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protectiontrue that the has itsrequired by the statute limits. Cf.
Employers Corp.&c. Roux, However,v. N. H. we believe98 309.
viewing the whole,law as a the intent thatis clear the whichpolicy

him coverageMorrill held on his own car upwas meant to furnish
the required (a)to minimum bylimits RSA VII he268:1 while

operating any includingwas other motor vehicle the federal truck.
being agreedIt that there was no other valid and collectible

(Merchants supra)insurance &c. Cas. Co. v. 98Tuttle, 349,N. H.
plaintiffthe must furnish coverage upMorrill the to thefor accident

required (a) supra.minimum bylimits Farm Co.Bureau Ins. v.
Martin, 196, 201,97 N. H. 202.

The second question plaintifftransferred is thewhether has a
toright permitsreimbursement from Morrill. The act this when

the insurance stipulates.contract so RSA 268:15. policyThe
provides agreeshere “Thethat Insured reimburse Companyto the

any paymentfor bymade the itCompany which would havenot
obligated makebeen to under policythe terms of exceptthis for” the

Financial Responsibility plainLaw. This wording is and no reason
appears provisionwhy the should not be enforced. Ind.Hartford

v. 45;Co. 95 H.Wolbarst, 40,N. see Farm Bureau Co. v.Ins.
Martin, supra, It199. follows that the company is entitled to re-
imbursement Morrillfrom the extent it mayto that become liable

against injuredin the him byactions the parties.third The order is

Remanded.

All concurred.
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Upton respondent.theRichard F. for

power the to makejudiciaiyJ. The inherent ofKenison, C.
and removal of members of thethe admissionreasonable rules for

207, 211), long usageconfirmed(Ricker’s Petition, by66 N. H.Bar
(RSA requires that this court should take311:8),and statute

in cases ofprotection communitythe of theaction forexpeditious
“AsCase, 227,Moore’s 76 N. H. 229.professional misconduct.
formaymeasures be takenappropriate disciplinaryarises,occasion
ofwell as for the maintenancepublic,the asprotection ofthe

Case, 99 N. H.as a whole.” Welanko’sin the barpublic confidence
of clients’or embezzlement fundsmisappropriation413, 414. The

honesty as tosuch lack of commondemonstratesattorneyanby
58 N. H.Case,Delano’sdisbarment.justify attorney’sanclearly

in theclient, whileattorney for hisbycollected an“Money5.
capitalnot forof the andmoneyis the clientattorney,of thehands

Case, N. H.Allen’s 75in his business.”attorneythethe use of
may bemisappropriated fundsof therestitution301, 302. While

question ofon thethe Trial Courtbyinto considerationtaken
protection of thefor thepreclude disbarmentit does notsentence,



245

contraryconduct isrespondent’spublic. Case, supra.Allen’s The
as anpracticeunfitness tooffice,to his oath of demonstrates his

Thefrom office forthwith.attorney and calls for his removal
as anrespondent disbarredresignationtendered refused the isis and

attorney in this state.

ordered.So

All concurred.
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