SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

Commonwealth v. Garvin

448 Pa. 258 (Pa. 1972) - Decided June 28, 1972

SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Pennsylvania held that the warrantless arrest of Benjamin Garvin was illegal
because the arresting officer lacked sufficient information to establish probable cause. The court
nevertheless upheld the admission of identification evidence, concluding that the illegal arrest merely
hastened an inevitable confrontation and did not taint the identifications; it also upheld nondisclosure

of the informant's identity and the trial judge's credibility determination.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether Garvin's warrantless arrest was supported by probable cause.

2. If the arrest was illegal, whether the ensuing identification evidence was tainted and subject to

suppression under the exclusionary rule.
3. Whether the trial court erred by permitting the Commonwealth to withhold the identity of the informant.

4. Whether the trial judge's rejection of accomplice Thomas Leging's exculpatory testimony was manifestly

erroneous.

HOLDINGS

1. The arrest was illegal because the officer lacked sufficient information to independently assess the
reliability of the information relayed through the informant.

2. The identifications were not required to be suppressed because the illegal arrest merely hastened an
inevitable confrontation and did not exploit the illegality or influence the witnesses' knowledge or the

accuracy of their identifications.

3. Disclosure of the informant's identity was not required because the informant's testimony was not crucial

and the victims provided positive, independent identifications.

4. The trial judge, sitting as factfinder, had exclusive authority to assess the accomplice's credibility, and

the credibility determination was not manifestly erroneous.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Thus, we conclude that the only effect of the illegal arrest was to hasten the inevitable confrontation and not

to influence its out-come.” (448 Pa. at 264)

“Therefore, we conclude that in the instant case, disclosure of the informer's identity is not essential.” (448
Pa. at 268)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Garvin and Thomas Leging entered a Philadelphia beauty salon and robbed two women; Leging displayed a gun,
and Garvin struck one victim and took $68 from her purse. The victims had approximately five minutes to
observe the men under good lighting conditions. About three weeks later, an officer arrested Garvin based on
information relayed by a known informant and took him directly to the salon, where Mrs. Ferro identified him;

both victims later identified him in court.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Garvin was convicted in the Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas, Trial Division, after waiving a jury trial, and
received concurrent sentences of two to twenty years' imprisonment. Post-trial motions were denied. The
Superior Court affirmed without opinion, and the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania affirmed the judgment after
reviewing challenges to the arrest, identification evidence, informer-identity privilege, and the trial judge's

credibility determination.



DISPOSITION

affirmed
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