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General,William Maynard, Attorney Matthews,Irma A. Law
(Mrs.Assistant, and Lawrence W. Guptill, Jr., county attorney

Matthews orally), for the State.

Thomas McIntyreJ. (by brief and for theorally), defendant.

Wheeler, principalJ. The contention of the defendant is that
the indictment fails to allege that the embezzlement committedwas
with criminal andintent that the words convert”“fraudulently are
not Insufficient. indictments for offenses it isbycreated statute
generally sufficient to describe the events in the words of the statute.
State Goodwin,v. 101 N. H. 252, exception253. The the generalto
rule is where the incapacity which the allegeddefendant isacted
in too general vagueterms and those too to enable the defendant

prepareto for intrial the absence of specifications.additional
State Goodwin, supra.v.

The word “fraudulent” in an indictment charging embezzlement
includes an “intent” to do the descriptiveact and is of the motive.
See 17A & Phrases,Words “Fraudulently,” (p. 164);intent People
v. Swenson, App.127 Cal. 2d 658.

The defendant here chargedwas with fraudulently converting
to his $16,000own use of funds belonging Raymondto the E.

Post,Walton No. 70, American Legion of Seabrook, which had been
entrusted to him in his official capacity as finance officer. The
indictment thefollows thewording of statute and the capacity in
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definitenessthe sufficientwhich defendant acted is described with
charged.thefullyand states all the of offenseessential elements

Farwell, 3,v. 102 N. H. and cited.State cases

Exceptions overruled.

All concurred.
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