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There is in the of the actnothing itlanguage repealing making
1,to St., 1,causes. L.,Gen. c. s. 34applicable pending c. s.(G.

that “the of33), act shall inprovides no caserepeal affectany any
done, accrued,act or established,orany right accruing, acquired,

or suit or had or case,commenced inany civilproceeding be­any
timefore the when said shall take effect.” Therepeal isquestion

Lovell,settled in Dickinson v. 36 N. H. 364. theUpon authority
case, 1878,17,of that the act of does not take theAugust away

of review in actions when theright statute went intopending
effect; and for the same reason we itthink does not take theaway

of review in actions in whichright had been renderedjudgment
and the of timelimitation for review had not at the timeexpired
of the of the act. ;v.passage 19 N. H.Pickering Pickering, 389­

Winnick, 473;Woart v. 3 N. H. Dublin,v. 432;32 N.Colony H.
Railroad v. 44 N. H. 578.Cilley,

Motion in action granted.first

in second action sustained.Exceptions

Motion in third action denied.

Dob, J., doubted;C. Bingham, JJ.,Foster and dissented;
others concurred.the

v.State Keneston.

is,In an indictment for an offence by statute,created it in suffi-general,
cient to describe the offence in the words of the statute.

“ coin,of false andpiecesCertain counterfeit in imitation of the silver
coin current within the state lawby wit,and to fiveusage, pieces

dimes,”twenty-fivecalled cent and fivepieces, called is apieces suffi-
cient in St.,an indictmentdescription 258,Gen. c. s. 9.upon

a generalWhen intent to defraud is sufficient to constitute an offence,
allegationthe of a intentgeneral to defraud is sufficient in the indict-

ment, it isand not to ornecessary allege an intentprove to defraud
theany particular person, or and manner inway which the fraudulent

intent is to be consummated.

St., 9,258,Indictment c.Gen. s. that the re-upon alleging
“15,1877,at did then andspondent, thereEpping, unlaw-August. .

have in his certain of false andfully counterfeitpossession pieces
coin, in imitation of the silver coin current within the state lawby

wit,and to five called centusage, andpieces twenty-five pieces,
dimes,five called the same to be so falsepieces andknowing



87v.June, KENESTON.STATE1879.]

becounterfeit, some should defrauded.”intent thatwith person
because,—bill,themoved toThe defendant quash

this statesilver coins current withinIt not what1. does appear
imitated; coins imitatednor whether thelaw and wereusageby

States, whethercoins,or other norof the theywere coins United
current,there etc.were

tothe defendantdoes not state what intended2. The bill person
defraud, that was to the unknown.nor the grand jurorsperson

how, manner,in wliat nor what3. bill does not stateThe by
intended to defraudmeans the defendant any person.

Smith,Hatch and for the defendant.

Harriman, Towle,Solicitor, for the state.and

Clark, is the ofin this case inJ. The indictment language
statute; thethe is and wherestatute. The offence one created by

offence, it is ifwords of the of the sufficientstatute are descriptive
Statethe indictment of the statute. v.follows the language

284, Gove, 510;H.287; N. Com.44 N. H. State v. 34Goulding,
364;Cone, 135; Ab­v. 2 State v.Mass. Wharton Am. Cr. Law

bott, 31 N. H. 434.
“The certainfalse coin in the indictment asis described pieces

coin,false coin currentof and in imitation of the silvercounterfeit
wit,state five calledwithin the law and to piecesusage,by

This iscent and five caLled dimes.” atwenty-five pieces, pieces
363;sufficient Am. Law 2 Cr.Wharton Cr. Bishopdescription.

266, 256;265, 704; Stearns, State v. Ma-Proc. Com. v. 10 Met.
hanna, N. H.48 377.

statute,To it neces­constitute the offence described in the is not
to that to defraudthe defendant intendedprovesary any particular

sufficient,A intent defraud is and therefore thetoperson. general
of a sufficient in the indict­intent to defraud isallegation general

of as itment. The is as full andthe offence completedescription
is to The offence con­make it from the nature of the case.possible

insists in the intent tothe false coin withhaving possession
defraud, indictment,theand of facts sustainthose willproof

it had definitenot that the defendantalthough may anyappear
coin, or anas to the and manner the falseofpurpose usingway

tointent is anddefraud The offenceperson. fullyany particular
indictment,theand described inplainly, substantially formally,

and no of crim­of is the rulesgreater degree certainty required by
Morse,inal or bill v. 2the of Commonwealthpleading rights.

128; ;Hulbert,Mass. v. 446­ CommonwealthCommonwealth 12 Met.
12,Butterick, 17; 452,v. 100 53 N. H.Mass. v. Hastings,State

457.
to denied.Motion quash

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


