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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
	

vs

WALTER GENE WILLIAMS,

	Defendant



IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS FOR THE 26TH JUDICIAL DISTRICT, COLUMBIA COUNTY BRANCH, PENNSYLVANIA
CRIMINAL DIVISION



CASE NO:  832 OF 1999  



RICHARD KNECHT, ESQUIRE, Assistant District Attorney for the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
R. BRUCE MANCHESTER, ESQUIRE, Attorney for the Defendant

FINDINGS OF FACTS
AND
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

February 18, 2000, James, J.

After hearing on defendant’s Motion to Suppress Physical Evidence on February 16, 2000, the Court finds the following:
1.	On July 28, 1999, the police, through Craig W. Long of the Columbia County District Attorney’s Drug Task Force, obtained a search warrant to search defendant’s residence based on an affidavit of probable cause sworn to by Craig W. Long, hereinafter Affiant.
2.	Police Chief Robert Leighow observed a large volume of traffic in an out of defendant’s residence, many for short periods of time.  His observations verified reports of similar activity by neighbors.
3.	Chief Leighow ran a criminal history of the occupant, defendant, and found he had a history involving drugs in the past.
4.	Affiant contacted a CPI (confidential police informant) who made three controlled buys of marijuana in the residence on two occasions (April 16, 1999, and May 6, 1999).  A third controlled buy was made by the CPI within 48 hours of the issuance of the search warrant.
5.	The controlled buys were conducted by the Police through the CPI in such a manner as to assure the reliability of the CPI.
6.	Chief Leighow and Affiant are found to be credible.
7.	The search warrant does not contain any material misrepresentations of relevant facts.
8.	The reliability of the CPI is established on the face of the affidavit based on the facts supplied by Affiant.  See Commonwealth v. Bruner, 564 A.2d 1277, 1282 (Pa.Super. 1989).
9.	The search warrant in this case is sufficient to support a finding of probable cause and no showing of a material misrepresentation of relevant facts has been made by defendant.  See Bruner at 1283.


ORDER

	AND NOW, this 18th day of February, 2000, defendant’s Motion to Suppress Physical Evidence is denied.
		BY THE COURT:




		_________________________________ 
		HONORABLE THOMAS A. JAMES, JR., J.

