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467, 469; Boston,4 Moore v.Railroad, Cush. 8 Cush.v.Boynton
R. Mass.Drury,New R. v. 133 167,274; New York & England

H.38 N. 247.169; Warner,Bean v.
overruled.Exception

others concurred.not thedid sit:J.,Parsons,

Merrimack,
June, 1898.

v. Davis a.Bartlett &rel.State a.)(ex &

may provedbedepartmentinternal revenuerules of the United StatesThe
are.foreignas laws

subsequent acts.proveto the ofdesignareof intent admissibleDeclarations

tenant, forand asDavis as landlord BaileyPetition, against
a nuisance.of liquorthe abatement

for the state.Albin, Howe,and MartinSawyerH.William

the defend-Hollis,Walker forStreeter,MitchellandM. ¿-John
"ants.'

Glad-defendants’ oneto thePeaslee, exception,J. Subject
“ R. L. found the recordsD.,”that the letters upontestifiedding

Portsmouth,revenue office atinternalthe United Statesof
His sourcedealer. of informationonlyfor retail liquorstand

extract theto an from rulescircular,a beprinted purportingwas
he received from onewhichthe internal revenue department,of
an or con-far was not officer ofso asGoodell, who, appears,

the internal revenue service.nected with
are commis-the therules of departmentThe promulgated by

to himvirtue ofrevenue, authorityof internal bysioner given
have, extent,s. and toS. R. someS.,by congress 3240),(U.

144Eaton,as law. States v.the same statute Unitedqualities
them mayNo reason ofwhy proofU. S. 688.677, appearsgood
statesin like as the of arebe made manner lawsnot foreign

proved.
is,that that the lettersIt is admitted that the fact testified to,

theevidence,retail wasdealer, competent objectionliquorsignify
of thehave sufficientthat the witness did not knowledgebeing

“laws,fact. In the of the oftestimony person,anyproof foreign
court towhether a or who to. thenot, appearsprofessed lawyer
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is Hall v. Costello,informed on thewell point, competent.”be
InPickard Hall176, 179; v. N. H. 152.Bailey,48 N. H. 26 v.

was toCostello,a New toHampshire attorney testifypermitted
Britain,law Great the source of histhe statute of knowledge

inmade Sher­attorneysstatements to him bybeing reputable
It was held that the was admittedbrooke. testimony properly

“the wellinformation came from authentic in­because and
It offormed sources.” will observed that the infor­be sources

mation were not official. were as would besuchThey simply
relied in without to technicalupon by people general, regard
rules.

So in this the acase, witness obtained his information from
document, to a tobepurporting government publication, given
him a Thecitizen. of the ofby reputable question competency
the court,witness was for the trial since wasand, there evidence

thebefore court from which it found that thebe witnessmight
was not tothe is revision here.competent, finding open

Subject to the defendants’ the letter, datedexception, following
MarchRockland, Me., 27, 1895, from the defendant to aBailey

real estate broker in this •was instate, introduced evidence :
“I was theto see Bradford butintending property, judg-go

from Mr. Marshall’s the inletter, are too Brad-ing people good
ford for me to think of for I thethere, would not takegoing

of if Ihotel could run a I lived ingift any not bar. have hotels
all life and I know that a hotel be withmy must whatprovided

want, and apeople of travelers at times,wantlarger liquorpart
and will to hotels where can it. Igo One reason wantthey get
to leave Maine isfor on of I useaccount our law. don’tliquor
it but Imyself, when take house musta it be in some place
where I can what want. I haven’tgive foundmy company they

idea,that comes to but to theyet beforeanything up my hope
summer trade If learn of that thinkopens up. you youanything
would be what I likewant, would to hear from you.”

One was he sale,that forcharge liquoragainst Bailey kept
that withis, to sell In in­intent this letter he declares hisif.
tention to sell in Thethe hotel which he is for.liquor looking

Lapaye,isevidence similar to that Fowler and in State v.others,of
N. H.7 went con­245, 287, which to show that Lapage’s5­

duct and conversation as to in indicatedwomenyoung general
an intent to commit when he should findrape opportunity.
The which the evidence his former crimes wasground upon of

intent,excluded was itthat showed neither motive nor Ib.
304. intent,Not motive it fell theor withinshowing genera]
rule that one crime cannot evidence of the commis­be proved by
sion the Inby of other of a like character.respondent crimes
the present case defendant,the about a and nine monthsyear
before the time saidwhen it is he the offence,committedalleged
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offered to him not hewas would do becausea whichthat hotel
that hotel he took must be wherethere,sell anycould not liquor

findhe to- such a theplacethat beforesell, hopedcould andhe
in theafter this he businessShortly began placeseason opened.

of.complained
no of crimes,in statement evidence former butThere is this

still admissible. The fact that evidenceit beif there was -would
former crimes does not render it in-ofdiscloses the commission

factto some material to the case onif it tendsadmissible, prove
216,H. 218.65 N.Palmer,v.trial. State

andintent,the letter shows ais that onlyIt generalsuggested
evidence of a to commitinadmissible, being only tendencyso is

a intentletter shows somethingcrime. But the beyond general
inhis intent to sell it the hotel whichIt declaresto sell liquor.

the laid init within rule down StateThishe shall hire. brings
in that caseAs evidence was admissible on thethev. Lapage.

“ that the wasit to show formingthat tended respondentground
the crime in thecommit some onehis' mind a to uponin plot

ina to the crimediscloses commitplanso this lettervicinity,”
inten­an of Bailey’sstate. It was admissionhotel in'thissome

hethe which andhire,in hotel should directlytion to sell liquor
with which he keptthe intent subsequentlytended to prove

therein.liquors
Davis,the defendantbetween andThe conversation Cutting

if hotel hetold he took thein Davis that1894, when Cutting
effect, was evidenceto or words to thathave sell liquor,would
his shouldlandlord thatat time the desired propertythat that

to makesuch or considered such usesale, necessaryused forbe
thata This tended toof the hotel success. provebusinessthe

he was notthatthereafter used forwhen his hotel was purpose
,theof fact.honestly ignorant

re-and the letter of beforethis conversation Bailey"Whether
thedate whichin time from the onremoteferred to were too
theto be decided bywere of factwas questionsoffence charged,

v.H. Morrill299;Collins,State v. 68 N.justice.presiding
and cases cited.Warner, 572,N. H.66

the hearing,atnot beenThe other exceptions, having urged
have not been considered.

overruled.Exceptions

othersdid sit: the concurred.notPike, J.,


