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arise, however,Those do not if the transfer ofdangers ownership
or of consumer credit files is to anotherpossession consumer report-

since the use of theing agency information in the files theby
would be circumscribed therecipient agency by protective provi-

sions of the Federal Fair Credit §Act. 15See U.S.C.Reporting
(f);1681a 15 U.S.C. 1681b.

The Nashua, Inc.,defendant Credit Bureau of transfermay
the or of its consumer creditownership files to anotherpossession
consumer as that term is defined in RSAreporting agency 359-B: 3
VI 1973), but not transfer its files to(Supp. othermay any person
without with the of RSA 359-B:4 Icomplying provisions (Supp.
1973).

So ordered.

Grimes, Griffith, sit;andJ., did not theJ., others concurred.
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Smith,Rudman, and H.Warren B. attorney general, Gregory
the State.for(Mr.assistant Smithattorney orally),general

theforB.(Mr. orally)Dunn £s? PhillipsMaynard, Phillips Roger
defendant.
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Lampron, the from ofdefendant verdictsAppeal by jury guiltyJ.
of in oí one in ofexcess violationof marijuanapossession pound,

1973),I of of(c) and unlawfulRSA 318-B:26 (Supp. transportation
sell, I (a)in ofwith intent to violation RSA 318-B:26marijuana

of1973). Defendant’s to the trial court(Supp. exceptions rulings
Batchelder,reserved and transferredwere by J.

The is on error.defendant’s based six ofmainlyappeal grounds
(1)are the denial of his motions: to evi-They improper suppress

in of an automobile in which hedence obtained a warrantless search
a(2)was to items obtained in search under atravelling; suppress

in (3)of his residence to his trial fromwarrant separateRumney;
(4)ofthat a codefendant to the fromQuinn; disqualify jury panel

which the was drawn on the that between thetrial basisjury persons
excluded;of (5)and were to strike theages twenty-oneeighteen

aof officer as substancestestimony police identifying marijuana
residence; (6)in theseized defendant’s and to indictmentsdismiss

tobecause the State failed a thereasonable doubtprove beyond
ofessential elements the offenses charged.

In November the State1970 received information frompolice
various sources within and without which it toNew ledHampshire

thatbelieve the defendant inwasGreely engaged drug trafficking.
result,As a the a ofState established continuoussystempolice

defendant,thesurveillance of his in theresidence Rumney, pack-
house,delivered to or frommailed that and the cars atages arriving

and the also from wholearned an informantleaving premises. They
lived with that he was to California to aGreely going pick up large

22, 1971,of On and aquantity marijuana. GreelyJanuary juvenile
Boston,female were observed incompanion leaving Logan Airport

Massachusetts, on a to Los California. The StateAngeles,flight
so informed the Los who took surveillancepolice Angeles police up

result,of the defendant on his arrival As athere. andlearnedthey
notified our State that had apolice Greely purchased large quantity
of thereafter Los learned thatdrugs. Shortly policeAngeles Greely

28, 1971,was scheduled to toback New onfly Hampshire January
and advised the ofState the estimated time of arrival atpolice Logan

and that was twoAirport on thesuitcasesGreely carrying plane.
State observed the arrival of defendant and his com-police juvenile

and resumed their ofsurveillancepanion, activities.Greely’s
and his were met atGreely Robertcompanion Logan by Quinn

and another male. All four started toback New in caraHampshire
owned and driven in which wereQuinn two suitcasesby placed
which had been at the retrieval andpicked up baggage department
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automobile,A of the itsto the carcarried Greely. descriptionby
was head-the two to Stateand suitcases policeoccupants, conveyed

inwas to the MerrimackThe information relayed troopersquarters.
ofon Route 101A in thearea who the vehicle vicinitystopped
ofthe The suitcasesMilford and arrested suspectedoccupants.

observed, the rear and thewere one on seatmarijuanacontaining
removed,were andthe floor of the vehicle.other on They opened,

offound to contain about 31 marijuana.pounds
the for and received aLater that State police appliedevening

to residence in seizedwarrant search Rumney. They quan-Greely’s
hashish, LSD, scales, oftwo several boxestities of and marijuana,

in cash.a of and $500box Greelybaggies, cigarette papers,plastic
car,driver and owner of the who waswas tried with theQuinn,

where a controlled wasconvicted of being drugknowingly present
The other was with violationsadultkept. charged drugpassenger

notbut did for the trial.appear
contention that the seizure of evi­We consider first defendant’s

themade the on the was result of andence after arrest highway
nocontends that there waswarrantless search. Greely proba­illegal

whichand no circumstances excusedble cause for the arrest exigent
the information thethe of a warrant. byabsence Clearly possessed
direct the Statemuch of it obtained from observations bypolice,

here, furnishedandand the Los relayedpolicepolice Angeles
and incidentto arrest and the search seizurecause make theprobable

608,Germain, (1974);803114 N.H. A.2dthereto. St.State v. 325
457,Dearborn, (1974).114 N.H. 924v. 322 A.2dState

was time tocontention that thereWe cannot ampleGreely’saccept
the ofa warrant thus existenceobtain search exigentnegativing

thatwhen the was made at about 6:00circumstances search p.m.
that afternoonThe State learned about 3:30 p.m.policeevening.

at atdue to arrive about 5:30that defendant’s was Loganplane p.m.
“no caseone time There ismore than hour’sAirport, away.driving

causeto onor that that the search probableprinciple suggests right
circumstancesand the of a car underreasonableness seizing exigent

if not obtained at the firstare foreclosed a warrant was practicable
583,Lewis, (1974); Dear­U.S. 595 v.moment.” v. 417 StateCardwell

924,457, 460, timeborn, (1974). Given the114 N.H. 322 A.2d 926
successfulto effectuate this ap­and the requiredspan logistics
from Califor­of bymarijuana transported planeprehension being

in Newnia to and automobile to someBoston undesignated placeby
available, holdweroutes of travelwith several optionalHampshire

v.circumstances existed. Statethe State has thatthat shown exigent
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ob-the evidencetoDefendant’s motionDearborn suppresssupra.
v.Statedismissed.search wasin this warrantless properlytained

454, (1974).N.H. 603114 322 A.2dSchofield,
hisofficer andThe of the accompanyingaffidavit State police

acause forto establishunder oath probabletestimony presented
thein containedresidence Rumneywarrant to search defendant’s

1970, Milford,20, and twoinOn Greelyinformation. Mayfollowing
in theforhad been arrested being pres-other knowinglypersons

oftheir surveillancethe course ofence of a controlled drug. During
residence, the above twoState observeddefendant’s the per-police

De-betweenthere and other individualswithsons Greelyliving
1970, 26,18, Information was1971. suppliedcember and January

informant of his hadofficer that anto the anotherbyapplicant
1970,in and thefrom DecemberLSD applicantGreelypurchased

that this informant’sunder oath before thetestified magistrate
member ofa conversation between awas corroborated byreliability

informant, Mandravelis,bureau, v.the narcotics the and StateGreely.
634, 794,637-38, v.(1974);N.H. 796 United States114 325 A.2d

Ventresca, (1965).U.S.380 102
that theThe affidavit also a mailed atstated Rumney postparcel

De­was onoffice the defendant examinedby by postal inspectors
1970,19, of mari­cember and found to contain about 10 ounces
affiant recited that he had received informationThe alsojuana.

1971,6,on hadfrom the Los thatAngeles January Greelypolice
in thatthere the of known sellers. Also onbeen seen company drug

warrant,1971,27, thebefore the for thethe applicationJanuary day
of had the andchief of visited defendant’s residencepolice Rumney

inthe odor of smoke the house and observeddetected marijuana
ofThe also recited the arrest the defend­cigarette papers. applicant

28, 1971, inon of Merrimack with aant that Januaryevening large
werein brick form. statements notof Thesemarijuanaquantity

rather, could beand butmere affirmations of belief suspicion,
of theto causefound the establish probable presenceby magistrate
at the time theof controlled in the defendant’s residencedrugs

47,Nickerson, 114 314 648warrant was v. N.H. A.2dStatesought.
431,Comeau, (1974);590(1974); v. 114 N.H. seeState A.2d321

Harris,Texas, (1964); U.S.378 U.S. 108 United v. 403v. StatesAguilar
evidence(1971). motion to the obtained573 Defendant’s suppress

in the search was denied.properly
ofclaims a of the court’s denial hisDefendant that as result trial

he frommotion for a trial suffered substantialseparate prejudice
intro-the of codefendant and certain exhibitsQuinntestimony
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duced the latter. He thatmaintains this court should reviewagainst
the matter and rule that the ofdenial his motion inretrospectively
fact him to such substantial as tosubjected constituteprejudice

Burrelle, 265,reversible error. v.See 21 N.Y.2d 234People N.E.2d
(1967).431 the owner and driver of the inQuinn car which Greely

arrested,was when hetestified that did not knowriding marijuana
in thewas suitcases he denied orbeing transported; ownership

of the existence of a traces ofknowledge pipe containing marijuana
car,found under the of thedriver’s seat of a container withplastic

found in its and of literaturemarijuana glovecompartment, relating
container,to found on rear Theits seat. andmarijuana bookspipe,

were introduced as on theexhibits issue of TheQuinn’s credibility.
trial court the are to draw no frominferencescharged jury: “you

exhibits,these and use them and the issueyou may only solely upon
of the of the You are not toQuinn. use thesecredibility respondent

inexhibits deliberation in the case or casesany wayconcerning your
theagainst Greely.”respondent

Defendant for ofrelies his on the ofcase Brutonsupport position
States, 123 (1968).v. United 391 U.S. He admits that “the casepresent

Bruton,does not violate the letter of the in which involvestheholding
admission of a co-defendant’s confession the defendantimplicating

has,it does violate the of the[but] That court on atspirit holding.”
occasions, Evans,least two itsBruton Dutton v. 400explained holding.

O’Neil,(1970);U.S. 74 (1971).Nelson v. U.S. In both in­402 622
itstances has confined its decision to the that thespecific holding

defendant,introduction of critical evidence a when theagainst
cross-examination,evidence isnot to denies him constitu­hissubject

tional to confront the adverse witness.right
codefendant,In the case the witness a took thepresent Quinn,

stand and was cross-examined counsel. tes-by Quinn’sGreely’s
to himself is not of the same nature as atimony trying exculpate

confession a codefendant the other defendant with-by implicating
out himself to cross-examination. The court in Nelson v.subjecting
O’Neil stated that it has never extended the Bruton rulesupra beyond

Furthermore,the latter situation. it tois be that thepresumed jury
thefollowed instructions of the court to theas use to be made of the

Grierson, 36, 41, 851,exhibits. v. 96 N.H. (1949).State 69 855A.2d
We cannot rule on the record that suffered an ofGreely impairment
his which the aside of the verdicts. Hisrights requires setting excep-
tion to the of fordenial his motion severance is overruled.

We consider next the denial of defendant’s motion to disqualify
the or because thejury panel of 18 toarray persons between 21ages
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ofthat theIt is jurorswere not included therein. panelagreed
6, 1971,on Decembertrial whichfor defendant’savailable began

offrom the listsin December 1970been chosenhad primarily
sourcesheld to behave beenThese lists propervoters.registered

v.United Statesbe obtained.whichfrom jurors mayprospective
(1974);U.S. 87 State418(9th Cir.307481 F.2d 1973), aff’d,Hamling,

108,325, 331, These lists(1974).114 N.H. 112v. 321 A.2dFleury,
been(1968). It hasRSA 500:5to be in December 1971.were revised

relevantfree to qualifica­held that the States are prescriberecently
saidbeas it fairly“so maylongmethods of jurorstions and choosing

of the community.”or arelists representativethat the jury panels
522, v.Louisiana, State(1975);538 see Thompson,v. 419 U.S.Taylor

205, (1968).179109 N.H. 247 A.2d
to thethe amendmentthat afterDefendant argues twenty-sixth

18-to citizensto votethe rightUnited States Constitution granting
1971, notwerenamestheirinto ratified July20- of wasyears age

of thelists which were the main sourceincluded on the panelvoting
He this amounted to afor his trial. maintainsof availablejurors

of of individuals from hisexclusion a groupsystematic cognizable
ofin of his “Sixth Amendment... anviolation guaranteejury panel

Louisiana,in criminal v. 419trial prosecutions.” Taylorimpartialjury
522, (1975).U.S. 526

must have[of“The fair cross-section the community] principle
Louisiana, at After amuch in v. 538.supraleeway application.” Taylor

fornew class of servicea jurypotentialjurors eligiblechange making
allowed to the lists.a reasonable of time should be adjust juryperiod

158, 566,State, (1973). Thev. 58 Wis.Brown 2d 205 N.W.2d 572
ofmere absence of the names 18- to citizens on the lists20-year-old

from which the of chosen does not render it defectiveisarray jurors
and intentionalunless their absence resulted from a systematic

denied,Olson, (8th Cir.),exclusion. v. 473 686 cert.United States F.2d
905 (1973); State v. Fleury, 114 N.H.325, 331, 108,A.2d321412 U.S.

we under the circumstances the(1974). On the record hold that112
whichof to citizens from the listsomission the 18- 20-year-old voting

did not result in orwere the main sources of the jury partialitypanel
in ofon the of the selected for trial violationbias part jury Greely’s

from a cross-­his that the be selectedarray representativeright
States,of the 418 U.S. 87section v. Unitedcommunity. Hamling

62, denied,State, (1973),(1974); Md. 310 39 cert.Wilkins v. 270 A.2d
(1974).415 U.S. 992

ofDefendant to a asked ofquestionexcepted Sergeant Campbell
ofthe State whether controlled were located in a raidpolice drugs
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The then thedefendant’s residence in witness describedRumney.
without furtherand of controlled obtainedquantitytype drugs

the ofhad been a member of narcotic bureauobjection. Campbell
the it threeState since had been established years previously.police

wellThe of controlled is known toappearance drugs usually persons
Comeau,in enforcement of 114 N.H.involved the laws. v.Statedrug

431, 434, 590, (1974). the witness’s know­321 A.2d 592 Admittedly
their lacks the scientific basis attributableledge concerning identity

to an an However to the of thethisanalysis by expert. goes weight
not to The trial court coulditstestimony admissibility. properly

of aid todecide that the officer’s would be State v.thejury.testimony
Arsenault, 109, 244,111, (1975).115 N.H. His excep­336 246A.2d
tion to its admission is overruled.

we turn to motion to dismiss the indictmentdefendant’sFinally
him with unlawful with intent to sell mari-charging transportation

for of doubt of intent tolack a reasonable hisjuana proof beyond
1973).I (a)sell. RSA He asserts that there is no318-B:26 (Supp.

rational connection between the evidence of the andstate’s quantity
estimated value of thestreet seized and themarijuana required

ofevidence his intent to sell. and value aloneQuantity standing may
State,not intent to sell. (Del.v. 303 658A.2dnecessarily prove Perry

However,1973). these factors must be with the otherconsidered
If of theattendant circumstances. all factors and circumstances

introduced in evidence are sufficient for a reasonable to findjuror
doubt,the inferred intent to sell a reasonable thebeyond require-

of due are thements satisfied and defendant can be foundprocess
States, 837,of an intent to sell. v.Barnes United U.S. 843412guilty

(1973).
The evidence before consisted of more than merethejury posses-

sion and of It theseized. consisted ofquantity marijuana following.
The defendant travelled theacross to California tocountry procure
the 31 of which had a value ofstreet betweenmarijuanapounds
$7,400 $9,900.to The defendant was andapparently unemployed,

did not have-to believe the evidence that he had inherited athejury
ofsubstantial sum from areasmoney. Many persons surrounding

while,comewould to defendant’s residence in a littleRumney, stay
and On the same that he was in Merrimackdepart. evening stopped
with 31 of his residence had been searchedpounds marijuana,
thereafter and controlled found.drugs

Furthermore the trial court that thespecifically thejurycharged
State had to a reasonable doubt that trans-prove beyond Greely

and that he it with the intent to it.sellported marijuana transported
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The court further instructed the that the ofamount the mari-jury
uana in and of itself was not sufficient to showj an intent to sell “but is

evidence for to with the otherconsider all evidence as findyou ityou
to be in this case.”

We hold that on all the facts and the rational whichinferences
therefrom,be drawn thecould could a reasonablefindjury beyond

doubt that the 31 of fromGreely transported pounds marijuana
toCalifornia New with an intent to sell it. The motion toHampshire

States,dismiss the indictment was denied. Barnes v. Unitedproperly
837, Nickerson, 47,U.S. (1973);843 114412 State v. N.H. 314 A.2d

(1974);648 (1973).see v. 414 U.S. 141Cupp Naughten,

overruled.Exceptions

All concurred.
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