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SUMMARY

The Pennsylvania Supreme Court considers whether an investigating officer’s probable-cause
knowledge may be imputed to an arresting officer under the collective knowledge doctrine when
officers work together but there is no evidence of a specific instruction or communication. The court
adopts a broader team-based application of the doctrine and concludes that Yong’s arrest was

constitutional, reversing the Superior Court’s judgment.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Pennsylvania's collective knowledge doctrine permits an officer lacking personal probable
cause to arrest to rely on the knowledge of another officer when both officers are working together, even

without evidence of an express instruction or communication.

2. Whether the arrest and resulting seizure of Yong were constitutional where the investigating officer
possessed probable cause, briefed the arresting officer and the team before execution of a search
warrant, and would have imminently directed or effectuated Yong's arrest had the arresting officer not

acted first.

3. Whether appellate review of the suppression ruling was limited to the evidence presented at the
suppression hearing.

HOLDINGS

1. Pennsylvania adheres to the vertical collective knowledge approach, under which an officer possessing
probable cause or reasonable suspicion may direct another officer to act in the officer's stead. The Court
declined to adopt an unrestricted horizontal rule that would permit imputation of uncommunicated

knowledge merely because officers are working as a team.

2. Even when the arresting officer lacks the requisite knowledge and was not expressly directed to seize the
suspect, the seizure may be constitutional when an investigating officer with probable cause or
reasonable suspicion was working with the arresting officer and would have inevitably and imminently

ordered that the seizure be effectuated.

3. Yong's seizure and arrest did not violate the Fourth Amendment because McCook had probable cause,
was working with Gibson in a coordinated operation, had briefed the team, and would have imminently

directed or effectuated Yong's arrest.

4. Appellate review of the suppression ruling is confined to the record developed at the suppression hearing

and excludes evidence elicited at trial.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“However, where, as here, the arresting officer does not have the requisite knowledge and was not directed to
so act, we hold the seizure is still constitutional where the investigating officer with probable cause or
reasonable suspicion was working with the officer and would have inevitably and imminently ordered that the

seizure be effectuated.”

“Accordingly, we maintain that Pennsylvania adheres to the vertical approach of the collective knowledge
doctrine, which instructs that an officer with the requisite level of suspicion may direct another officer to act

in his or her stead.”



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

During a three-day narcotics investigation, Officer McCook observed a confidential informant give Yong
prerecorded buy money, after which Yong gave the money to another individual who returned with packets of
marijuana. Two days later, McCook observed another drug transaction involving the same individual while Yong
was present nearby. McCook then met with approximately six to eight officers, including Officer Gibson, to
brief them before they executed a search warrant at the residence. As the officers entered, Gibson seized and
patted down Yong, recovering a .38-caliber revolver. McCook had probable cause to arrest Yong based on his
observations, but the suppression record did not show that McCook expressly directed Gibson to arrest Yong or
specifically communicated the underlying facts to him.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

After a suppression hearing, the trial court denied Yong's motion to suppress, finding that the knowledge of the
observing officer could be imputed to the officers executing the search warrant. A jury convicted Yong of
carrying a firearm without a license and conspiracy to commit PWID, and the trial court separately convicted
him of persons not to possess a firearm. The Superior Court reversed the suppression ruling, concluding that the
record did not establish that the arresting officer had probable cause, received relevant information, or acted at
the direction of the officer who possessed probable cause. The Supreme Court reversed the Superior Court.

DISPOSITION

reversed
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