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defendant, pos-withChristy, chargedwasHORTON, The SeanJ.
intent to andcocaine, dispense,of cocaine withpossessionsession of

The CourtSuperiorintent to dispense.withpsilocybinofpossession
evidence,J.) suppressmotions to(.Hoilman, the defendant’sdenied

(Sullivan,the Courtby Superiorfound guiltythe defendant wasand
ar-J.) the defendantappeal,of facts. Onagreed stipulationanupon
ina andwithout warrantarrest, which was effectuatedthat hisgues

informant, was uncon-an anonymouson information fromreliance
havehis arrest shouldstitutional, followingseizedand that evidence

We affirm.suppressed.been
1990, caller the New15, anonymous telephonedanFebruaryOn

cocainesellingthat the defendant wasto reportLondon “Crimeline”
to theAccordingin New London.on Main Streetapartmentfrom his

two weeks the defend-call, everyoncenotes of the aboutCrimeline’s
“Shawn,” trainrode the Amtrakant, to aswhom the caller referred

Vermont, toJunction, City purchaseto New Yorkfrom White River
daysin for twoCityNew Yorkusually stayedThe defendantcocaine.

Uponworth approximatelya and cocainepurchased $2000.at time
cocaine in onethe defendant sold theto Newreturning Hampshire,

as salesschool studentsusing highhalfgram gram quantities,or
Subaru, and de-drove a blackcaller said the defendantTheagents.

male, approximatelyhim a whitetwenty-eight-year-oldscribed as
hairfeet, tall, curly165 with blackweighing pounds,five nine inches

the when theThe caller to contact Crimelineeyes. promisedand blue
20,1990, theFebruaryYork OnCity.next traveled to Newdefendant

that the defendant wasthe Crimeline and saidtelephonedcaller
York onCityRiver Junction from Newscheduled to return to White

defendant’s train22, the caller said theFebruary Although1990.
from their ownofficers concludedp.m., policewould arrive at 5:00

that the New York trainof the Amtrak train scheduleknowledge
said that shein River at 5:00 a.m. The callerarrived White Junction

and would driv-to meet the defendant at the train station beplanned
onthat would return to New Londontheyhis Subaru. She addeding

a blackwearingThe caller said she would behighway.the interstate
feet, tall,sweater, herself as five incheseightskirt and and described

green eyes.125 with brown hair andweighing pounds, light
calls, and local had receivedpolicePrior to the Crimeline State

Duringof the defendant. thereports drug activity involvingseveral
1989, called Mathews atanonymous Troopersummer of an source

and that the defendantreportedthe New State PoliceHampshire
inon Main Street New Lon-drugs apartmentwas from hisselling
Subaru,a black anddon. The source said that the defendant owned
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that he traveled to New York on the Amtrak train toCity purchase
Athe second source called Mathews laterdrugs. anonymous Trooper

that summer to that the defendant was from hisreport selling drugs
Mathews was familiar with the de-apartment. TrooperMain Street

1989, undercover,fendant. Earlier in while he had to ar-attempted
a transaction with an individual who was therange drug driving

that drugsdefendant’s Subaru and who claimed he could obtain from
the tworeceiving anonymous reports, Trooperthe defendant. After

Mathews corroborated that a black Subaru was to theregistered
defendant, and that the defendant lived on Main Street in New Lon-
don.

later, 1989,A infew months October the State received apolice
call from a clerk at the New London District whotelephone Court

inresided the same as the defendant. The clerkapartment building
in building recentlysaid that she and other residents the had ob-

served a of thesuspicious pattern activity apart-around defendant’s
time,ment. For a week at a the clerkperiods lasting approximately

said, a constant flow of could be seen and frompeople coming going
atthe defendant’s all hours of the and Theapartment day night.

arrived car and with forpeople generally by remained the defendant
call,aonly few minutes. After the clerk’s the State received anpolice

ananonymous report from individual who said he had heard that the
roommate, Levasseur,defendant’s Robert was fromselling drugs

the Main Street apartment.
1989,In a informant went Lon-November confidential to the New

Departmentdon Police and observed seventeenreported having peo-
enter and exit the defendant’s oneple apartment during ninety-

later,minute Aperiod. againshort time this informant went to the
New London Police and said that the defendant had told him that
over the course of a few he had made cocaine.days selling$6400

25, 1990,Finally, January anonymouson an caller to thereported
London Police that the inillegal drugs apart-New defendant had his

spentment. Police officers several hours the defendant’sobserving
saw no evidence ofapartment suspicious activity.but
22, 1990, daysOn two after the second call to the NewFebruary

Crimeline,London New PoliceLondon Officer David Seastrand went
Healeywith Mathews and State Police Lieutenant to theTrooper

Amtrak train station to await the 5:00 a.m. train from City.New York
that morning,Earlier Officer Seastrand had driven the defend-past

ant’s and had seen the defendant’s and a secondapartment Subaru
Omni,car, a in front ofDodge parked building. Dodgethe The was

to Anastasia Kerr. Officer Seastrand was familiar withregistered
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bad check.Kerr, issuingher for aearlier arrestedhavingAnastasia
Kerr, as-brother, wereKerr and Davidthat Anastasia herHe knew

An-a ofbrought photographthe defendant. Seastrandsociates of
thatstation, Trooperhe told Mathewsto the train andastasia Kerr

meeting defendant.he she would be theexpected
a.m., saw the defendant’sminutes 5:00 the officersA few before

driven Anastasiabyat station. The car wasarrive the trainSubaru
byprovidedtheKerr, recognized photographthe fromwhom officers

brother,her David Kerr.accompanied bywasSeastrand. SheOfficer
theschedule, watchedtrain on and the officersThe New York arrived

Hiscarrying bag. appear-the a shouldergrayleave traindefendant
description bythe the Crimelineprovidedance matchedgenerally

Thecaller, goatee-typethat a moustache and a beard.except he had
pas-intogotwalked the lot and the Subaru’sparkingdefendant to

seat.senger
compan-that and hisofficers had the defendantanticipatedThe

Afterto New on Interstate 89.directlyreturn Londonions would
train, Trooperthe arrival on New Yorkconfirming defendant’s the

cruiser to the Subarustophad for a State policeMathews arranged
Kerr,89. Anastasiaentered on InterstateHampshirewhen it New

Instead,however, immediatelynot into New Hampshire.did drive
91. fol-on Interstate The officersthroughshe drove south Vermont

Subaru, later,hour it left the andhighwaythe and an whenlowed
they the Keene Police Depart-into New radioedHampshire,headed

store infor As the Subaru into a conveniencepulledment assistance.
Keene, arrived Thepolice displaying flashing lights.two cruisers

and Lieu-path, Trooperthe and Mathewscruisers blocked Subaru’s
inKerrs to remain theHealeytenant ordered the defendant and the

car their the officers the car with theirup. approachedwith hands As
drawn, at-the the door andguns pushed open passengerdefendant

on andget placedto out. He was face down thetempted pavement
and David Kerr were removed from thehandcuffed. While Anastasia

handcuffed, the carTrooperSubaru and Mathews walked around
flashlighta to look inside. The car doors were theopen,and used and

onshoulder was the back seat.bag lying unzippeddefendant’s
Mathews it held an brown sack contain-open papersaw thatTrooper

some aing plastic bags, powderseveral small filled with white which
cocaine, hehe was and others filled with mushrooms whichsuspected

Mathews theTroopercontained confiscatedsuspected psilocybin.
toand three individuals were arrested and takenbag,shoulder the

The also to the po-the Keene Police Subaru was takenDepartment.
thatsubsequent jacketits search alice and revealeddepartment,
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belonged to the defendant and acontained vial of cocaine aand hand-
written train schedule. The officers also searched the defendant’s
shoulder cocaine,and found onebag of twobag marijuana,ofbags
twenty-two mushrooms,ofbags psilocybin and drug-related para-
phernalia. The defendant was withcharged possession cocaine,of
possession of cocaine with intent to dispense, and possession of
psilocybin with intent to dispense.

trial,Prior to the defendant moved to allsuppress evidence ob-
tained as a result of his warrantless arrest. The courtsuperior de-

motions,nied the thatholding the police probablehad cause to arrest
car,the defendant when they hisstopped and that the search of his

car was permissible as a search incident to a lawful arrest.
On appeal, the defendant challenges theonly offinding probable

cause, itarguing that was uponbased providedinformation anby
anonymous informant of unknown reliability. Accordingly, he con­
cludes that his arrest was illegal I,under both part article 19 of the
State Constitution and the fourth amendment to the Federal Consti­
tution, and that evidence obtained incident to illegalhis arrest
should have been suppressed. We address the defendant’s State con­

first,stitutional claim Ball,see State v. 124 226, 231,N.H. 471 A.2d
347, 350 (1983), federalciting onlylaw to aid our analysis. See v.State

590, 594, 493Maya, 1139, 1143 (1985).126 N.H. A.2d Because federal
law is not more favorable to area,the defendant in id.,this see we
need not analyze his federal constitutional claim.

A warrantless arrest aby officer ispolice ordinarily lawful if the
officer has ground”“reasonable to thatbelieve the person arrested

11(b)has (1986).committed a felony. 594:10,RSA “Reasonable
isground” equated cause,”with “probable Vachon,State v. 130 N.H.

37, 40, 384, (1987),533 A.2d 386 which is met when “the arresting
officer has knowledge and trustworthy information sufficient to war-
rant a ofperson reasonable caution and inprudence thatbelieving
the arrestee has committed an offense.” Id. longSo as the arresting
officer has such itknowledge, does not matter that the arresting offi-
cer has failed to draw certain thatconclusions a reasonable person
would have.

A totality-of-the-circumstances test is applied under the Fed­
eral and State Constitutions for determining whether information
from an informant asupports offinding probable cause. See Illinois

Gates, (1983);v. 462 Carroll,U.S. 213 179,State v. 131 N.H. 552 A.2d
(1987).69 Gates abolished the rule that an informant’s tip will sup­

aport offinding probable cause ifonly the informant’s “basis of
knowledge” had been adequately revealed, and there were sufficient
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Gates, 462 at 238-39.veracity. U.S.the informant’sfacts to establish
test, however, we cau-totality-of-the-circumstancesIn theadopting

willknowledge’and ‘basis of‘veracity’“the elements oftioned that
probablein whetherdeterminingfactors ...... as importantremain

74,Carroll, 187, 552 A.2d atcases,” 131 N.H. atin suchcause exists
by po-such as corroborationreliability,ofthat “other indiciaadding
to thefactors relativemissingtheofficers, supplybe used tomaylice

in the exist-determininginformationthe informant’sinformant and
of cause.” Id.probableence

of knowledge”of the “basisstrengththefirst considerWe
can inferredreasonably beknowledgeAn basis offactor. informant’s

itintimate that rea­a of detailincludes such wealthtipwhere the
Gates, 462v. U.S.See Illinoisknowledge.firsthandsonably implies

1099,243, 248, 1102Kennison, 590 A.2dn.4; v. 134 N.H.at 229 State
3.3(e)§ at 670-76LaFave, and Seizure(1991); 1 SearchW.

can(1987). words, knowledgefirsthand beIn an informant’sother
informa­where, here, carefully personaldescribestipas theinferred
only byto knownexpecta that we would betion about defendant

conduct or to whomthe describedactuallythose who had observed
case,In the informant’s de­presenthad confided. thethe defendant

trips everymodus operandiof the defendant’sscription —Amtrak
York, he wouldto New wheretwo weeks from White River Junction

inof cocaine which turn wouldto worthstay days buyfor two $2000
andbyhalf school studentsgram quantities highsold in andgrambe

of firsthand knowledge.aapartment strong implicationout of his —is
wasknowledgeThe conclusion that the informant’s basis of

evidence of a close rela­byobservation is alsopersonal supported
First, nei­althoughthe caller and the defendant.betweentionship

her with thedescribing relationshipther her name norgiving
defendant, that to drive the defendant’splannedthe caller said she

Later, recog­him when theup policeto at the station.pickSubaru
at theKerr as the driver of the defendant’s Subarunized Anastasia

that An­station,train a reasonable could well have concludedperson
fact that Anastasia’s carFinally,was the Crimeline caller. theastasia

at 3:30 a.m. thatdriveway suggestedwas in the defendant’sparked
was more than a casual one.her with the defendantrelationship

evidence, here, relationshipto such a close betweenpointsasWhere
that thedefendant, difficulty inferringand we have littleinformant

firsthand.of the informant’s wasknowledgebasis

factor, that theweveracity recognizenow to theTurning
with thehad an established track recordCrimeline caller neither
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States, (1959),v. nor of-see United 358 U.S. 307 hadpolice, Draper
Hazen, 196,v.reliability,fered to demonstrate her see State 131 N.H.

(1988) (informant202, 77, performed552 A.2d 80-81 “controlled
established, however,for can also thebuy” police). Veracity be where

are able to corroborate details the informant. Seepolice provided by
201,id. at 552 A.2d at 80. Corroboration of details car-incriminating

ries the most but corroboration of “innocent detail” alsoweight, may
Id;lend credence to the informant’s other statements. see also Spin-

(1969).States, 410,v. 427 ofelli United 393 U.S. Corroboration de-
readilytails available to is thanmany people less compelling

corroboration of details that would be known to those toonly privy
Gates,information about the defendant. 462 atpersonal See U.S.

245; Kennison, 247,134 at A.2d at con-N.H. 590 1101. Accordingly,
siderable is to anweight ability “predictafforded informant’s to [the

behavior, because it inside infor-defendant’s] demonstrate^]future
mation —a special familiarity with affairs.” Ala-[the defendant’s]

(1990).White, 325,bama v. 496 332U.S.

Further, and more thanimportant underlyingthe determina­
tions that an basis of existed and that thereadequate knowledge

veracity,were indications of because the were able to corrobo­police
arrest,rate, prior many byto details the informant mate­provided

itself,rial to crime thesuspected reasonablythe couldpolice
conclude that the ultimate detail —that theincriminating defendant

with,inwould have cocaine his true. To thepossession begin—was
which,police were able to corroborate several innocent details al­

available,though readily were nonetheless related theaccurately by
informant: that a “Shawn” lived in the described Main apart­St.
ment, that a black Subaru was to and thatregistered Christy,Sean

River byWhite Junction was serviced Amtrak trains from New
York. More theimportantly, though, police were able to corroborate
details that a thespecial familiaritydemonstrated with defendant’s

with,affairs. To the informant that thebegin correctly predicted de­
infendant would be White River Junction Amtrak fromarriving by

York FebruaryNew on 22. the Crimeline re­Although operator
a.m.,the p.m.,corded arrival time as 5:00 not 5:00 this error may

have been attributable to either the informant or the and inoperator,
Further,event the “5:00” was correct. the informantany correctly

predicted that the defendant had to be at thearranged picked up
station aby woman who would be the defendant’s black Sub­driving
aru.

Although the information informants couldsupplied by previous
not, itself, cause,have a of see Ken-by supported finding probable
nison, 248-49, 1102,134 N.H. at 590 A.2d at we also cannot ignore
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the Crimelineto corroboratesuch information tendedthe fact that
andChristy drugsSean soldallegationscaller’s ultimate —that

amorning. Following tip duringthatpersonthem on hiswould have
under-1989, goneMathews hadTrooperfor example,the ofspring

subject.a from apurchase particulartotry arrange drugcover to
insubject Christy’sfell the arrivedthrough,the deal laterAlthough

A non-Christy his source.told Mathews that wasblack Subaru and
includes: a sum-sources alsocorroboratingof otherexhaustive list

Christythat wassuggestedwho firstmer informantanonymous1989
later to be soldby purchase drugsYork Amtrak toto Newtravelling

ofobservation apersonalof the court clerk’sapartment;out the
hours;allatapartmentof visitors the defendant’sheavy throughflow

thatinformant who told thepoliceand a 1989 confidentialNovember
sellingto he had made cocainehad boasted him thatdefendant $6400

justin days.a few

included a declara­we note that the informant’sFinally, tip
interest; thatdespite knowingtion that theagainst namely,penal

cocaine,with of shereturningdefendant would be worth$2000
him him at the train station. Weplanned by picking upto aid have

credibilitythat to the of anconsistently “[i]theld is reasonable infer
against penalan admission own[she] [her]informant where makes

Hazen, 201, A.2dinterest.” 131 N.H. at 552 at 80. This inference
the or Id.anonymous.exists whether informant is known

sum, arrest,In police reasonablythe time of the the could haveby
Kerr,was that Kerrconcluded that the Crimeline caller Anastasia

defendant,shared a with the and that evenrelationshipclose the
in tipcorroborated statements Crimeline wereincompletely the

true. we hold was toAccordingly, probable supportthat there cause
an in In so not un-holding,arrest of the defendant Keene. we are
mindful fact that inof the her of the defendantphysical description

beard,the to that wore thatinformant failed indicate he a and she
that bywould return of Interstate 89.incorrectly predicted they way

do,While such omissions and inaccuracies to some under-degree,
mine informant’s we hold that causeveracity, probablethe nonethe-
less existed.

urges byThe that the outcome of this case is driven ourdefendant
Kennison,in v. which anprior investiga-decision State concerned

inout on a from an inform-tory tip anonymouscarried reliancestop
Kennison,In that marijuanaant. the informant had seenalleged he

245,in the car. 134 at 590 Hedefendant’s N.H. A.2d at 1100. de-
car and work address and said that thescribed the defendant’s de-

work time to andfendant would leave at a return home thenspecified
the Id. In the haddepart marijuana. past, policeto deliver the re-
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ceived a confidential from atip reliable informant and other anony-
mous reports concerning the defendant’s drug dealings. Id. We held
that reasonable suspicion did not exist to support the investigatory
stop.

We find presentthe case easily distinguishable from Kennison.
First, and most theimportantly, only details that the were ablepolice
to incorroborate Kennison were those —such as type of car and em-
ployment schedule —that are readily available to many Inpeople.
contrast, the Crimeline incaller the present case accurately pre-
dicted future behavior of the that heincluding would ar-defendant —

inrive White River Junction Amtrakby and be met aby woman
his blackdriving Subaru —that showed a special familiarity with his
Second,affairs. while the identityinformant’s and withrelationship

the defendant in unknown,Kennison remained the inpolice the pre-
sent case had from whichknowledge could havethey de-reasonably
termined the ofidentity the informant and that she shared a close
relationship Third,with the Kennison,defendant. unlike the
Crimeline tips included a declaration against penal interest that
pointed to the reliability of the informant’s other statements. Finally,
in Kennison the level of suspicion independent of the ultimate tip
cannot to incompare that the present case where policethe had re-
ceived several other tips anonymous, some not—within a nar-—some
row timeframe.

Because the defendant notdoes claim that the search incident to
his arrest was even ifillegal arrest,there was a valid we do not ad-
dress that Field,issue. See 760, 765,State v. 132 N.H. 1276,571 A.2d

(1990).1279

Affirmed.

All concurred.
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