmons represented she was delivering an ounce, not "approximately 28 grams," and
delivery of an ounce is clearly within the ambit of the trafficking statute.
The Court of Appeals justified its restrictive view of the evidence by concluding
the jury was ignorant of how many grams are in an ounce. Slip Op., p. 8. The state is
unaware of any justification for concluding the jury was ignorant. More importantly, a
conclusion of jury ignorance is not relevant to or compatible with the applicable legal
standard.
The Court of Appeals' conclusion that the jury was so ignorant of how many
grams are in an ounce that it was incapable of making a reasoned decision based on
the evidence is not supported by the record. First, the jury was not asked exactly how
many grams are in an ounce, only whether the agreement was to deliver 28 or more
grams of methamphetamine. A cursory understanding of the ratio of grams to ounces
was all that was required. It is unreasonable to assume that the jurors were so ignorant
of the metric system that they were compelled to rely exclusively upon the detective's
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testimony that an ounce is approximately 28 grams and could not conclude an ounce is
28 grams or more. The metric system is taught in schools and is an official standard of
measurement in the State of Idaho. I.C. § 71-229. Indeed, as a matter of law the State
has adopted the "tables of ... weights and measures equivalents as published by ... the
national institute of standards and technology," id., which table shows that an ounce is
equivalent to 28.350 grams (Appendix B, p. C-19).

The Court of Appeals cited a

dictionary to show the equivalence, Slip Op. at p. 2 n.2, hardly an esoteric source of
knowledge.

It is impossible to go to the grocery store without being confronted with

measurements in both ounces and grams on virtually every container.

Because the

question is whether "any rational trier of fact could have found the essential elements of
the crime beyond a reasonable doubt" Goggin, 157 Idaho at

333 P.3d at 116, the

Court of Appeals' assumption that this jury necessarily lacked sufficient understanding
of metric measurements to reach a verdict supported by the evidence is without support
in the law.
More importantly, the applicable legal standard is not based on what any given
jury knows or does not know, but rather upon the evidence before it. The Court must
"view[] the evidence in the light most favorable to the prosecution" and must not
substitute its own judgment as to the "reasonable inferences to be drawn from the
evidence." ill:, This determination does not encompass narrowing inferences that can
be drawn from the evidence based on assumptions of what is or is not common
knowledge. That an ounce is more than 28 grams is a reasonable inference. In fact,
concluding otherwise is unreasonable. Merely assuming the jury was ignorant of how
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many grams are in an ounce does not somehow render the inference that an ounce is
28 grams or more unreasonable.
The evidence that Lemmons was guilty of conspiracy to traffic 28 or more grams
of methamphetamine and trafficking in 28 grams of methamphetamine or more was
that she agreed to deliver an ounce of methamphetamine.

The Court of Appeals

concluded it could effectively disregard the evidence that Lemmons agreed to deliver an
ounce of methamphetamine based on its assumption that the jury was ignorant of how
many grams were in an ounce.

This conclusion is contrary to applicable legal

standards that require drawing reasonable inferences in favor of the verdict.

CONCLUSION
The state respectfully requests this Court to grant review and ultimately reverse
the district court and reinstate Lemmons' convictions for conspiracy to traffic and
trafficking.
DATED this 9th day of December, 2014.

Kenneth K. Jorgensen
Deputy Attorney Gene
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APPENDIX A

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF IDAHO
Docket Nos. 41278/41279
STATE OF IDAHO,

)

2014 Unpublished Opinion No. 812

)

Plaintiff-Appellant-Cross Respondent,)

Filed: November 10, 2014

)

v.

)

Stephen W. Kenyon, Clerk

)

BRYANN KRISTINE LEMMONS,
Defendant-Respondent-Cross
Appellant.

)
)
)

THIS IS AN UNPUBLISHED
OPINION Al'.l) SHALL NOT
BE CITED AS AUTHORITY

)

Appeal from the District Court of the Fifth Judicial District, State of Idaho, Twin
Falls County. Hon. Randy J. Stoker, District Judge.
Order denying motion for judgment of acquittal and granting motion for new trial
on trafficking and conspiracy to traffic counts, reversed and remanded; order
granting motion for reconsideration acquitting on the trafficking and conspiracy to
traffic counts, reversed; and order denying motion for acquittal or in the
alternative for new trial on the lesser included offenses of delivery, affirmed.
Hon. Lawrence G. Wasden, Attorney General; Kenneth K. Jorgensen, Deputy
Attorney General, Boise, for appellant. Kenneth K. Jorgensen argued.
Fuller Law Offices; Daniel S. Brown, Twin Falls, for respondent.
Brown argued.

Daniel S.

GUTIERREZ, Chief Judge
A jury found Bryann Kristine Lemmons guilty of two counts of trafficking in

methamphetamine and two counts of conspiracy to traffic in methamphetamine. After postverdict motions and hearings, the district court acquitted Lemmons of the two trafficking counts
and two conspiracy counts, but denied an acquittal or a new trial on delivery, a lesser included
offense of trafficking.

The State filed an interlocutory appeal, and Lemmons filed an

interlocutory cross-appeal. For the reasons that follow, we affirm in part, reverse in part, and
remand.

I.
FACTS Ai""'D PROCEDURE
A paid confidential informant, working with the Idaho State Police, arranged to purchase
methamphetamine on two occasions with a third party. 1 On each occasion, the informant was
fitted with an audio transmitter and was monitored by law enforcement. After the informant
picked up the third party, the informant and third party drove to Lemmons' mobile home where
they completed the sale of what Lemmons represented to be an ounce of methamphetamine.
Lemmons was charged with two counts of trafficking in methamphetamine by delivering
methamphetamine in an amount that she represented to be 28 grams or more and two counts of
conspiracy to traffic in methamphetamine. Idaho Code§§ 37-2732B(a)(4)(A), 37-2732B(c), 181701. At trial, the State presented evidence that the actual weight of the methamphetamine
delivered by Lemmons on each occasion was slightly less than 28 grams, but also presented
evidence that she had represented to the informant that the deliveries were one ounce of
methamphetamine. 2

The State also presented testimony from law enforcement officers,

including an officer who monitored the transactions; the paid confidential informant; and a
forensic scientist.

For the defense, Lemmons' brother testified, but Lemmons did not.

rebuttal, the State recalled the officer who monitored the transactions.

In

During his rebuttal

testimony, the officer testified that an ounce of methamphetamine is "[a]pproximately 28"
grams. Before closing argument, Lemmons moved the court for an acquittal, arguing in part that
the State had failed to prove one or more of the elements for each of the counts, but she did not
in that motion challenge the sufficiency of the evidence to prove that the alleged represented
quantity (one ounce) equaled or exceeded 28 grams. The court denied the motion.
After denying the motion, the court provided the jury with the final jury instructions.
Relevant to the two counts of trafficking in methamphetamine, the court instructed the jury to
first determine if Lemmons was guilty of delivery, a lesser included offense of trafficking, before
determining whether Lemmons was guilty of trafficking. The verdict form similarly required the
jury to determine whether Lemmons was guilty of delivery before determining whether she had

The third party was acting as a middle man between the informant and Lemmons.
2

An avoirdupois ounce equals 28.349 grams. WEBSTER'S THIRD NEW INTERNATIONAL
DICTIONARY 1399 (1993).

2

committed trafficking. After determining whether Lemmons was guilty of delivery in part one
of each count, part two asked the jury, "Did the person who sold or delivered the
methamphetamine represent that it weighed 28 grams or more?" The jury found Lemmons
guilty of both counts of trafficking, indicating first that she was guilty of delivery, and of both
counts of conspiracy to traffic in methamphetamine.
After the verdict, Lemmons filed a renewed motion for judgment of acquittal or, in the
alternative, a motion for a new trial. Lemmons contended that the State had not shown that she
delivered 28 grams or more, an element of trafficking, because there was no testimony that an
ounce was 28 grams or more. After a hearing, the district court denied the motion for judgment
of acquittal and granted the motion for a new trial on the trafficking and conspiracy to traffic
counts, but denied the motion for new trial on delivery, treating the charges as if trafficking and
delivery were separate counts or as if trafficking was a sentencing enhancement rather than a
separate offense. The State filed an interlocutory notice of appeal from the order allowing a new
trial.
Following the State's notice of appeal, Lemmons filed a motion for reconsideration with
the district court. After another hearing, the district court issued an order granting the motion for
reconsideration in part and denying it in part. The district court acquitted Lemmons of the
trafficking and conspiracy to traffic counts, but it denied the motion for reconsideration as to the
portion of the jury verdict finding Lemmons guilty of delivery. Lemmons filed an interlocutory
cross-appeal.
II.

ANALYSIS
On appeal, the State argues that the district court erred by granting a new trial because the
jury's verdict was not contrary to law or evidence. See I.C. § 19-2406(6) (providing that a
district court may grant a new trial "[w ]hen the verdict is contrary to law or evidence").
However, approximately six months before the State filed its appellate brief, the district court
acquitted Lemmons of the trafficking and conspiracy to traffic counts. 3 At oral argument, a
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Lemmons generally argues that this Court is barred from considering the State's appeal
because she was acquitted, citing Evans v. Michigan,_ U.S._, 133 S. Ct. 1069 (2013).
However, Lemmons ignores the "single exception" that pennits an appellate court to consider the
propriety of a post-verdict acquittal. See Smith v. Massachusetts, 543 U.S. 462,467 (2005).
3

member of this Court expressed concern whether the district court had the authority to entertain a
motion for reconsideration, grant the motion for reconsideration, and acquit Lemmons while the
State's appeal was pending. Whether the trial court has the authority to entertain a motion after
the proceedings are stayed by an appeal raises a question relating to the trial court's jurisdiction.

See State v. Wilson, 136 Idaho 771, 772, 40 P.3d 129, 130 (Ct. App. 2001); State v. Wade, 125
Idaho 522, 524, 873 P.2d 167, 169 (Ct. App. 1994) (per curiam). A question of subject matter
jurisdiction is fundamental; it cannot be ignored when brought to our attention and should be
addressed prior to considering the merits of an appeal. State v. Kavajecz, 139 Idaho 482, 483, 80
P.3d 1083, 1084 (2003). Even if jurisdictional questions are not raised by the parties, we are
obligated to address them, when applicable, on our own initiative. Id. The question of a court's
subject matter jurisdiction is a question of law over which this Court exercises free review. Id.

A.

The District Court's Consideration of Lemmons' Motion for Reconsideration
After the notice of appeal had been filed by the State in this case, the district court

entertained a motion for reconsideration and ruled on the motion. When a notice of appeal is
filed, the proceedings before the trial court are stayed, as provided for in Idaho Appellate Rule
13(c). State v. Schwarz, 133 Idaho 463, 466, 988 P.2d 689, 692 (1999); Wilson, 136 Idaho at
772, 40 P.3d at 130. The trial court is permitted to take certain actions during the pendency of an
appeal, as enumerated in I.A.R. 13(c).

Wilson, 136 Idaho at 772, 40 P.3d at 130 ("Idaho

Appellate Rule 13 (c) enumerates the types of actions that may be taken by a trial court during the
pendency of a criminal appeal."); Wade, 125 Idaho at 524, 873 P.2d at 169 (following the filing
of an appeal in a criminal action, "The district court then lacks authority to enter orders in the
case, except as to certain matters enumerated in Rule 13(c)."). The powers specified in that rule
include the authority to take such actions as settling the transcript on appeal, I.A.R. 13(c)(1 );
ruling upon a motion for a new trial, I.A.R. 13(c)(2); granting, modifying or revoking probation,
I.A.R. 13(c)(6); and ruling on a motion to correct or reduce a sentence, I.A.R. 13(c)(l 1). Wilson,
136 Idaho at 772, 40 P.3d at 130. In addition, Rule 13(c)(10) includes a catch-all provision that
authorizes the trial court to "[ e]nter any other order after judgment affecting the substantial rights
of the defendant as authorized by law."
The only enumerated power potentially relevant to the grant of the motion for
reconsideration in this case is the catch-all provision, I.A.R. 13(c)(10). In Wade, this Court
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examined the catch-all provision and interpreted the rule to prohibit trial courts from
reconsidering or making post hoc rationalizations of previous rulings:
It appears that subsection 10 was intended by the drafters to be a catch-all
exception for those orders that are necessarily part of the criminal process and
ought not be delayed until the conclusion of an appeal. A trial court may not
reconsider or make post hoc rationalizations of previous rulings once a notice of
appeal is filed.

Wade, 125 Idaho at 524, 873 P.3d at 169. We continued by citing several civil cases that held
that a court could not reconsider a prior ruling once a notice of appeal was filed. Id. But we
noted that the broad language of the catch-all provision "was intended to give the district court
jurisdiction to rule upon a motion that has been inadvertently overlooked or that was pending,
but not yet decided, when the notice of appeal was filed." Id.; see also Wilson, 136 Idaho at 773,
40 P.3d at 131 (explaining that the preceding statement in Wade "was merely an expression of
our holding that I.A.R. 13(c)(I0) applied to the type of order that was then before the court; it
was not an expression of the limits of subsection (1 0)"). Thus, we held that, "after an appeal is
filed, a district court in a criminal proceeding may enter an order on a motion filed prior to the
appeal where such ruling merely completes the record and does not in any way alter an order or
judgment from which the appeal has been taken." Wade, 125 Idaho at 524, 873 P.3d at 169.
The Idaho Criminal Rules do not specifically provide for nor prohibit a motion for
reconsideration. This Court has adopted the position that a trial court is free to entertain a
motion for reconsideration, see State v. Montague, 114 Idaho 319, 320, 756 P.2d 1083, 1084 (Ct.
App. 1988), unless the criminal rule upon which the prior motion or subsequent decision by the
district court was made prohibits a motion for reconsideration, see State v. Battens, 13 7 Idaho
730, 731-32, 52 P.3d 875, 876-77 (Ct. App. 2002) (explaining that the district court lacked
jurisdiction to hear Battens' motion for reconsideration because it was a successive motion, and
thus the motion was improper under I.C.R. 35, which provides that a party may file only one
motion seeking reduction of sentence).

Relevant to this appeal, I.A.R. 13(c)(10) applies to

motions that are authorized by law, but because a motion for reconsideration of an order granting
a motion for a new trial is not recognized in the Idaho Criminal Rules, it is not authorized by
law. Cf Wilson, 136 Idaho at 773, 40 P.3d at 131 (recognizing that a motion to withdraw a
guilty plea is authorized by law under I.C.R. 33(c)). Accordingly, the district court lacked the
authority, while the appeal was pending, to entertain the motion for reconsideration and enter an
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order on the motion for reconsideration. In summary, the order of the district court granting the
motion for reconsideration in part and acquitting Lemmons of the trafficking and conspiracy to
traffic counts is reversed.

B.

The Initial, Post-verdict Order
We tum now to the district court's initial order following the verdict by which the court

purported to grant the motion for new trial as to the trafficking and conspiracy counts, while
leaving in place the jury verdict finding Lemmons guilty of the lesser included offenses of
delivery. As noted, Lemmons filed a motion for judgment of acquittal or, in the alternative,
motion for a new trial. Lemmons contended that the State had not shown that she delivered 28
grams or more, an element of trafficking, because there was no testimony that an ounce was 28
grams or more. After a hearing, the district court denied the motion for judgment of acquittal
and granted the motion for new trial on the trafficking and conspiracy to traffic counts, but
denied the motion for new trial on delivery. On appeal, we consider the propriety of the district
court's initial order in its entirety, as both Lemmons and the State have raised arguments that
relate to the combined motion and the court's order on the combined motion. The State argues
that the district court erred by granting Lemmons a new trial; the State contends that the only
relevant statutory ground for granting a new trial was whether the verdict was contrary to law or
evidence, l.C. § 19-2406(6). It argues that Lemmons' conviction is not contrary to the law or
evidence because it is a "mathematical scientific fact" that an ounce is a unit of weight greater
than 28 grams.
Before turning to the State's argument, we initially consider whether the district court
correctly denied the motion for judgment of acquittal. Idaho Criminal Rule 29 provides that
when a verdict of guilty is returned, the court, on motion of the defendant, shall order the entry
of a judgment of acquittal if the evidence is insufficient to sustain a conviction of the offense.
The test applied when reviewing the district court's ruling on a motion for judgment of acquittal
is to determine whether the evidence was sufficient to sustain a conviction of the crime charged.

State v. Fields, 127 Idaho 904, 912-13, 908 P.2d 1211, 1219-20 (1995). When reviewing the
sufficiency of the evidence where a judgment of conviction has been entered upon a jury verdict,
the evidence is sufficient to support the jury's guilty verdict if there is substantial evidence upon
which a reasonable trier of fact could have found that the prosecution sustained its burden of
proving the essential elements of a crime beyond a reasonable doubt. State v. Herrera-Brito, 131

6

Idaho 383,385,957 P.2d 1099, 1101 (Ct. App. 1998); State v. Knutson, 121 Idaho 101, 104, 822
P.2d 998, 1001 (Ct. App. 1991). We do not substitute our view for that of the jury as to the
credibility of the witnesses, the weight to be given to the testimony, and the reasonable
inferences to be drawn from the evidence. Knutson, 121 Idaho at 104, 822 P .2d at 1001; State v.

Decker, 108 Idaho 683, 684, 701 P.2d 303, 304 (Ct. App. 1985). Moreover, we consider the
evidence in the light most favorable to the prosecution. Herrera-Brito, 13 l Idaho at 385, 957
P .2d at 1101; Knutson, 121 Idaho at 104, 822 P .2d at 1001.
The crime of delivery of a controlled substance is defined in Idaho Code § 372732(a)(l )(A); the section dictates that it is unlawful to manufacture, deliver, or possess with the
intent to manufacture or deliver a controlled substance. Delivery is "the actual, constructive, or
attempted transfer from one (1) person to another of a controlled substance, whether or not there
is an agency relationship."

LC. § 37-270l(g).

Under LC. § 37-2732B(a)(4), a person who

knowingly delivers, brings into Idaho or possesses, whether actually or constructively, 28 grams
or more of methamphetamine, amphetamine or a mixture with a detectable amount of either
methamphetamine or amphetamine, is guilty of felony trafficking. A person is guilty of felony
trafficking of methamphetamine as defined under LC. § 37-2732B(a)(4) even if the person
represents that he or she is selling or delivering 28 grams or more of methamphetamine, but
ultimately deliver less than 28 grams. LC. § 37-2732B(c). Additionally, a person who aids and
abets the commission of a crime may be charged as a principal for the crime. LC. § 18-204. "To
'aid and abet' means to assist, facilitate, promote, encourage, counsel, solicit or incite the
commission ofa crime." Howardv. Felton, 85 Idaho 286,297,379 P.2d 414,421 (1963) (citing
LC. § 18-204).

Accordingly, a person who aids and abets the trafficking or delivery of a

controlled substance may be charged with trafficking or delivery.
In this case, the State proceeded on the theory that Lemmons committed trafficking by
engaging in delivery and conspired to traffic through delivery.

The plain language of the

trafficking statute required the State to prove beyond a reasonable doubt that Lemmons delivered
or represented that she delivered 28 grams or more of methamphetamine. Throughout the case,
the State's evidence was that Lemmons represented she was delivering an ounce. It was not until
rebuttal that the State offered testimony from an officer that explained that an ounce is

approximately 28 grams.

Therefore, the only evidence before the jury was that Lemmons

represented that she delivered approximately 28 grams.
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Nonetheless, this Court has previously noted that, "When considering trial evidence and
reaching a verdict, jurors are permitted to take into account matters of common knowledge and
experience." State v. Espinoza, 133 Idaho 618, 622, 990 P.2d 1229, 1233 (Ct. App. 1999). In
that case, Espinoza argued that there was no evidence before the jury that he was eighteen years
of age or older at the time of the offense, an element of the crime. We held that the jury in
Espinoza's case could reasonably infer that Espinoza was over eighteen years old on the night of
the offense because he had purchased beer and because the jury observed Espinoza's physical
appearance. Id. In relevant part, we reasoned that it was common knowledge that alcohol may
not be legally purchased by persons who are under the age of twenty-one, and thus the jury could
utilize this common knowledge with the fact that Espinoza purchased alcohol. Id.
At the hearing on Lemmon's initial, post-verdict motion, the judge expressed his
concerns with the evidence presented:
I agree that there are certain kinds of things that are so common in our
world that any semi-educated person should know, that there's 12 inches a foot,
that there's three feet in a yard, that I think most people would know that there's, I
think, 16 ounces in a pound, maybe two cups in a pint. I mean, we can go on and
on and on. But if I ask the people sitting in this courtroom right now, tell me how
many square feet there are in an acre of ground, I'll bet you there's not a one of
the individuals here who could give me a precise answer to that question. If I
asked how many inches are there in a meter, I bet I would get the same answer. I
happen to know it's about 39, but I don't know if it's 39 or 39.1 or whatever, and
I think that's the real problem with this case is that we are required to accept that
a jury can draw reasonable inferences from the evidence and to some extent use
their common sense. The question is whether this is a case where they could have
done that. They couldn't have done it based upon the actual weight of the drugs
because we know it was less than 28 grams. And maybe there were some people
on that jury, as the State has suggested, that have enough background and
knowledge in the scientific community to have known that. But I would conclude
and do conclude that the likelihood of 12 persons on this jury knowing that an
ounce is 28.35 grams is virtually impossible. I just don't think that that is a fact
of such common notoriety that people in this community would just know that. If
it was a different type of case, and we were talking about different types of
measurements, maybe I would have reached a different conclusion.
The judge reasoned--and we believe correctly reasoned--that it was not a matter of
common knowledge and experience than an (avoirdupois) ounce equates to 28.349 grams;
therefore, the jury would have to rely upon the evidence presented. The district court was left
with a verdict that held that Lemmons had represented she was delivering 28 grams or more
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when the evidence that was presented was that Lemmons had represented she was delivering

approximately 28 grams. Approximately means reasonably close to. WEBSTER'S THIRD NEW
INTERNATIONAL DICTIONARY 107 (1993).

Thus, the evidence was that Lemmons had

represented the quantity was reasonably close to 28 grams, even though the State was required to
prove beyond a reasonable doubt that Lemmons had represented it was 28 grams or more. In
short, there was insufficient evidence for the State to sustain its burden of proving the essential
elements of trafficking and conspiracy to traffic beyond a reasonable doubt. Thus, the district
court erred by denying Lemmons' motion for an acquittal on these counts. Lemmons is entitled
to a judgment of acquittal on the trafficking and conspiracy to traffic counts because the State did
not meet its burden of proof on these counts. The deficiency in the evidence does not, however,
affect the jury's verdict finding Lemmons guilty of the lesser included offenses of delivery, on
which the court instructed the jury (albeit in an unconventional way), as we discuss below. 4
C.

Lemmons' Cross-appeal
Lemmons' cross-appeal contends that the district court erred by failing to grant

Lemmons' motion for acquittal or new trial as to delivery.

Lemmons also argues that her

constitutional rights were violated by the district court's failure to provide a requested jury
instruction. Although these issues were raised in the context of the order granting the motion for
reconsideration, which we reversed, the issues raised by Lemmons are equally applicable to the
district court's initial, post-verdict order granting a new trial.
1.

Motion for new trial or acquittal

For the first issue, Lemmons asserts that she was entitled to an acquittal on the lesser
included offenses of delivery or, in the alternative, she was entitled to a new trial. A decision on
a motion for new trial is reviewed under an abuse of discretion standard. State v. Egersdorf, 126
Idaho 684, 687, 889 P.2d 118, 121 (Ct. App. 1995). When a trial court's discretionary decision
is reviewed on appeal, the appellate court conducts a multi-tiered inquiry to determine:

(1)

whether the lower court correctly perceived the issue as one of discretion; (2) whether the lower

4

The district court was under the misimpression that trafficking was an enhancement to
the crime of delivery. However, trafficking is actually a separate offense that arises when a
person knowingly delivers, brings into Idaho or possesses, whether actually or constructively, 28
grams or more of methamphetamine, amphetamine, or a mixture with a detectable amount of
either methamphetamine or amphetamine. Thus, although one of the elements of the crime of
trafficking could be delivery, as it was in this case, trafficking is not an enhancement of delivery.
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court acted within the boundaries of such discretion and consistently with any legal standards
applicable to the specific choices before it; and (3) whether the lower court reached its decision
by an exercise of reason. State v. Hedger, 115 Idaho 598,600, 768 P.2d 1331, 1333 (1989).
Whether a trial court properly applied a statutory provision to the facts of a particular case is a
question oflaw over which we exercise free review. State v. Horn, 124 Idaho 849, 850, 865 P.2d
176, 177 (Ct. App. 1993).
Initially, we address Lemmons' argument that she should have been acquitted of delivery
because she made a motion for acquittal at the conclusion of the State's evidence, and "[h]ad the
District Court made the 'proper' decision during trial, Lemmons would have been granted an
acquittal at that time thereby preventing any discussion of jury instructions or lesser included
offenses." At the conclusion of the State's evidence, Lemmons did move for an acquittal, but
not on the grounds that were advanced in the post-verdict motions and on appeal. Specifically,
Lemmons argued in her pre-verdict motion that the confidential informant's statements were not
corroborated; Lemmons did not argue that there was insufficient evidence to support the
conviction as related to the ounce-to-grams conversion, the grounds upon which she made her
post-verdict motions. Lemmons' pre-verdict motion for judgment of acquittal was without merit
as it was targeted at the credibility to be given a witness' testimony and not the sufficiency of the
evidence; thus, it was properly denied.

Furthermore, even if the district court granted the

judgment of acquittal before submission to the jury, Idaho Criminal Rule 29 requires the court to
consider whether the evidence would be sufficient to sustain a conviction on a lesser included
offense. I.C.R. 29(a).
To the extent that Lemmons argues that the district court erred by not acquitting her of
delivery in the post-verdict motions, her argument is unavailing. 5 The district court, when it

5

Lemmons also cites to Idaho Code § 19-1719. Relevant to this appeal, the plain language
of the statute bars the State from trying a defendant for a lesser included offense after the
defendant has been convicted or acquitted. LC. § 19-1719; but see State v. Seamons, 126 Idaho
809, 812 n.2, 892 P.2d 484,487 n.2 (Ct. App. 1995) ("Idaho Code§ 19-1719 is similar to LC.
§ 18-301 with the exception that it bars only the recharging of the defendant once an acquittal or
conviction is entered as to one charge. The same analysis we have applied in the case at bar
applies to I.C. § 19-1719 as well. Thus, we believe it is permissible to refile on the lesser
included offenses provided the jury was instructed on such offenses at the original trial and was
unable to reach a unanimous verdict thereon.").
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denied the initial, post-verdict motion for a new trial and for acquittal as to delivery, explained
that there was ample evidence for the jury to find that Lemmons had delivered
methamphetamine. 6 Although Lemmons asserts that the district court "should [have been]
barred from considering Delivery [as] a lesser included offense," this Court has specifically
acknowledged that district courts have the "authority to sua sponte instruct on lesser included
offenses provided the giving of such instructions was reasonable based on the evidence
presented." State v. Rae, 139 Idaho 650, 653, 84 P.3d 586, 589 (Ct. App. 2004). In this case,
there was substantial evidence to support delivery based upon the physical evidence and the
testimony from the law enforcement officers, the paid informant, and the forensic scientist. In
short, we are persuaded that the district court did not err by denying Lemmons' motion for
acquittal as to delivery, for there was substantial evidence upon which a reasonable trier of fact
could have found that the prosecution sustained its burden of proving the essential elements of
delivery beyond a reasonable doubt. We are also persuaded that the district court did not abuse
its discretion by denying the motion for new trial as to delivery because the verdict, as it related
to delivery, was not contrary to the law or evidence presented, see I.C. § 19-2406(6).
2.

Prosecutorial misconduct

Lemmons also argues she should be granted a new trial because of prosecutorial
misconduct in the closing argument.

While our system of criminal justice is adversarial in

nature, and the prosecutor is expected to be diligent and leave no stone unturned, he or she is
nevertheless expected and required to be fair. State v. Field, 144 Idaho 559, 571, 165 P.3d 273,

Lemmons' argument that section 19-1719 applies to this appeal fails for the simple fact
that the jury was instructed on both the lesser included offenses of delivery and trafficking;
indeed, the jury was instructed to first determine if Lemmons had committed delivery before
determining whether Lemmons committed trafficking by representing the quantity to be 28
grams or more. In constitutional parlance, Lemmons has not been placed in jeopardy again,
which section 19-1719 seeks to bar.
6

The judge's remarks at the hearing on the motion for reconsideration are in line with his
earlier remarks. At the hearing on the motion for reconsideration, the district court explained
that there was insufficient evidence to sustain the "enhancement finding" of 28 grams or more.
However, the district court noted that it would deny the motion to acquit Lemmons of delivery
"because this jury was instructed on the elements of delivery, and they reached a verdict of guilty
on those elements. And that verdict--those verdicts were supported by evidence, I think I've
already ruled that."
11

285 (2007). However, in reviewing allegations of prosecutorial misconduct we must keep in
mind the realities of trial. Id A fair trial is not necessarily a perfect trial. Id. Lemmons made
no contemporaneous objection to the prosecutor's assertion that a witness testified that an ounce
is more than 28 grams at trial. In State v. Perry, 150 Idaho 209, 245 P.3d 961 (2010), the Idaho
Supreme Court clarified the fundamental error doctrine as it applies to allegations of
prosecutorial misconduct. If the alleged misconduct was not followed by a contemporaneous
objection, an appellate court should reverse when a defendant persuades the court that the
alleged error: (1) violates one or more of the defendant's unwaived constitutional rights; (2) is
clear or obvious without the need for reference to any additional information not contained in the
appellate record; and (3) affected the outcome of the trial proceedings. Id. at 226, 245 P.3d at
978.
During the closing argument, the prosecutor stated, "You also heard the testimony of [the
officer monitoring the transactions] who said that an ounce is more than 28 grams." (Emphasis
added.) However, the officer's testimony at trial was that an ounce is approximately 28 grams.
Assuming that this statement amounted to prosecutorial misconduct that violated an unwaived
constitutional right and plainly existed, we examine whether the misconduct affected the
outcome of the trial proceedings. For the trafficking and conspiracy to traffic counts, to which
the prosecutor's statement would be relevant, the issue is moot because Lemmons, upon remand,
will be acquitted of these counts. As to delivery, the statement only related to the conversion of
an ounce to grams and not to whether Lemmons was committing delivery. Accordingly, we are
persuaded that any prosecutorial misconduct was harmless beyond a reasonable doubt, as it
relates to delivery.

3.

Requested jury instruction

Last, Lemmons argues that her constitutional rights were violated by the district court's
failure to provide a requested jury instruction. Midtrial, Lemmons requested the court to instruct
the jury on the level of scrutiny that they should use in examining the paid informant's
testimony:
You have heard testimony that _ , a witness, has received compensation
's
from the government in connection with this case. You should examine
testimony with greater caution than that of ordinary witnesses. In evaluating that
testimony, you should consider the extent to which it may have been influenced
by the receipt of compensation from the government.
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The court denied the request, explaining in relevant part that the instruction commented on the
credibility of the witness.
The question whether the jury has been properly instructed is a question of law over
which we exercise free review. State v. Severson, 147 Idaho 694,710,215 P.3d 414,430 (2009).
When reviewing jury instructions, we ask whether the instructions as a whole, and not
individually, fairly and accurately reflect applicable law. State v. Bowman, 124 Idaho 936, 942,
866 P.2d 193, 199 (Ct. App. 1993). "A trial court presiding over a criminal case must instruct
the jury on all matters of law necessary for the jury's information." Severson, 14 7 Idaho at 710,
215 PJd at 430 (citing I.C. § 19-2132). Each party may request the court to give a specific
instruction, but the instruction will only be given if it is "correct and pertinent." Id. "A proposed
instruction is not 'correct and pertinent' if it is:

(1) an erroneous statement of the law;

(2) adequately covered by other instructions; or (3) 'not supported by the facts of the case."' Id.
(quoting State v. Olsen, 103 Idaho 278,285,647 P.2d 734, 741 (1982)).
We are persuaded that the district court did not err by not giving the requested
instruction. This Court has previously addressed a paid-informant jury instruction in State v.

Spurr, 115 Idaho 898, 771 P.2d 916 (Ct. App. 1989) and State v. Nelson, 112 Idaho 245, 731
P .2d 788 (Ct. App. 1986). In Spurr, we summarized our previous discussion in Nelson:
We noted that some courts require such an instruction to be given on request,
especially "where the informant's testimony is the sole or primary evidence
against the accused, or where the informant's testimony is uncorroborated." We
went on to observe that these circumstances did not exist in Nelson and that
"failure to give the requested instruction was, at most, harmless error." We
refrained from directing the district court to give such an instruction in a
subsequent trial, even though the case was being remanded on other grounds.
Our refusal to mandate a cautionary instruction in Nelson was consistent
with decisions in other jurisdictions, holding that such an instruction need be
given only if the informant is the sole source of strong evidence against the
defendant--the prosecution having presented no substantial independent evidence
of guilt.

Spurr, 115 Idaho at 900, 771 P.2d at 918 (citations omitted). In Spurr, the paid informant was
not the sole source of strong evidence against Spurr and the informant's testimony was
corroborated by telephone and in-person recordings. Id. at 900-01, 771 P .2d at 918-19. In
addition, the paid informant's testimony was corroborated by physical evidence and by
testimony of law enforcement officers who monitored the transactions. Id. at 901, 771 P.2d at
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919. Similarly in this case, the informant's testimony was corroborated by physical evidence and
by a law enforcement officer who monitored the transactions. Accordingly, we are persuaded
that the district court did not err when it refused to give the requested jury instruction.
III.
CONCLUSION

We conclude that the district court lacked the authority to entertain and rule upon the
motion for reconsideration once the State had filed a notice of appeal. Accordingly, we reverse
the district court's order granting the motion for reconsideration in part and acquitting Lemmons
of the trafficking and conspiracy to traffic counts.
For the initial, post-verdict order on Lemmons' motion for judgment of acquittal or, in
the alternative, motion for a new trial, the district court erred when it denied the judgment of
acquittal as to the trafficking and conspiracy to traffic counts; as a consequence, the court erred
when it granted a new trial. The district court did not err by denying Lemmons' motion for
acquittal as to delivery, for there was substantial evidence upon which a reasonable trier of fact
could have found that the prosecution sustained its burden of proving the essential elements of
delivery beyond a reasonable doubt. We are also persuaded that the district court did not abuse
its discretion by denying the motion for new trial because the verdict, as it related to delivery,
was not contrary to the law or evidence presented.

As for the assertion of prosecutorial

misconduct, we are persuaded that any prosecutorial misconduct was harmless beyond a
reasonable doubt.

Finally, the district court did not err by not providing the requested jury

instruction.
Therefore, we affirm in part and reverse in part the initial, post-verdict order denying the
judgment of acquittal and granting the new trial on the trafficking and conspiracy to traffic
counts. The case is remanded for an entry of judgment of acquittal as to the trafficking and
conspiracy to traffic counts and for proceedings otherwise consistent with this opinion.
Judge LANSING and Judge GRATTON, CONCUR.
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Appendix C. General Tables of Units of Measurement
These tables have been prepared for the benefit of those requiring tables of units for occasional ready reference. In
Section 4 of this Appendix, the tables are carried out to a large number of decimal places and exact values are
indicated by underlining. In most of the other tables, only a limited number of decimal places are given, therefore
making the tables better adapted to the average user.

1. Tables of Metric Units of Measurement
In the metric system of measurement, designations of multiples and subdivisions of any unit may be arrived at by
combining with the name of the unit the prefixes deka, hecto, and kilo meaning, respectively, IO, 100, and 1000, and
deci, centi, and milli, meaning, respectively, one-tenth, one-hundredth, and one-thousandth. In some of the
following metric tables, some such multiples and subdivisions have not been included for the reason that these have
little, if any currency in actual usage.
In certain cases, particularly in scientific usage, it becomes convenient to provide for multiples larger than 1000 and
for subdivisions smaller than one-thousandth. Accordingly, the following prefixes have been introduced and these
are now generally recognized:
yotta,
zetta,
exa,
peta,
tera,
giga,
mega,
kilo,
hecto,
deka,

(Y)
(Z),
(E),
(P),
(T),
(G),
(M),
(k),
(h),
(da),

meaning 10 24
meaning 1021
meaning 10 18
meaning 10 15
meaning 10 12
meaning 10 9
meaning 10 6
meaning 103
meaning 10 2
meaning 10 1

deci,
centi,
milli,
micro,
nano,
pico,
femto,
atto,
zepto,
yocto,

( d),
(c),
(m),
(µ),
(n),
(p),
(f),
(a),
(z),
(y),

meaning
meaning
meaning
meaning
meaning
meaning
meaning
meaning
meaning
meaning

10- 1
10-2
I 0· 3
1o-6
10·9
10- 12
10- 15
10- 18
10-21
10·24

Thus a kilometer is 1000 meters and a millimeter is 0.001 meter.

Units of Length
IO millimeters (mm)
IO centimeters
IO decimeters
IO meters
IO dekameters
IO hectometers

=
=
=
=
=
=

I centimeter (cm)
I decimeter (dm) = 100 millimeters
I meter (m) = I 000 millimeters
I dekameter (dam)
1 hectometer (hm) = 100 meters
I kilometer (km)= 1000 meters

Units of Area
I 00
I 00
I 00
I 00
l 00
I 00

square millimeters (mm 2)
square centimeters
square decimeters
square meters
square dekameters
square hectometers

= l square centimeter (cm 2)

= I square decimeter (dm 2)
= I
=l
= I
=I

C-3

square meter (m 2 )
square dekameter (dam 2) = I are
square hectometer (hm 2 ) = I hectare (ha)
square kilometer (km 2 )
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Units of Liquid Volume
10 milliliters (mL)
10 centiliters
10 deciliters
10 liters
l O dekaliters
10 hectoliters

=
=
=
=
=
=

1 centiliter ( cL)
1 deciliter (dL) 100 milliliters
1 liter 1 = 1000 milliliters
1 dekaliter (daL)
1 hectoliter (hL) = 100 liters
1 kiloliter (kL) = 1000 liters

Units of Volume
=
=
=
=
=
=

1000 cubic millimeters (mm 3)
1000 cubic centimeters
1000 cubic decimeters

1 cubic centimeter (cm 3)
1 cubic decimeter (dm 3)
1 000 000 cubic millimeters
1 cubic meter (m 3)
1 000 000 cubic centimeters
1 000 000 000 cubic millimeters

Units of Mass
10 milligrams (mg)
10 centigrams
10 decigrams
10 grams
10 dekagrams
10 hectograms
1000 kilograms

=
=
=
=
=
=
=

1 centigram (cg)
1 decigram (dg) = 100 milligrams
1 gram (g) = 1000 milligrams
1 dekagram (dag)
1 hectogram (hg) = 100 grams
1 kilogram (kg) = 1000 grams
1 megagram (Mg) or 1 metric ton (t)

2. Tables of U.S. Customary Units of Measurement2
In these tables where foot or mile is underlined, it is survey foot or U.S. statute mile rather than international foot or
mile that is meant.

Units of Length
12 inches (in)
3 feet
16½ feet
40 rods
8 furlongs
1852 meters (m)

= 1 foot (ft)
= 1 yard (yd)
= 1 rod (rd), pole, or perch
= 1 furlong (fur)= 660 feet
= 1 U.S. statute mile (mi)= 5280 feet
= 6076.115 49 feet (approximately)
= 1 international nautical mile

1 By action of the 12th General Conference on Weights and Measures (1964), the liter is a special name for the cubic
decimeter.

This section lists units of measurement that have traditionally been used in the United States. In keeping with the
Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988, the ultimate objective is to make the International System of
Units the primary measurement system used in the United States.

2
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Units of Area 3
144 square inches (in 2)
9 square feet

= 1 square foot (ft 2)
= 1 square yard (yd2 )
= 1296 square inches
= 1 square rod (rd 2)
= 1 acre= 43 560 square feet
= 1 square mile (mi2)
= 1 section of land
= 1 township
= 36 sections= 36 square miles

2 72 ¼ square feet
160 square rods
640 acres
1 mile square
6 miles square

Units ofVolume 3

1728 cubic inches (in 3)
27 cubic feet

= 1 cubic foot (ft3)
= 1 cubic yard (yd 3)

Gunter's or Surveyors Chain Units of Measurement
0.66 foot (ft)
100 links

1 link (Ii)
= 1 chain (ch)
= 4 rods = 66 feet
= 1 U.S. statute mile (mi)
= 320 rods= 5280 feet

80 chains

Units of Liquid Volume 4

4 gills (gi)
2 pints
4 quarts

= 1 pint (pt)= 28.875 cubic inches (in 3)
= 1 quart (qt)= 57.75 cubic inches
= 1 gallon (gal) = 231 cubic inches
= 8 pints= 32 gills
Apothecaries Units of Liquid Volume

60 minims

8 fluid drams
16 fluid ounces

2 pints
4 quarts

=
=
=
=

1 fluid dram (fl dr or f 3)
0.225 6 cubic inch (in 3)
1 fluid ounce (fl oz or f g)
1.804 7 cubic inches
1 pint (pt)
= 28.875 cubic inches
= 128 fluid drams
= 1 quart (qt)= 57.75 cubic inches
= 32 fluid ounces= 256 fluid drams
= 1 gallon (gal)= 231 cubic inches
= 128 fluid ounces= 1024 fluid drams

3 Squares and cubes of customary but not of metric units are sometimes expressed by the use of abbreviations rather
than symbols. For example, sq ft means square foot, and cu ft means cubic foot.

When necessary to distinguish the liquid pint or quart from the grx pint or quart, the word "liquid" or the
abbreviation "liq" should be used in combination with the name or abbreviation of the liquid unit.

4
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Units of Dry Volume 5
2 pints (pt)
8 quarts

= 1 quart (qt)= 67.200 6 cubic inches (in 3)
= 1 peck (pk)= 537.605 cubic inches
= 16 pints
= 1 bushel (bu)= 2150.42 cubic inches
= 32 quarts

4 pecks

Avoirdupois Units ofMass 6
[The "grain" is the same in avoirdupois, troy, and apothecaries units of mass.]

1 µlb
27 11 /32 grains (gr)
16 drams

= 0.000 001 pound (lb)
= 1 dram (dr)
= 1 ounce (oz)
= 437½ grains
= 1 pound (lb)
= 256 drams
= 7000 grains

16 ounces

100 pounds
20 hundredweights

= 1 hundredweight (cwt)7
= 1 ton (tn)8
= 2000 pounds 7

In "gross" or "long" measure, the following values are recognized:
112 pounds (lb)
20 gross or long hundredweights

= 1 gross or long hundredweight (cwt)7
= 1 gross or long ton
= 2240 pounds 7

Troy Units of Mass
[The "grain" is the same in avoirdupois, troy, and apothecaries units of mass.]
24 grains (gr)
20 pennyweights
12 ounces troy

= 1 pennyweight (dwt)
= 1 ounce troy (oz t) = 480 grains
= 1 pound troy (lb t)
= 240 pennyweights= 5760 grains

When necessary to distinguish gry pint or quart from the liquid pint or quart, the word "dry" should be used in
combination with the name or abbreviation of the dry unit.
5

6 When necessary to distinguish the avoirdupois dram from the apothecaries dram, or to distinguish the avoirdupois
dram or ounce from the fluid dram or ounce, or to distinguish the avoirdupois ounce or pound from the !!:Qy or
apothecaries ounce or pound, the word "avoirdupois" or the abbreviation "avdp" should be used in combination with
the name or abbreviation of the avoirdupois unit.

7

When the terms "hundredweight" and ''ton" are used unmodified, they are commonly understood to mean the
100-pound hundredweight and the 2000-pound ton, respectively; these units may be designated "net" or "short"
when necessary to distinguish them from the corresponding units in gross or long measure.
8 As of January 1, 2014, ''tn" is the required abbreviation for "short ton."
Devices manufactured between
January 1, 2008, and December 31, 2013, may use an abbreviation other than ''tn" to specify "short ton."
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Apothecaries Units of Mass
[The "grain" is the same in avoirdupois, troy, and apothecaries units of mass.]

20 grains (gr)

= 1 scruple (sap or 3)

3 scruples

= 1 dram apothecaries ( dr ap or 3)
= 60 grains
= 1 ounce apothecaries ( oz ap or 3)
= 24 scruples= 480 grains
= 1 pound apothecaries (lb ap)
= 96 drams apothecaries
= 288 scruples= 5760 grains

8 drams apothecaries

12 ounces apothecaries

3. Notes on British Units of Measurement
In Great Britain, the yard, the avoirdupois pound, the troy pound, and the apothecaries pound are identical with the
units of the same names used in the United States. The tables of British linear measure, troy mass, and apothecaries
mass are the same as the corresponding United States tables, except for the British spelling "drachm" in the table of
apothecaries mass. The table of British avoirdupois mass is the same as the United States table up to 1 pound; above
that point the table reads:

14 pounds
2 stones
4 quarters
20 hundredweight

=
=
=
=

1 stone
1 quarter= 28 pounds
1 hundredweight= 112 pounds
1 ton = 2240 pounds

The present British gallon and bushel - known as the "Imperial gallon" and "Imperial bushel" - are, respectively,
about 20 % and 3 % larger than the United States gallon and bushel. The Imperial gallon is defined as the volume of
10 avoirdupois pounds of water under specified conditions, and the Imperial bushel is defined as 8 Imperial gallons.
Also, the subdivision of the Imperial gallon as presented in the table of British apothecaries fluid measure differs in
two important respects from the corresponding United States subdivision, in that the Imperial gallon is divided into
160 fluid ounces (whereas the United States gallon is divided into 128 fluid ounces), and a "fluid scruple" is
included. The full table of British measures of capacity (which are used alike for liquid and for dry commodities) is
as follows:

4 gills
2 pints
4 quarts
2 gallons
8 gallons (4 pecks)
8 bushels

= 1 pint
= 1 quart
= 1 gallon
= 1 peck
= 1 bushel
= 1 quarter

The full table of British apothecaries measure is as follows:
20 minims
3 fluid scruples

=
=
=
=

1 fluid scruple
1 fluid drachm
60 minims
1 fluid ounce
1 pint
= 1 gallon (160 fluid ounces)

8 fluid drachms
20 fluid ounces
8 pints
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4. Tables of Units of Measurement
(all underlined figures are exact)
Units of Length - International Measure 9
Units

Inches

Feet

1 inch

=

l

1 foot

=

I yard

Miles

Yards

Centimeters

Meters

JI

0.083 333 33

0.027 777 78

0.000 015 782 83

2.54

0.025 4

.Ll.

l

0.333 333 3

0.000 189 393 9

30.48

0.304 8

=

1§

l

0.000 568 181 8

9144

0.914 4

1 mile

=

63 360

5 280

1 760

l

160 934.4

1609.344

1 centimeter

=

0.393 700 8

0.032 808 40

0.01093613

0.000 006 213 712

l

Ml

1 meter

=

39.370 08

3.280 840

1093 613

0.000 621 371 2

100

l

l

Units of Length - Survey Measure 9
nits

Links

Feet

Rods

1 link

l

I foot

l.515152

1 rod

Q

l.§d

100

QQ

8 000

5 280

4.970 960

3.280 833

I chain
I mile
I meter

0.66

l

Chains

Miles

0.04

0.01

0 000 125

0.201 168 4

0.060 606 06

0.015 151 52

0.000 189 393 9

0.304 800 6

l

0.25

0.003 125

5.029 210

l

0.0125

20.11684

320

~

l

1609.347

0.198 838 4

0.049 709 60

0.0006213699

l

±

Units of Area - International Measure 10
(all underlined figures are exact)
Units

Square Inches

Square Feet

I square inch

l

0.006 944 444

0.0007716049

I square foot

144

l

0.111 111 I

1 square yard

1296

.2

l

I square mile

4 014 489 600

27 878 400

3 097 600

0.155 000 3

0.001 076 391

0.0001195990

1550.003

10,763 91

1.195 990

1 square centimeter
1 square meter

9

One international foot
One international mile

= 0.999 998 survey foot (exactly)
= 0.999 998 survey mile (exactly)

One square survey foot
One square survey mile

= 1.000 004 square international feet
= 1.000 004 square international miles

10
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Note: I survey foot
I international foot
I international foot

Units

=

i,ro13937

meter (exactly)

= 12 x 0.0254 meter (exactly)
= 0.0254 x 39.37 survey foot ( exactly

Square Meters

Centimeters

Square Miles

1 square inch

0.000 000 000 249 097 7

6.451 6

0.000 645 16

1 square foot

0.000 000 035 870 06

929 030 4

0.092 903 04

l square yard

0. 000 000 322 830 6

8361.273 6

0.836 127 36

l

25 899 88] 103.36

2 589 988.l ]0 336

0.000 000 000 038 610 22

l

0.0001

0.000 000 386 I 02 2

10 000

l

l square mile
l square centimeter
l square meter

Units of Area - Survey Measure 11
Units

Square Feet

Square Rods

Acres

Square Chains

l square foot

=

l

0.003 673 095

0.000 229 568 4

0000 022 956 84

I square rod

=

272.25

l

0.062 5

0.006 25

4 356

1.§

l

ill.

l square chain
l acre

=

43 560

1.§Q

lQ

l

1 square mile

=

27 878 400

102 400

6 400

640

1 square meter

=

10.763 87

0.039 536 70

0.002 471 044

0 000 247 104 4

l hectare

=

l 07 638.7

395.367 0

24.710 44

2.47] 044

Units

Square Miles

Hecta

Meters

I square foot

0.000 000 035 870 06

0.092 903 41

0 .000 009 290 341

l square rod

0.000 009 765 625

25.292 95

0.002 529 295

0.000 156 25

404.687 3

0.040468 73

0.001 562 5

4 046.873

0.404 687 3

l

2 589 998

258.999 8

0.000 000 386 I 00 6

l

0.000 1

0.003 861 006

IO 000

l

I square chain
I acre
l square mile
I square meter
I hectare

11

One international foot
One international mile

= 0.999 998 survey foot (exactly)
= 0.999 998 survey mile (exactly)

11

One square survey foot
One square survey mile

= 1.000 004 square international miles

= 1.000 004 square international feet
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Units of Volume
(all underlined figures are exact)
Units

Cubic Feet

bic Inches

Cubic Yards

1 cubic inch

l

l cubic foot

1 728

l

1 cubic yard

46 656

n

l

0.061 023 74

0.000 035 314 67

0.000 001 307 951

l cubic decimeter

61.023 74

003531467

0.001 307 951

1 cubic meter

61 023.74

35.31467

1307 951

1 cubic centimeter

0 000 578 703 7

0.000 02 l 433 4 7
0.037 037 04

Liters
(Cubic Decimeters)

Units

Cubic Meters

1 cubic inch

16.387 064

0.016 387 064

0.000 016 387 064

l cubic foot

28 3 l 6.846 592

28.316 846 592

0.028 3 I 6 846 592

1 cubic yard

764 554.857 984

764.554 857 984

0.764 554 857 984

1000

l

l cubic centimeter

l

1 cubic decimeter
l cubic meter

Units of Capacity or Volume - Dry Volume Measure
Units

Dry Pints

1 dry pint

Dry Quarts

Pecks

•I<

l

0.5

0.062 5

0.015 625

0.125

0.031 25

l

0.25

l dry quart

=

l

l

I peck

=

1§.

~

1 bushel

=

21

]l

.±

l

l cubic inch

=

0.029 761 6

0.014 880 8

0.001 860 10

0.000 465 025

I cubic foot

=

51.428 09

25.714 05

3.214256

0.803 563 95

l liter

=

1.816 166

0.908 083 0

0.1135104

0.028 377 59

1 cubic meter

=

1 816.166

908 083 0

113.510 4

28.377 59
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Units

Cubi

T

~

Cubic Meters

Liters

Feet

l dry pint

=

33.600 312 5

0.019 444 63

0.550 610 5

0.000 550 610 5

l dry quart

=

67.200 625

0038 889 25

1.101221

0.001 101 221

l peck

=

537.605

0.311 114

8.809 768

0.008 809 768

l bushel

=

2 150.42

] .244 456

35.239 070 166 88

0.035 239 070 166 88

1 cubic inch

=

l

0.000 578 703 7

0.016 387 064

0.000 016 387 064
0028 316 846 592

l cubic foot

=

1728

l

28.316 846 592

l liter

=

61.023 74

0.035 314 67

l

0.001

l cubic meter

=

61 023.74

35.31467

1000

l

Units of Capacity or Volume - Liquid Volume Measure
(All underlined figures are exact)
Units

Gills

Minims

1 minim

l

1 fluid dram

§Q

I fluid ounce

480

0.016 666 67

0.002 083 333

0.000 520 833 3

l

0.125

0.031 25

l

0.25

~

l gill

1 920

32

±

1 liquid pint

7 680

ill.

1§

±

n

~

l

l liquid quart

15 360

256

I gallon

61 440

1024

ill.

n

l cubic inch

265.974 0

4432 900

0.5541126

0.138 528 I

1 cubic foot

459 603.1

7660 052

957.506 5

239.376 6

l milliliter

16.230 73

0.270 512 2

0.033 814 02

0.008 453 506

16230.73

270.5122

33.814 02

8453 506

l liter

Liquid Quarts

Units
l minim
I fluid dram
l fluid ounce

Gallons

ic

0.000 I 30 208 3

0.000 065 I 04 17

0.000 016 276 04

0.003 759 766

0.007 812 5

0 003 906 25

0 000 976 562 5

0.225 585 94

0.062 5

0.031 25

00078125

1.804 687 5

0.25

0.125

0.031 25

7.21875

I liquid pint

l

0.5

0.125

28.875

I liquid quart

6-

l

0.25

57.75

l

lli

I gill

I gallon
I cubic inch
I cubic foot
1 milliliter
I liter

±

~

0.034 632 03

0.01731602

0.004 329 004

l

59.844 16

29.922 08

7.480519

I 728

0.002113 376

0.001 056 688

0.000 264 172 1

0.061 023 74

2.113 376

1.056 688

0.264 172 1

61.023 74
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Units

Liters

Milliliters

Cubic Feet

I minim

=

0.000 002 175 790

0.061 61 l 52

0.000 061 611 52

I fluid dram

=

0.0001305474

3.696 691

0.003 696 691

l fluid ounce

=

0.001 044 379

29.573 53

0.029 573 53

I gill

=

0.004 177 517

118.294 l

0.1182941

I liquid pint

=

0.016 710 07

473.176 5

0.473 176 5

l liquid quart

=

0.033 420 14

946.352 9

0.946 352 9

I gallon

=

0.1336806

3785.411784

3.785 411 784

1 cubic inch

=

0.000 578 703 7

16.387 06

0.016 387 06

1 cubic foot

=

l

28 316.85

28.316 85

I milliliter

=

0.000 035 314 67

l

0.001

1 liter

=

0.035 314 67

I 000

l

Units of Mass Not Less Than Avoirdupois Ounces
(all underlined figures are exact)
Avoirdupois
Ounces

Units

.•

vu

Short Hundredweights

. t'

Pounds

Short Tons

1 avoirdupois ounce

=

l

0.0625

0.000 625

0.000 031 25

1 avoirdupois pound

=

12

l

QJ)l

0.000 5

1 short
hundredweight

=

I 600

lQQ

I short ton

=

32 000

2 000

~

l long ton

=

35 840

2 240

22.4

ill

I kilogram

=

35.273 96

2.204 623

0.022 046 23

0.001 I 02311

l metric ton

=

35 273.96

2204.623

22.046 23

l.102 31 l

Long Tons

Units

l

0.05

l

Metric Tons

Kilograms

1 avoirdupois ounce

=

0.000 027 901 79

0.028 349 523 125

0.000 028 349 523 125

l avoirdupois pound

=

0.000 446 428 6

0.453 592 37

0.000 453 592 37

I short hundredweight =

0.044 642 86

45.359 237

0.045 359 237

I short ton

=

0.892 857 1

907.18474

0.907 184 74

I long ton

=

l

1016.046 908 8

1.016 046 908 8

1 kilogram

=

0.000 984 206 5

l

0.001

1 metric ton

=

0.984 206 5

I 000

l
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Units of Mass Not Greater Than Pounds and Kilograms
(al I un der I'me dfi1gures are exact)
Units

Apothecaries
Scruples

Grains

.

~

Drams

1 grain

=

l

0.05

0.041 666 67

0.036 571 43

l apoth. scruple

=

IQ

l

0.833 333 3

0.73 l 428 6

l pennyweight

=

24

Ll.

l

0.8777143

l avdp. dram

=

27.343 75

l.367 187 5

l.139 323

l

l apoth. dram

=

60

l

2.5

2.194 286

1 avdp. ounce

=

437.5

21.875

18.229 17

12

1 apoth. or troy oz.

=

480

~

IQ

17.554 29

l apoth. or troy pound

=

5 760

288

240

210.65] 4

l avdp. pound

=

7 000

350

291.666 7

256

l milligram

=

0.015 432 36

0 000 771 617 9

0.000 643 014 9

0.000 564 383 4

l gram

=

15.432 36

0.7716179

0.643 0149

0.564 383 4

15432.36

771.617 9

643.014 9

564.383 4

l kilogram

l grain
1 apoth. scruple
l pennyweight
l avdp. dram

Apoth
Troy

r

Units
0.016 666 67

0.002 285 714

0.002 083 333

0.000173 61 l 1

0.333 333 3

0.045 714 29

0 04] 666 67

0.003 4 72 222

0.4

0.054 857 14

0.05

0.004 ] 66 667

0.455 729 2

0.062 5

0.56 966 15

0.004 747 179

1 apoth. dram

l

0.137 142 9

0.125

0.010 416 67

l avdp. ounce

7.29] 667

l

0.91 l 458 3

0075 954 86

l apoth. or troy ounce

~

l.097 143

l

0.083 333 333

l apoth. or troy pound

2§

13.165 71

11

l

116.666 7

lQ

14.583 33

l.215 278

0.000 257 206 0

0.000 035 273 96

0.000 032 150 75

0.000 002 679 229

0.257 206 0

0.035 273 96

0.032 150 75

0.002 679 229

257.206 0

35.273 96

32. 150 75

2.679 229

l avdp. pound
I milligram
I gram
I kilogram
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Avoirdupois
Pounds

Units

Kilograms

Grams

Milligrams

l grain

=

0.000 142 857 1

64.798 91

0.064 798 91

0.000 064 798 91

I apoth. scruple

=

0.002 857 143

1 295.978 2

1.295 978 2

0.001 295 978 2

I pennyweight

=

0.003 428 571

1 555.173 84

1.555 173 84

0.001 555 173 84

1 avdp. dram

=

0.003 906 25

l 771.845195 312 5

1.771 845 195 312 5

0.001 771845195 312 5

1 apoth. dram

=

0.008 571 429

3 887.934 6

3.887 934 6

0.003 887 934 6

0.062 5

28 349.523 125

28.349 523 125

0.028 349 523 125

l avdp. ounce
1 apoth. or troy
ounce

=

0.068 571 43

31103.4768

31103 476 8

0.031 103 476 8

1 apoth. or troy
pound

=

0.822 857 1

373 241.721 6

373.241 721 6

0.373 241 721 6

l

453 592.37.37

453.592 37

0.453 592 37

l avdp. pound
1 milligram

=

0.000 002 204 623

l

0.001

0.000 001

1 gram

=

0. 002 204 623

1 000

l

0.001

l kilogram

=

2.204 623

1 000 000

I 000

l

5. Tables of Equivalents
In these tables it is necessary to differentiate between the "international foot" and the "survey foot." Therefore, the
survey foot is underlined.
When the name of a unit is enclosed in brackets (thus, [l hand] ... ), this indicates (1) that the unit is not in general
current use in the United States, or (2) that the unit is believed to be based on "custom and usage" rather than on
formal authoritative definition.
Equivalents involving decimals are, in most instances, rounded off to the third decimal place except where they are
exact, in which cases these exact equivalents are so designated. The equivalents of the imprecise units "tablespoon"
and "teaspoon" are rounded to the nearest milliliter.
Units of Length

angstrom

12

(t,) 12

0.1 nanometer (exactly)
0.000 1 micrometer (exactly)
0.000 000 1 millimeter (exactly)
0.000 000 004 inch

1 cable's length

120 fathoms (exactly)
720 feet (exactly)
219 meters

1 centimeter (cm)

0.393 7 inch

The angstrom is basically defined as 10-10 meter.
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Units of Length
l chain (ch)
(Gunter's or surveyors)

66 feet (exactly)
20.116 8 meters

l decimeter (dm)

3.937 inches

1 dekameter (dam)

32.808 feet

1 fathom

6 feet (exactly)
1.828 8 meters

l foot (ft)

0.304 8 meter (exactly)

1 furlong (fur)

10 chains (surveyors) (exactly)
660 feet (exactly)
1/8 U.S. statute mile (exactly)
201.168 meters

[l hand]

4 inches

1 inch (in)

2.54 centimeters (exactly)

1 kilometer (km)

0.621 mile

l league (land)

3 U.S. statute miles (exactly)
4.828 kilometers

l link (Ii) (Gunter's or surveyors)

0.66 foot (exactly)
0.201 168 meter

1 meter (m)

39.37 inches
1.094 yards

l micrometer

0.001 millimeter (exactly)
0.000 039 37 inch

lmil

0.001 inch (exactly)
0.025 4 millimeter (exactly)

l mile (mi) (U.S. statute) 13

5280 feet survey (exactly)
1.609 kilometers

1 mile (mi) (international)

5280 feet international (exactly)

1 mile (mi) (international nautical) 14

1.852 kilometers (exactly)
1.151 survey miles

1 millimeter (mm)

0.039 37 inch
0.001 meter (exactly)

1 nanometer (nm)

0.000 000 039 37 inch

1 Point (typography)

0.013 837 inch (exactly)
1/12 inch (approximately)
0.3 51 millimeter

13 The term "statute mile" originated with Queen Elizabeth I who changed the definition of the mile from the Roman
mile of 5000 feet to the statute mile of 5280 feet. The international mile and the U.S. statute mile differ by about
3 millimeters although both are defined as being equal to 5280 feet. The international mile is based on the
international foot (0.3048 meter) whereas the U.S. statute mile is based on the survey foot (1200/3937 meter).

14 The international nautical mile of 1852 meters ( 6076.115 49 feet) was adopted effective July 1, 1954, for use in
the United States. The value formerly used in the United States was 6080.20 feet= 1 nautical (geographical or sea)
mile.
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Units of Length
1 rod (rd), pole, or perch

16½ feet (exactly)
5.029 2 meters

1 yard (yd)

0.914 4 meter (exactly)

Units of Area
1 acre 15

43 560 square feet (exactly)
0.405 hectare

1 are

119.599 square yards
0.025 acre

I hectare

2.471 acres

[l square (building)]

100 square feet

1 square centimeter (cm 2)

0.155 square inch

I square decimeter (dm 2)

15.500 square inches

I square foot

( ft 2)

929.030 square centimeters

1 square inch

(in 2)

6.451 6 square centimeters (exactly)

I square kilometer (km 2)

247.104 acres
0.386 square mile

1 square meter (m 2)

1.196 square yards
10.764 square feet

I square mile (mi 2)

258.999 hectares

1 square millimeter (mm 2)

0.002 square inch

I square rod (rd 2), sq pole, or sq perch

25.293 square meters

1 square yard

(yd 2)

0.836 square meter

Units of Capacity or Volume
I barrel (bbl), liquid

31 to 42 gallons 16

1 barrel (bbl), standard for fruits,
vegetables, and other dry
commodities, except cranberries

7056 cubic inches
I 05 dry quarts
3 .281 bushels, struck measure

1 barrel (bbl), standard, cranberry

5826 cubic inches
86 45/64 dry quarts
2.709 bushels, struck measure

15 The question is often asked as to the length of a side of an acre of ground. An acre is a unit of area containing
43 560 square _futl. It is not necessarily square, or even rectangular. But, if it is square, then the length of a side is
equal to J43560 ft 2 208.710 ft (not exact).
16 There are a variety of "barrels" established by law or usage. For
based on a barrel of 3 I gallons; many state laws fix the "barrel
36-gallon barrel for cistern measurement; federal law recognizes a
42 gallons comprise a barrel of crude oil or petroleum products
recognized "for liquids" by four states.
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Units of Capacity or Volume

1 bushel (bu) (U.S.) struck measure

2150 .42 cubic inches (exactly)
35.238 liters

[l bushel, heaped (U.S.)]

2747.715 cubic inches
1.278 bushels, struck measure 17

[l bushel (bu) (British Imperial)
(struck measure)]

1.032 U.S. bushels, struck measure
2219.36 cubic inches

1 cord (cd) (firewood)

128 cubic feet ( exactly)

1 cubic centimeter (cm3)

0.061 cubic inch

1 cubic decimeter

17

(dm3)

61.024 cubic inches

1 cubic foot (ft3)

7.481 gallons
28.316 cubic decimeters

1 cubic inch (in 3)

0.554 fluid ounce
4.433 fluid drams
16.387 cubic centimeters

1 cubic meter (m3 )

1.308 cubic yards

1 cubic yard (yd 3 )

0.765 cubic meter

1 cup, measuring

8 fluid ounces (exactly)
23 7 milliliters
½ liquid pint (exactly)

1 dekaliter (daL)

2.642 gallons
1.135 pecks

1 dram, fluid (or liquid) (fl dr)
or f 3) (U.S.)

1/s fluid ounce (exactly)
0.226 cubic inch
3.697 milliliters
1.041 British fluid drachms

[l drachm, fluid (fl dr) (British)]

0.961 U.S. fluid dram
0.217 cubic inch
3.552 milliliters

1 gallon (gal) (U.S.)

231 cubic inches (exactly)
3.785 liters
0.833 British gallon
128 U.S. fluid ounces (exactly)

[l gallon (gal) (British Imperial)]

277.42 cubic inches
1.201 U.S. gallons
4.546 liters
160 British fluid ounces (exactly)

1 gill (gi)

7.219 cubic inches
4 fluid ounces (exactly)
0.118 liter

1 hectoliter (hL)

26.418 gallons
2.838 bushels

Frequently recognized as I¼ bushels, struck measure.
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Units of Capacity or Volume
1 liter (1 cubic decimeter exactly)

1.057 liquid quarts
0.908 dry quart
61.025 cubic inches

1 milliliter (mL)

0.271 fluid dram
16.231 minims
0.061 cubic inch

I ounce, fluid (or liquid) (fl oz)
or f

3) (U.S.)

[l ounce, fluid (fl oz) (British)]

1.805 cubic inches
29 .573 milliliters
1.041 British fluid ounces
0.961 U.S. fluid ounce
1.734 cubic inches
28.412 milliliters

I peck (pk)

8.810 liters

1 pint (pt), dry

33.600 cubic inches
0.551 liter

I pint (pt), liquid

28.875 cubic inches exactly
0.473 liter

1 quart (qt), dry (U.S.)

67 .20 I cubic inches
I. IO 1 liters
0.969 British quart

I quart (qt), liquid (U.S.)

57.75 cubic inches (exactly)
0.946 liter
0.833 British quart

[l quart (qt) (British)]

69.354 cubic inches
1.032 U.S. dry quarts
1.201 U.S. liquid quarts

1 tablespoon, measuring

3 teaspoons ( exact! y)
15 milliliters
4 fluid drams
½ fluid ounce (exactly)

I teaspoon, measuring

½ tablespoon (exactly)
5 milliliters
I½ fluid drams 18

I water ton (English)

270.91 U.S. gallons
224 British Imperial gallons (exactly)

18 The equivalent "l teaspoon= 1 ½ fluid drams" has been found by the Bureau to correspond more closely with the
actual capacities of"measuring" and silver teaspoons than the equivalent "1 teaspoon= I fluid dram," which is
given by a number of dictionaries.
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Units of Mass

29.167 grams

1 carat (c)

200 milligrams (exactly)
3.086 grains

1 dram apothecaries (dr ap or 3)

60 grains (exactly)
3.888 grams

1 dram avoirdupois (dr avdp)

27!1/32 27.344) grains
1.772 grams

1 gamma (y)

1 microgram (exactly)

1 grain

64.798 91 milligrams (exactly)

1 gram (g)

15.432 grains
0.035 ounce, avoirdupois

1 hundredweight, gross or long 20
(gross cwt)

112 pounds (exactly)
50.802 kilograms

1 hundredweight, gross or short
(cwt or net cwt)

100 pounds (exactly)
45.359 kilograms

1 kilogram (kg)

2.205 pounds

I milligram (mg)

0.015 grain

1 ounce, avoirdupois (oz avdp)

437.5 grains (exactly)
0.911 troy or apothecaries ounce
28.350 grams

1 ounce, troy or apothecaries
(oz t or oz ap or 3)

480 grains (exactly)
1.097 avoirdupois ounces
31.103 grams

l pennyweight (dwt)

1.555 grams

1 point

0.01 carat
2 milligrams

1 pound, avoirdupois (lb avdp)

7000 grains (exactly)
1.215 troy or apothecaries pounds
453.592 37 grams (exactly)

l micropound (µlb) [the Greek letter mu

in combination with the letters lb]
l pound, troy or apothecaries

(lb tor lb ap)
1 scruple (sap or 3)

0.000 001 pound (exactly)
5760 grains (exactly)
0.823 avoirdupois pound
373.242 grams
20 grains (exactly)
1.296 grams

19 Used in assaying. The assay ton bears the same relation to the milligram that a ton of2000 pounds avoirdupois
bears to the ounce troy; hence the mass in milligrams of precious metal obtained from one assay ton of ore gives
directly the number of troy ounces to the net ton.
20 The gross or long ton and hundredweight are used commercially in the Untied States to only a very limitied
extent, usually in restricted industrial fields. The units are the same as the British ''ton" and the "hundredweights."
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Units of Mass
1 ton, gross or long 21

2240 pounds (exactly)
1.12 net tons (exactly)
1.016 metric tons

I ton, metric (t)

2204.623 pounds
0.984 gross ton
1.102 net tons

I ton, net or short (tn) 21

2000 pounds (exactly)
0.893 gross ton
0.907 metric ton

21 As of January 1, 2014, ''tn" is the required abbreviation for "short ton."
Devices manufactured between
January I, 2008, and December 31, 2013, may use an abbreviation other than ''tn" to specify "short ton."
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