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SUMMARY

The Washington Supreme Court considered whether Washington's seat belt statute, RCW 46.61.688,

was unconstitutionally vague. The court held that the statute was not facially vague or vague as

applied to Trevor Eckblad's case, reversed the suppression order, and remanded for further

proceedings. The court cautioned that the statute could potentially be vague as applied in a different

case involving a reasonable belief that a vehicle or occupants were exempt.
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The State sought direct review of a trial court order holding
Washington's seat belt statute unconstitutionally vague, suppressing
evidence obtained after a traffic stop, and dismissing the firearm-

possession charge.

Constitutionality of a statute is reviewed de novo. A vagueness
challenge not implicating the First Amendment is evaluated in light of

the particular facts of the case.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether RCW 46.61.688 is facially unconstitutionally vague because it incorporates federal seat-belt

standards and contains exemptions.
2. Whether RCW 46.61.688 is unconstitutionally vague as applied to Eckblad's circumstances.

3. Whether the evidence obtained following the seat-belt stop should be suppressed as fruit of an illegal
stop.

HOLDINGS
1. RCW 46.61.688 is not facially void for vagueness.

2. Eckblad did not establish that RCW 46.61.688 was unconstitutionally vague as applied to the facts of his

case.

3. Because the seat-belt statute was not vague facially or as applied to Eckblad, the trial court's suppression
and dismissal rulings could not stand; the judgment was reversed and the matter remanded for further

proceedings.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“RCW 46.61.688 is not vague facially or as applied to the facts of this case.” (at 522)

“The ordinary citizen reading this statute is put on notice that there is a general obligation to wear a seat
belt.” (at 521-522)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A state patrol officer observed a seat belt dangling in the window of a traveling 1982 pickup truck near an
apparently unbelted passenger and stopped the vehicle. The officer detected alcohol and marijuana, and Eckblad
admitted that marijuana in the vehicle belonged to him. A search incident to arrest uncovered a handgun, loaded
magazine, and ammunition; Eckblad admitted those items were his. He was charged with being a felon in
possession of a firearm and challenged the stop based on the alleged vagueness of Washington's seat belt statute.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A state patrol officer stopped a pickup truck after observing an unseat-belted passenger. During the encounter,
the officer discovered marijuana and, after arresting Eckblad, found a handgun and ammunition. Eckblad moved
to suppress the evidence as fruit of an illegal stop. The trial court found RCW 46.61.688 unconstitutionally
vague, suppressed the evidence, and dismissed the case. The Washington Supreme Court granted direct review,

reversed, and remanded for further proceedings.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS



Remanded for further proceedings consistent with the opinion.
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