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SUMMARY

The Utah Supreme Court considers whether sheriff’s deputies seized Cameron Anderson when they
stopped behind his parked vehicle with flashing emergency lights. The court holds that the vehicle
stop was a seizure but was reasonable under the community caretaking doctrine, adopting a balancing
standard and abandoning the prior requirement of an imminent danger to life or limb. The court
affirms Anderson’s convictions and the denial of his motion to suppress marijuana and drug
paraphernalia evidence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether deputies seized Anderson within the meaning of the Fourth Amendment when they pulled
behind his parked vehicle with their red and blue overhead lights activated.

2. Whether the seizure was justified under the community caretaking doctrine.

3. What standard governs whether a vehicle seizure for community caretaking purposes is reasonable under
the Fourth Amendment.

HOLDINGS

1. Under the circumstances, a reasonable person parked on the side of a highway would not have felt free
to leave when a police vehicle pulled directly behind the vehicle with its red and blue overhead lights
activated; therefore, the deputies seized Anderson.

2. The court abandoned the Warden 'life or limb' standard because subsequent United States Supreme Court
emergency-aid decisions fatally undermined it.

3. A community-caretaking seizure is reasonable under the Fourth Amendment when the degree of the
government's legitimate public-safety interest and the exigency of the situation justify the degree of
intrusion on the individual's freedom of movement and privacy.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Thus it is a hypothetical reasonable person’s interpretation of an officer’s actions—not the officer’s intent—
that determines whether an individual has been seized by an officer through a show of authority.” (¶ 10)

“We therefore conclude that the “life or limb” standard this court effectively endorsed in 1994 is out of step
with subsequent Supreme Court precedent closely related to the community caretaking doctrine.” (¶ 24)

“If the level of the State’s interest in investigating whether a motorist needs aid justifies the degree to which
an officer interferes with the motorist’s freedoms in order to perform this investigation, the seizure is not
“unreasonable” under the Fourth Amendment.” (¶ 26)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Around 10:00 p.m. on a cold late-December evening, Anderson parked on the side of a rural highway with his
hazard lights flashing. Deputies stopped behind him with their red and blue lights activated to check on the
welfare of the vehicle's occupants. After approaching Anderson, they observed bloodshot eyes and uncertainty
about his direction of travel; later, pursuant to a warrant, they searched his vehicle and found marijuana and drug
paraphernalia.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Sheriff's deputies stopped behind Anderson's parked vehicle with their red and blue lights activated while
checking on his welfare. After further investigation, officers obtained a warrant to arrest Anderson, obtain blood
or urine, and search his vehicle; the vehicle search produced marijuana and drug paraphernalia. The district court



found that Anderson had been seized but denied suppression under the community caretaking doctrine. A jury
convicted Anderson, and the Utah Supreme Court affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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