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McANULTY, JUDGE. Appellant Bobby Bi shop appeal s his conviction
in the Pendleton Crcuit Court for trafficking in a controlled
substance in the first degree (methanphetamne), trafficking in
a controlled substance in the second degree (hydrocodone),
possession of a controlled substance in the first degree

(et hanphetam ne) and crimnal attenpt to manufacture

met hanphetam ne following a conditional guilty plea. Appellant



argues that the trial court should have granted his notion to
suppress the evidence obtai ned pursuant to a search warrant.
Appel I ant noved to suppress on the basis that the
affidavit for a search warrant did not provide enough
information to establish probable cause to search. The tria
court held hearings on the notion to suppress and found that the
affidavit established probable cause. The court cited
“consistent information fromfour different sources inplicating
the defendant in drug activity” in the affidavit as
determ native. The court was persuaded that the informtion was
nore reliable due to the nunber of sources. The court also
found significant corroboration in the officer’s further
i nvestigation. The officer had contacted the G ant County
sheriff’s office which reported that appellant was vi deotaped in
a store with sonmeone when that person was seen purchasing
guantities of an ingredient used in the manufacture of
nmet hanphet am ne
Appel l ant’ s argunments on appeal are that the sources
identified in the affidavit were not reliable ones, and that the
information fromthe investigation was not verified by the
officer and did not establish any crimnal activity by
appel lant. The standard of review for an appeal of an order
denyi ng suppression is whether the factual findings of the tria

court were "clearly erroneous"; the ultinmate | egal question of
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whet her there was probabl e cause to search is reviewed de novo.

Commonweal th v. Banks, Ky., 68 S.W3d 347, 349 (2001), citing

Onelas v. United States, 517 U S. 690, 691, 116 S. C. 1657,

1659, 134 L. Ed. 2d 911 (1996). The determ nation of the
i ssuing magi strate as to the exi stence of probable cause in the
warrant is as foll ows:

The task of the issuing magistrate is sinply
to make a practical, conmopn-sense deci sion
whet her, given all the circunstances set
forth in the affidavit before him i ncluding
the "veracity" and "basis of know edge" of
per sons supplying hearsay infornmation, there
is a fair probability that contraband or
evidence of a crime will be found in a
particul ar pl ace.

I[Ilinois v. CGates, 462 U. S. 213, 238, 103 S. C. 2317, 76 L. Ed.

2d 527 (1983); Beener v. Commonweal th, Ky., 665 S.W2d 912

(1984).

Appel lant primarily argues that the officer should
have known the sources of information |isted on the affidavit
could not be relied upon. Two of the sources gave the
information in the aftermath of a domestic disturbance.
Nevert hel ess, despite the conflict between the two, they
provi ded consistent information in that both stated they had
firsthand know edge of drug transactions by appellant.
Appel I ant next argues that other sources cited in the affidavit
for search warrant deni ed speaking to the officer or providing

the information to him However, the trial court specifically



found these witnesses not credible following a hearing. The
record of the hearing is not provided in the record, and so we
assunme that the omtted evidence supports the finding of the

trial court. Commonwealth v. Thonpson, Ky., 697 S.W2d 143

(1985). Appellant has failed to show that the officer was
knowi ngly using unreliable information or that the issuing
magi strate had no basis for relying on this informtion.

Next, appellant argues that the officer did not
performa sufficient investigation to corroborate the
al l egations of his sources. Appellant clains a single phone
call to another police agency is not enough. W disagree. Mre
i nportant than the scope of the investigation, under Beener, is
whet her it provided corroborating information to the officer.
Here, the officer had heard fromw tnesses that appell ant was
sel li ng net hanphet am ne, and | earned from | aw enforcenent that
appel  ant was seen with someone on a shopping trip for an
i ngredi ent of nethanphetam ne. The investigation of the officer
did not have to establish comm ssion of a crine, but only to
corroborate information already known. The tip fromthe G ant
County sheriff certainly did so. Mreover, we do not agree that
the investigating officer needed to show that he had revi ewed
t he videotape hinmself, since he could rely on the collective

knowl edge of the police. United States v. Killebrew, 594 F.2d

1103 (6'" Cir. 1979).



supported
t he order

suppr ess,

BRI EF FOR

Frederi ck
Covi ngt on,

We agree that the totality of the circunstances
the issuance of the warrant in this case. W affirm
of the Pendleton Grcuit Court denying the notion to

and affirm appellant’s conviction.
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