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SUMMARY

Mallory McPartland appealed her conviction for operating under the influence after the denial of her
motion to suppress evidence obtained following an OUI roadblock. The Maine Supreme Judicial Court
held that reasonable articulable suspicion is required to refer a motorist stopped at a lawful sobriety
checkpoint for secondary screening and affirmed the judgment based on the combination of

McPartland’s admitted alcohol consumption, the early morning hour, and her elevated speed.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE McPartland entered a conditional guilty plea to operating under the

influence after the suppression court denied her motion to suppress
evidence obtained following an OUI sobriety checkpoint. She

appealed the denial of suppression.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed the suppression court's historical factual findings
for clear error, giving them considerable deference, and reviewed de
novo the legal conclusion whether the officer's subjective suspicion
was objectively reasonable. The finding that the officer subjectively
suspected impairment was affirmed if supported by any competent

evidence.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published Maine Supreme Judicial Court decision establishing, as a
matter of first impression in Maine, the reasonable-articulable-
suspicion standard for referral to secondary screening after a lawful

sobriety-checkpoint stop.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. What constitutional standard governs an officer's decision to refer a motorist lawfully stopped at an OUI

sobriety checkpoint to secondary screening?

2. Whether the officer had an objectively reasonable, articulable suspicion of impairment sufficient to
justify McPartland's referral to secondary screening.

HOLDINGS

1. After a lawful initial sobriety-checkpoint stop, an officer must have an objectively reasonable,
articulable suspicion that the motorist is impaired or that criminal conduct, a civil violation, or a threat to
public safety has occurred, is occurring, or is about to occur before referring the motorist to secondary

screening.

2. The totality of the circumstances—including McPartland's approach at approximately 2:00 a.m., her
speed ten miles per hour above the posted limit, and her admission that she had consumed alcohol—
provided an objectively reasonable, articulable suspicion that she was operating under the influence and

justified secondary screening.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“we conclude that an officer questioning a motorist stopped at the initial roadblock must have an objectively
reasonable basis for suspecting that the motorist is driving under the influence before the officer can refer the

motorist to secondary screening for impairment.” (36 A.3d at 885)

“The totality of the circumstances in this case created a reasonable articulable suspicion that McPartland
was operating her vehicle under the influence of intoxicating substances that was sufficient to justify the

secondary screening.” (36 A.3d at 886)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The Old Town Police Department operated an OUI sobriety checkpoint on Stillwater Avenue between
approximately 9:00 p.m. and 3:00 a.m., stopping every vehicle and conducting brief conversations with drivers.
At approximately 2:00 a.m., Officer Christine McAvoy observed McPartland approach the checkpoint at an
estimated thirty-five miles per hour in a twenty-five-mile-per-hour zone, although McPartland stopped properly
and displayed no other obvious signs of alcohol consumption. McPartland stated that she had consumed a
martini at approximately 10:00 p.m., after which McAvoy directed her to secondary screening for additional
questioning and sobriety testing.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



The Unified Criminal Docket in Bangor denied McPartland's motion to suppress evidence arising from her
referral to secondary screening at an OUI roadblock. McPartland then entered a conditional guilty plea and
appealed pursuant to 15 M.R.S. § 2115, U.C.D.R.P.—Bangor 11(a)(2), and Maine Rule of Appellate Procedure

2. The Supreme Judicial Court of Maine affirmed the judgment.
DISPOSITION

affirmed
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