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in thewere mergedallclause that representationsthe usual
in aclauseHowever, of such aeffectwhatever theagreement....

ofthe establishment‘no obstacle toitaction interposescontract
375-76, at 629.at 359 A.2dfraud.’” Id.ofclaims extrinsic
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Goodnow, Arwe, (Mr.Eric& and R. Gardner GardnerAyer Prigge
for the defendant.orally)

Grimes, Defendant was with of in excesscharged possessionJ.
of ofa and with with one Dennispound marijuana conspiring

to Hesell was found of andMcAlary marijuana. guilty conspiring
of the lesser of con-offense where aknowingly being present
trolled was but did thenot latter conviction. Hisdrug kept appeal
motion to the evidence obtained as a of the searchresultsuppress
of the Butler farm deniedwas to hissubject exceptions. During
the trial certain evidence introduced to hiswashearsay subject

All of werelaw raised hisexceptions. questions by exceptions
transferred by King, J.

The search warrant in issue was obtained as a result of an af-
fidavit based on information obtained from a Dana Lawrence

bus was searched an Officerwhose andVolkswagon stopped by
evidence obtained fromDefendant first contends that theByrnes.

of and searchLawrence and his van was the result an stopillegal
could be used in evidence but alsoand therefore not notonly

to searchcould not be used as a basis for the warrantobtaining
farm, the evidence ob-the Butler inadmissiblethereby making

ofthe histained as a result of that search and grantingrequiring
motion to suppress.

when the search of the Butlerbecause he wasAlthough present
made, the offarm was he has to contest thatvaliditystanding

search, States, no(1960),U.S. he has stand-v. United 257362Jones
of or of the searchto about the Lawrenceing complain stopping

from him.of Lawrence’s van or the use of information obtained
which wasHe was not did not own the van or anythingpresent,

orseized no of his were violated the the searchand rights by stop,
States, (1963);the 471Sun v. United 371 U.S.questioning. Wong

States, (1969);Alderman v. United Brown v. United394 U.S. 165
States, (1973).411 no to aboutU.S. 223 Having standing complain

theviolation of Lawrence’s he cannot preventany possible rights,
of theuse of the evidence thus obtained to the issuancesupport

farm, towarrant to search the Butler and the motion suppress
was denied.properly

He testifieda witness the State.Dana Lawrence was called as by
from at the Butlerthethat he McAlarymarijuanapurchased

wereand othershe stated that the defendantfarm. Although
it, he did notwhile tested the by smokingpresent they drug

Lawrence left thedefendant in the sale. Afterotherwise implicate
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court, called Officerthebut still under subpoena, prosecution
toasrelated toasked “what Lawrence youas a witness andByrnes

tothewhere he had obtained Subject exception,marijuana.”
Lawrence,“[h]e, he justMr. stated thatthatByrnes responded

had thecame from Chesterfield and that he quantitypurchased
for aof and Peter Ruelkefrom Dennismarijuana McAlary

hundred dollars.”fifty
it wasthis evidence and thatthat was hearsayThe State admits

con-the harmless. Itit that error waserror to admit but contends
to awas sufficient other evidencethat since there justifytends

However,conviction, not ait isthe error was not prejudicial.
evidence, ad-from thatwhether the erroneouslyapartquestion

bemitted, of whether it cana butwould guilt,findingsupport
didthe evidencedoubt that inadmissiblea reasonablesaid beyond

thenot verdict.affect
which circum-evidence iswe hold that the otherAlthough

be,must State v. Gil-stantial, cases oftenin conspiracyevidenceas
665, (1975), would abert, 348 A.2d 713 support guiltyN.H.115

verdict, The directthe standard.it meets minimum onlybarely
in was thethe saleevidence that defendant improper-participated

factors, we can-theseevidence.admitted Consideringly hearsay
in-differentnot that the not have drawn entirelyjury maysay

if thefrom all evidence than would have drawnferences the they
not been admitted.evidence hadhearsay

the“The of the evidence to jury[hearsay] prejudicetendency
doubt-that is not[with evidence]direct the defendant was guilty

534,532, 456, (1929).ful.” Seev. N.H. 145 A. 458State 83Wargo,
States, 60, v.(1942);also v. 315 U.S. BlumenthalGlasser United 67

States, 539, (1947).United U.S. 551332

in andsustainedExceptions part
trial,overruled in newpart;

sit;Bois, did the others concurred.notJ.,


