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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Hawai‘i held that an anonymous tip reporting contemporaneous reckless

driving, including specific vehicle details and location, provided sufficient reasonable suspicion for a

limited investigatory traffic stop. The court distinguished cases involving less reliable anonymous tips

and emphasized the imminence of harm and the tip’s firm grounding in time and place. The court

affirmed the denial of the motion to suppress and the defendant’s DUI conviction and sentence.
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Defendant appealed from a judgment of conviction and sentence for
driving under the influence after entering a no-contest plea conditioned
on appellate review of the denial of his motion to suppress evidence

obtained during a warrantless traffic stop.

Constitutional questions are reviewed under the right/wrong standard,

and rulings on motions to suppress are reviewed de novo.
Published opinion; binding Hawai‘i Supreme Court precedent.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a traffic stop constitutes a seizure under the Fourth Amendment to the United States

Constitution and article I, section 7 of the Hawai‘i Constitution.

2. Whether an anonymous tip reporting contemporaneous reckless driving, accompanied by specific
identifying information and an imminent risk of serious harm, provided reasonable suspicion for an

investigative traffic stop when the officer did not personally observe erratic driving.

3. Whether the evidence obtained after the stop was subject to suppression as the product of an unlawful

seizure.

HOLDINGS

1. An anonymous tip may justify a limited investigatory traffic stop under very narrow circumstances
when, considering the totality of the circumstances, the tip is firmly rooted in time and place, based on
firsthand observations of contemporaneous criminal activity, provides sufficient identifying details that

are corroborated by police, and indicates an imminent danger to the public or the driver.

2. A police officer's stop and detention of an automobile and its occupants constitute a seizure implicating

the Fourth Amendment and article I, section 7 of the Hawai‘i Constitution.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We hold that the police may act on an anonymous tip of reckless driving, but only under very narrow
circumstances.” (103 Hawai‘i at 461; 83 P.3d at 724)

“The informant provided information that was firmly rooted in time and place and based on firsthand
observations of criminal activity.” (103 Hawai‘i at 462; 83 P.3d at 725)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A caller using a cellular phone reported that a silver Honda Accord with a specified license plate had crossed the
center line, nearly caused several head-on collisions, and nearly hit a guardrail. The caller provided the vehicle's
make, model, color, license plate number, location, and direction, and the police officer located a matching
Accord approximately eight minutes later. Although the officer did not personally observe erratic driving, he
stopped the vehicle based on the contemporaneous report. Prendergast was charged with DUI and reckless
driving, and evidence obtained after the stop formed the basis of the suppression motion.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A Hawai‘i district court denied Prendergast's motion to suppress evidence obtained after police stopped his
vehicle based on an anonymous report of reckless driving. The prosecution dismissed the reckless-driving charge
after Prendergast pleaded no contest to DUI while preserving his right to appeal the suppression ruling. The

Supreme Court of Hawai‘i affirmed the denial of suppression and the judgment of conviction and sentence.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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