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INTOXICATING LIQUORS—POSSESSION OF STILL—In a prosecution for

’ possessing a still, proof that defendant was found at a still mak-
ing the necessary preparations for making a run of liquor, and
ran away when his presence was discovered by officers, held suf-
ficient to support a conviction; proof of ownership not being
necessary.

Appeal from Nevada Circuit Court; J. H. MoCollum,
Judge; affirmed.

H. W. dpplegate, Attorney General, and John L.
Carter, Assistant, for appellee.

Kirey, J. This appeal is prosecuted from a convie-
tion for having in possession a still.

The officers testified that they had the still under
surveillance, being concealed near it, and that appel-
lant and his companion appeared about 7 o’clock, and
moved some wood back and began to dip water out of
the branch and pour it into the mash barrels. Two bar-
rels of mash had been run and the mash in two more
was ready to run, and the still was warm from the last
run, which must have been made that night. The boys
were filling up the two barrels with more water. Appel-
lant unscrewed the connection and let the refuse run
out of the pot, and in carrying it away discovered the
officers, and ran. The still was on his grandmother’s
place, in the pasture, and he said that he had discovered
it before, and that he was down there that morning
putting the water in the mash to keep the cows from
eating the shorts, under the instruction of his grand-
mother, who had lost a yearling from -eating mash at
a still. Said he did not own the still and the mash, and
had no control over it, and ran away when he saw the
officers because he was frightened. _

He was found present at the still, which was yet
warm from the last run made, and making the necessary
preparations for making another run, and ran away
upon ascertaining that his presence was discovered. The
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testimony is sufficient to support the charge that appel-
lant was in possession of the still, the proof ‘of owner-
ship not being necessary. Day v. State, 170 Ark. 790, 281
S. W. 11

No error was assigned as to the admission and
exclusion of testimony, and the court correctly declared
the law. The judgment must be affirmed, and it is so
ordered.



