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SUMMARY

The Vermont Supreme Court affirmed the denial of a motion to suppress evidence in a DUI case. It

held that an officer's experienced aural observation of a loud, raspy exhaust provided reasonable and
articulable suspicion that the vehicle's muffler was not in good mechanical condition under 23 V.S.A.
§ 1221, supporting the traffic stop. The court also rejected the defendant's vagueness challenge to the

defective-equipment statute.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether an officer's observation of a loud, raspy exhaust sound, together with the officer's experience

identifying defective mufflers, provided reasonable and articulable suspicion to conduct a traffic stop
under 23 V.S.A. § 1221 and the Fourth Amendment.

2. Whether applying Vermont's defective-equipment statute to a vehicle with a noisy muffler was

unconstitutionally vague.

3. Whether applying 23 V.S.A. § 1221 to noisy mufflers improperly created a motor-vehicle noise-emission
standard not enacted by the Legislature.

HOLDINGS

1. A trooper's experienced aural observation that a vehicle's exhaust sound was consistent with a serious
muffler defect provided a reasonable and articulable suspicion that the vehicle was not in good
mechanical condition and therefore justified the traffic stop.

2. Applying 23 V.S.A. § 1221 to a vehicle whose muffler was suspected to be mechanically defective was

not unconstitutionally vague.

3. Recognizing that a noisy exhaust may indicate a muffler defect does not establish a statutory noise-
emission limit for motor vehicles; it enforces the existing requirement that the exhaust system be

maintained in good mechanical condition.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The trial court credited testimony from trooper DiMauro that the trooper had experience with older model
Jeeps, which provided him with some knowledge of the way they sounded when running in good condition.”
(820 A.2d at 185)

“There is nothing vague about the requirement of § 1221 that mufflers must be "in good mechanical
condition."” (820 A.2d at 186)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

At dusk, Trooper Vincent DiMauro observed Beauregard driving an older Jeep Wagoneer without its headlights
illuminated and heard a loud, raspy exhaust noise. Based on his experience with older Jeeps and automobile
exhaust systems, the trooper believed the sound was consistent with a perforated or otherwise defective muffler.
The trial court found the trooper credible and denied suppression, although it agreed that the headlights were not

legally required under the circumstances.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Beauregard was charged with operating a motor vehicle under the influence of intoxicating liquor, second
offense. The trial court denied his motion to suppress, agreeing that although there was no headlight violation,
the trooper had a sufficient basis to stop the vehicle because of its noisy exhaust system. Beauregard entered a

conditional guilty plea and appealed; the Supreme Court of Vermont affirmed.

DISPOSITION



affirmed
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