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compen-in workers’its applicabilitydoctrine andborrowed servant
694, InLaVallie, A.2d at 1217.N.H. at 609135sation cases. See

determinations, adoptedMassachusettscase-by-casecontrast to our
immunity onand concomitantthe burdenplacesa se rule thatper

anyof perceivedin the alleviationresultinglending employer,the
borrowed servantof thesurrounding applicationtheuncertainty

911,Case, 914360 N.E.2d(Dependent’s)Ramsey’sdoctrine. See
(Mass. 1977). rulerule is the sounderthat ourWe believeApp. Ct.

employ-realitythe of individualizeduponit focusesof law because
on thesituations, coverageof providingthe burdenplacesandment

Hence, weighsfifththe considerationemployers.appropriatemore
law.HampshireNewapplyingin favor of

relevant choice-of-lawanalysis of theouraltogether,Taken
in theHampshireof lawNewapplicationto theconsiderations leads

present case.

Affirmed.

All concurred.
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Honran,Steven M. acting attorney E.general Young,{Jane
assistant attorney general, on the brief and orally), for the State.

&Tivomey Offices,Sisti Law of L.{MarkChichester Sisti on the
brief and fororally), the defendant.

JOHNSON, defendant, Daniel,J. The William R. chargedwas with
two counts of of apossession sell,controlled withdrug intent to see

(1995),RSA 318-B:2 following a search of his Manchester residence
pursuant to a warrant issued by the Manchester District Court

J.) 5,{Capistran, Mayon 1994. The defendant challenged the search
under both Hampshirethe New and the United States Constitutions
on groundthe that inthe affidavit ofsupport the waswarrant
insufficient. The defendant’s motion suppressto was bydenied the

J.).{Abramson,Superior Court The defendant thatappeals, arguing
superiorthe court inerred denying his motion to Wesuppress.

affirm.
The search warrant issued on the basis of the affidavit of

Chovanec,Detective Scott D. a Milford police officer toassigned the
HampshireNew Drug Task Force. Detective Chovanec stated that

he worked in an capacityundercover and averred that during the
4, 1994,week of April he met with R.Anthony Groleau and Marcel

buyBeaudet to approximately a half ounce of cocaine from Groleau.
detective, Groleau,The and inBeaudet drove Beaudet’s vehicle to a

residence on Grove Avenue where theyBeaudet said would meet
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paraple-a wheelchair-confineddescribed as“Billy,” a man Beaudet
themarijuana.in and Whentrafficker” cocaine“heavywho was agic

residence, Detective ChovanecAvenuearrived at the Grovemen
him leave hiscocaine and watchedto purchaseBeaudetgave $600

Avenue residence. Somedoor of the Groveand enter a sidevehicle
residence,of the camelater, the same doorBeaudet exitedminutes

car, plastic bagahanded Detective Chovanecto andback the
and Detective Chovanectold Groleaucocaine. Beaudetcontaining

approxi-and that he had seenhim the cocaineBillythat had sold
Billy’s residence.marijuanaof insidemately poundsten

1994,13,on heAprilaverred thatfurtherDetective Chovanec
buytoBilly’sto residenceand Groleauwent with Beaudetagain

againDetective Chovanechalf ounce of cocaine.aapproximately
him the Grove Avenuewatched enterandgave Beaudet $600

cocaine,withminutes laterseveralresidence. Beaudet returned
Billy.fromhe had purchasedwhich he said

with1994,28, arrangementsChovanec madeDetectiveAprilOn
Detective ChovanecGroleau informedbuyto more cocaine.Groleau

Wheeler, from asource, uphad to the cocaineJeffrey pickthat his
asManchester, personwas samesaid theD.” who Groleau“Billy of

obtainedthey previouslyhadAvenue from whomBilly of Grovethe
approx-atto Groleau’s residencecocaine. Detective Chovanec went

5,1994, toldupto the cocaine. GroleauMay pickonimately p.m.4:30
onwith Wheeler thejust spokenhadthat heDetective Chovanec

with thetwentyin minuteswould arriveand that Wheelertelephone
cocaine.

time, ofWilliam Stockwellsame DetectiveAt theapproximately
surveil-conducting movingwasPolice DepartmentManchesterthe

and ManchesterTask Force theDrugfrom thelance with detectives
later related toStockwellUnit. As DetectiveInvestigationSpecial

to beChovanec, a woman believedbya drivenvehicleDetective
approximatelyresidence atCherrya AvenueWheeler’s wife left
Grove Avenuepreviously-describeddrove to thep.m.4:32 and

Avenue andleaving Grovewas observedThe womanresidence.
by p.m. Approxi-4:43Cherry Avenue addressback at thearriving

Raiderslater, Angelesa Loswearinga manmately ten minutes
directly toand droveAvenue residencejacket Cherryleft the

Groleau’s address.
Chovanec observedDetectivep.m.,At 4:53approximately

atjacket, arrive Groleau’sWheeler, Raiderswearing Angelesa Los
Groleau, who went intotogave $600Detective Chovanecapartment.

with aa minute laterand returnedwith Wheelera rear bedroom
containing cocaine.plastic bag
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Detective affidavit the followingChovanec’s also set forth infor-
mation. Manchester had been informed inpolice February by1994

juvenile marijuanaa resident of 43 Grove Avenue that and cocaine
was attrafficking occurring juvenilethat The reportedaddress. that

parents for ahis dealt theirdrugs supplier, wheelchair-confined
named Daniel inparaplegic Billy who lived the basement ofportion

addition,43 Grove Avenue. In information obtained in connection
involvingwith a 1994 motor vehicle accident the defendant con-

thatfirmed he lived in the ofbasement 43 Grove Avenue and was a
confined to a wheelchair.paraplegic

On hisappeal, arguesthe defendant that motion to suppress
should have granted probablebeen because there was no tocause
issue the search warrant. Although the defendant’s motion to

Hampshirewas based on both thesuppress New and the United
Constitutions, toStates the defendant’s this courtbrief addressed

only decide, however,his State constitutional claim. notWe need
claim,whether the defendant has waived his federal see v.State

Field, 760, 765, 1276, (1990), I,132 N.H. 571 A.2d 1279 “partas
19 of Hampshirearticle the New providesConstitution the defen­

with at protectiondant least as much as the Federal inConstitution
Johnson, 573, 575, 222,this area.” State v. 140 N.H. 669 A.2d 225

(1995). A separate analysisfederal would therefore be unnecessary
See,in any event. id.e.g.,

I,Part article 19 of our State Constitution thatrequires
search only foundation,warrants be issued orupon sup­“cause

Decoteau,ported by 106, 111,oath or affirmation.” State v. 137 N.H.
(1993) omitted).1338,623 A.2d (quotation1341 consistentlyWe have

interpreted this language as warrantsrequiring that be based on a
See, Carroll,determination of cause.probable e.g., v.State 131 N.H.

179, 184, (1988).69,552 A.2d 72 Probable cause is established where
“a ofperson ordinary justifiablycaution would believe that iswhat

willsought be found through the search will aid in particularand a
Johnson,apprehension 576,or conviction.” 140 N.H. at at669 A.2d

omitted).(quotation225

Our superiorreview of the court’s order on tothe motion
novo,is desuppress except as to any “controlling facts determined

superiorat the in Decoteau,court level the first instance.” 137 N.H.
111-12, do, however,at 623 A.2d at 1342. We “pay great todeference

a magistrate’s probabledetermination of cause and not[we will]
invalidate a bywarrant interpreting the evidence asubmitted in

Johnson, 576,hypertechnical sense.” 140 N.H. at 669 A.2d at 225
omitted).(quotation
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that affidavitThe defendant contends Detective Chovanec’s
veracityit the andfatally because failed to indicatewas deficient

“informants,” In particular,Groleau and Beaudet.reliability of the
obtainedpolice previouslynotes that the had neitherthe defendant

to conductand Beaudet nor used theminformation from Groleau
however,not,havebuyscontrolled from the defendant. Weany

affidavit otherwise establisheswhere therequired showingeither
See, Davis, 211, 214,v. 133 N.H. 575 A.2de.g.,cause. Stateprobable

(1990) (controlled4, necessary finding probablenot for a ofbuy6-7
Carroll, 190,cause); A.2d at 75 cause(probable131 N.H. at 552

not that “had used thepolicefound affidavit did statealthough
in past”).informant theprimary

probablein was sufficient to establishThe affidavit this case
intotality-of-the-cireumstances adoptedtestcause. We use the

an submitted insufficiencythe of affidavitCarroll to review
for a search warrant:application

inforth the affidavit beforeGiven all the circumstances set
veracity basis of knowl-includingthe the andmagistrate,

information, was there aedge supplying hearsayof persons
or of a crimefair that contraband evidenceprobability

in described in theparticular placewould be found the
warrant?

(1992)821,Silvestri, 522, 525,v. N.H. 618 A.2d 823State 136
omitted). that showingThe State no affirmative(quotation argues

necessarywas becausethat Groleau and Beaudet were credible
athat Detective Chovanec wasGroleau and Beaudet were unaware

Therefore, notargues, they policethe State werepolice officer.
informants in the “traditional” sense.

issue, however, because other informationWe need not decide this
sufficientlyin corroborated their statements.contained the affidavit

(courtDavis, 214, requiredat 6 not to make133 N.H. at 575 A.2dCf.
informa-of informant where othernice calculations of truthfulness

cause).probablein its own forsupplied predicatetion the affidavit
of Detectivepersonalaffidavit detailed the observationsThe

Chovanec, by Detectiveby the surveillance conductedsupplemented
separatethat on twoThose observations indicatedStockwell.

ofpurposea for the ostensibleoccasions Beaudet entered house
cocaine, in when hepossessionand in fact had cocaine hisbuying

thatverified the defendant'livedemerged. police independentlyThe
from ahad informationpoliceat that address. The also received

defendant,includingthat several thepersons,resident of the house
in at that address.drug traffickingwere involved
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completelyWhile the affidavit did not such possibilitiesrefute as
himhavingBeaudet had the cocaine on before he entered the

residence,defendant’s has“complete certainty never been required
by this court when determining probablewhether cause to search

(1988)Hazen, 202,196, 77,v. 131exists.” State N.H. 552 A.2d 81
(although police verifycould not informant’s statement that it was
the defendant who sold him drugs, information known to ledpolice
to drug traffickingreasonable inference “that was attaking place

residence,the defendant’s and that the defendant was somehow
involved”). The affidavit established a “substantial likelihood of
finding sought”the items at the defendant’s (quota-residence. Id.

omitted). hold, therefore,tion We that the district court had a
substantial basis for finding probable cause.

Affirmed.

All concurred.
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