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In accordance with the agreement made during oral argument the
writs are considered as properly amended, and the order in each
case is

Judgment for Voudomas.

S~ow, J., did not sit: the others concurred.

Hillsborough, %
April 3, 1928.

StaTE 9. AMELIA LoOJKO.

George I. Haselton, solicitor, for the state.

Doyle & Doyle, for the defendant.

Prasitmg, C. J. The sole ground alleged for the claim that the
defendant should have been discharged is that there was no proof
that the alcohol found in her possession was not denatured or other-
wise treated so as to be unfit for use as a beverage. The testimony
was that the officers found liquor and that it was alcohol. This was
some evidence that the substance was not something else.

It also appears that the bottle containing the alechol was cunningly
concealed, so as to prevent its discovery. It is not probable that
this would have been done if it had contained an article freely and
lawfully sold and used. The defendant’s husband testified that he
bought the commodity for his own use — evidently as a beverage.
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The defendant was a witness in her own behalf, but neither she
nor her husband testified to anything tending to sustain the claim
that the liquid was not fit for beverage use. '

There was ample evidence to go to the jury.

Eaceptions overruled.

All concurred.

Hillsborough, %
April 3, 1928.
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