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argument theagreement during oralmadeIn with theaccordance
inand eachamended, the orderproperlyasconsideredwrits are

iscase
Judgment Voudomas.for

the others concurred.did not sit:Snow, J.,

)Hillsborough,
)3,April 1928.

Lojko.v. AmeliaState

solicitor,George Haselton, for the state.I.

Doyle Doyle, the defendant.& for

the that theground allegedJ. for claimPeaslee, C. The sole
proofnodischargedbeen that there wasshould have isdefendant

or other-possessionin her was not denaturedthe alcohol foundthat
beverage. testimonyas a Theas be unfit for usewise treated so to

liquor and it was This wasthe found that alcohol.was that officers
somethingnot else.evidence that the substance wassome

cunninglycontaining the wasappearsIt that the bottle alcoholalso
discovery. thatprobableIt is notconcealed, preventso as to its

freelyif an andit had contained articlethis would have been done
lawfully husband that heand The defendant’s testifiedsold used.

— evidently beverage.his abought commodity for use asthe own
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a in behalf,The defendant was witness Her own but neither she
anything tendingnor her husband testified to sustainto the claim

liquid beveragethat the was fit for use.not
ample goThere was the jury.evidence to to

Exceptions overruled.
All concurred.

)Hillsborough,
)April 3,1928.

v. Fred A.Nestor Martel Wallace & a.


