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is entitledfactsthe on theWe further hold that agreedplaintiff
bid, ofrescission of its the cancellationa theto decree ordering

$4,000 ifofits sum alreadyits bid or restitution of penalbond
defendant, forthat the case be remandedthe andcollected by

thisin accordance with opinion.ordersappropriate

Remanded.

All concurred.
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infound that The of the was toopinion. purpose suspension
assure the and the bar that “the of law is apublic pro-practice
fession which demands that its members adhere to stand-fiduciary
ards andof conduct that the failure do will result in ex-to so

Id.,action.” 179. Such action is also in-disciplinarypeditious
tended to the reformation of the offender. See Annot.produce

268,2d70 A.L.R. 273.
on a for reinstatement it is the ofConsequently petition duty

this court “to act with to the and thejustice profession public,
2d,as well as to the See Annot. A.L.R.70applicant.” supra,

282. The main issues to be determined arewhether the disciplinary
heretofore meted the has served itsout topunishment petitioner

and whether the interests of the and of the bar ofpurpose public
this state will be conserved if the is reinstated to thepetitioner

Keenan,Case, 285, 287;of law. Hobbs’ 75 N. H. In repractice
544, 547; Simmons,314 Mass. 191In the Matter K.Howardof

2dA. 350 I.(R. 1963).
factors, others,The are to be considered infollowing among

his fitness for reinstatement.present Thedetermining petitioner’s
and wasprofessional to the trans­personal reputation good prior

actions which caused his The has not “bene­suspension. petitioner
fited from these transactions but returned certainfinancially”
checks which he had received and claim thereto.gave up any

Case, 175, 178;Broderick’s 104 N. H. Commonwealth v.
Kiernan, 504,201 N. E. 2d 513 Furthermore(Mass. 1964).

indictments were returnedalthough of theagainst othermany
trials,withparticipants convictions,subsequent and imprison­

ments, no criminal was everprosecution instituted theagainst
petitioner.

He has done hissince “thatnothing suspension brings any
discredit him.” On the heupon has in civiccontrary engaged
endeavors, and was elected as a member of the whereLegislature
he served “in a commendable in the Committee.”way Judiciary
As a member of that committee he worked with the officeclosely
of the General who “he did anAttorney excellent asthought job”
a member of that committee. He is now inengaged employment
of an nature. Certainunquestionable members of the bar have

his reinstatement.urged not a unanimousAlthough representing
the President of themembership, Bar Association of the State of

New stated that while theHampshire Association was not spon-
the forsoring petition reinstatement it did not inappear op-

position.
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factors, weall theof pertinenta careful considerationAfter
A. Broderickof Mauricethethe that suspensionare of opinion

itsserved purposehasand one-halfa of three yearsfor period
belaw will not againstoftheand that his retiirn to practice
is thereforeItthethat of legal profession.the interest orpublic

the Stateofthe bara member ofasthat he be reinstatedordered
4, 1966.effectiveof JanuaryNew Hampshire

Petition granted.

All concurred.


