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SUMMARY

The Ohio Court of Appeals for the Fifth Appellate District affirmed the denial of Dennis Crowley’s

motion to suppress evidence discovered during an inventory search following a traffic stop. The court

held that the officer had reasonable and articulable suspicion to stop Crowley based on the vehicle’s
loud muffler, in violation of Ohio Revised Code § 4513.22(A).
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Defendant appealed the denial of his motion to suppress evidence
obtained after a traffic stop. After the motion was denied, he pleaded
no contest, was found guilty of possession of cocaine, and was

sentenced to three years of community control.

Appellate review of a motion to suppress presents a mixed question of
law and fact. The appellate court accepts factual findings supported by
competent, credible evidence but independently reviews de novo
whether those facts satisfy the applicable legal standard.
Determinations of reasonable suspicion and probable cause are

generally reviewed de novo.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the officer had reasonable articulable suspicion to initiate a traffic stop based on the vehicle's

loud muffler.

2. Whether the trial court properly denied Crowley's motion to suppress.

HOLDINGS

1. Determinations of reasonable suspicion and probable cause should generally be reviewed de novo on

appeal after the appellate court accepts supported factual findings by the trial court.

2. A traffic stop is constitutionally valid when an officer personally observes a traffic violation or has a
reasonable and articulable suspicion that the motorist has committed, is committing, or is about to
commit a crime. Under the totality of the circumstances, the officer had reasonable articulable suspicion
that Crowley's vehicle violated Ohio's muffler statute because the muffler produced excessive or unusual

noise.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“On appeal, we "must accept the trial court's findings of fact if they are supported by competent, credible

evidence."” (1 9)

“Accepting those facts as true, we must then "independently determine as a matter of law, without deference

to the conclusion of the trial court, whether the facts satisfy the applicable legal standard."” (Y 9)

“We concur with the trial court that Officer Webb had specific articulable facts giving rise to a reasonable

suspicion that Crowley was in violation of R.C. 4513.22(A) and the traffic stop was proper.” (] 16)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A Jackson Township police officer stopped Dennis Crowley after hearing what he believed was excessive or
unusual noise from Crowley's vehicle's muffler. During the stop, the officer learned that Crowley's New York
driver's license was suspended, ordered the vehicle towed, and conducted an inventory search that revealed
powdered cocaine between the driver's seat and center console. Body-camera footage corroborated the officer's
testimony that the muffler produced a notable rumble, and the officer consistently testified that the stop was

based on noise rather than exhaust odor.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A Stark County grand jury indicted Crowley for possession of cocaine. The trial court denied his motion to
suppress, finding that the officer had reasonable articulable suspicion to stop him for a loud muffler. Crowley
then pleaded no contest, was convicted and sentenced, and appealed the suppression ruling. The Fifth District

affirmed.
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