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appeal,On the that the court’s decision not to allowpetitioner contends
Mr. Kamasinski to sit at counsel was an oftable unsustainable exercise

(2001)Lambert, 295,discretion. State v. 147 N.H. 296 (explainingCf.
standard).unsustainable exercise of discretion disagree.We

beyondIt is that thedispute judiciary powerhas the to control its
LaFrance, 171, (1983).courtrooms. State v. 124 179 powerN.H. “The of

the tojudiciary control its own the ofproceedings, participants,conduct
the actions of officers of the court and the environment of the court is a
power absolutely for anecessary effectively jobcourt to function and do its
of administering justice.” Id. at in179-80. We find no error the court’s

prohibit table,decision to Mr. sittingKamasinski from at counsel
particularly lightin of its prior ruling engagedthat he was in the
unauthorized ofpractice law. We hold that the court could reasonably have
concluded that to permit Mr. Kamasinski to sit at counsel table could have
given the appearance of thesanctioning unauthorized of law. Seepractice

Antal, 39, (1983).Bilodeau v. 123N.H. 45

Affirmed.

Dalianis, J.,NADEAU and J concurred.
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Couture, PLLC,Mathieu, of Somersworth&Coolidge, Barrington
theorally), plaintiff.the brief and forR. Couture on(Gregory

(DebraBoston, M.Morrison, LLP, Massachusetts& Miller ofMahoney
theorally),on the brief and for defendant.Walsh

defendant, Messrs.BROCK, Lloyd’s SyndicatesInsuranceC.J. The
from the CourtSuperioran order(Lloyd’s), appealsMendes and Mount

J.) grantingand(Smith, summary judgmentits motion fordenying
Godbout, executrix of theRachelplaintiff,to thesummary judgment

(estate). the courtargues thatappeal, Lloyd’sGodbout OnRogerestate of
under ancoverageentitled toin that the estate wasconcludingerred

(decedent). reverse.it to Godbout WeRogerinsurance issuedpolicy
1999,In March the decedentfollowingfound the facts.The trial court

Hehe as a kit.purchasedthat hadRotorway helicopterassembled a
flightin Arizona to receivetraining facilityRotorway’straveled to

at aflight”for “translationalafter which he was certifiedinstruction
1999,In theAugustfeet level.thirty-five groundof abovemaximum

Lloyd’s,fromFlyingAccident Insurancefor Personalapplieddecedent
a confirmation of$5,250 agentThe defendant’s issuedpolicy.for apaidand

limitscoverage, helicopter, coveragethe oftypeinsurance that detailed
information was theIn under the confirmationtypedeductibles. smalland

conditions,terms, limitationssubjectis to the“The insurancefollowing:
referenced, thepolicyreferenced or if no ispolicy,exclusions of theand

theby company.”in current usepolicy
30,1999, he crashedreceive his On Octoberpolicy.The decedent did not

Forest, and died as a resultin the Mountain Nationalhelicopterhis White
crash, he flying approximatelyto the wasinjuries. Immediately priorof his
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tall; hethus wasfifty feetapproximatelyfeet above trees that werefifty
the of his certification.parametersoutside

oran exclusion for “lossliability coverage uponbasedLloyd’s denied
theflyingthe is outsideoccurring flying helicopterwhen thedamage pilot

The trialby Rotorway.”issued to the pilotof... the certificateparameters
unambiguous,was clear andalthough policy languagefound that thecourt

in thepersonsince a reasonablecoverage improperthe denial of was
that the exclusion wasnot have been on noticepositiondecedent’s would

The concluded thatthat had been confirmed. courtpart coverageof the
exclusion,the there was nothe did not have notice ofbecause decedent

insurer;and the hence theof the minds” between the decedent“meeting
not a valid of the insurance contract.partwasprovision

of the decedent’sduty acceptthat it had no to the riskLloyd’s argues
arguesItflyingto the of his certificate.fly beyond parametersdecision

was clearpolicy languagethe exclusion is because the andapplicablethat
coverageof isunambiguous, subjective expectationand the insured’s

agree.to the Wepolicy interpretation.irrelevant
summary judgment,In the trial court’s of we considerreviewing grant

evidence, properlythe affidavits and other and all inferences drawn from
them, in to the Townlight non-moving party.the most favorable of

Trust, 440,v. Assoc. Liab. Ins. 140 N.H.Londonderry Prop.N.H. Mun.
(1995). fact, ifgenuine moving441 “If there is no issue of material and the

law,matter of the ofparty judgment grant summaryis entitled to as a
judgment is Id. We review the trial court’s of the lawproper.” application

(2002).Hamon, 478,the 148N.H. 480to facts de novo. Sintros v.

“The of insurance is a ofinterpretation policy language question law
theLondonderry,for this court to decide.” 140 N.H. at 441. “We construe

of an would a in thelanguage policy personinsurance as reasonable
of the insured more than of the asposition reading policybased on a casual

omitted).(quotation Policy objectively,a whole.” Id. terms are construed
unambiguous,and the terms of a are clear and we accordpolicy“[w]here

meaning.”its natural and Concord v. N.H.language ordinary Hosp.the
(1993).Assoc., 680,Joint 137N.H. 683Malpractice UnderwritingMedical

We not examine the ofparties’ expectations coverageneed reasonable
unambiguous;when a is clear and our searchpolicy ambiguity,“[a]bsent

parties’ policy.”for the intent is limited to the words of the Przekaza v.
(2001)Canada, 40,Gen. Accident Ins. Co. 146 N.H. 48-44 (ellipsisof

omitted).

The the inargues holding Hampshireestate that v. NewTrefethen
(1994),Group, supports entryInsurance 138 N.H. 710 the trial court’s of
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Insummary judgment Trefethen, plaintiffson its behalf. the owned a
convenience store and an insurance that included apurchased policy liquor

at 711. Later theliability plaintiffs requestedexclusion. Id. additional
for and the insurance said would itcoverage “everything,” agent “puthe

omitted).on that The were afterday.” (quotations plaintiffsId. sued two
in car after purchasingminors were killed an alcohol-related accident beer

at the store. Id. The defendant insuranceplaintiffs’ convenience denied
the a ancoverage policy liquor appliedbecause contained exclusion. Id. We

the insurer from evenestoppel theory prevent denying coverage thoughto
the Id. at 714. thatpolicy unambiguously coverage.excluded We reasoned
the the in the insuredprior dealings agent,insured’s with insurance which

item, thecoverage every coupled agent’sfor saleable withrequested
alcohol,that the sold created an enforceableknowledge insured

atexpectation coverage.of insurance Id. 715.
case,is from In there is nodistinguishableThis case thisTrefethen.

evidence that the decedent or the insurancerequested, agent promised,
that exceeded the of hiscoverage scope flyingunlimited insurance

Furthermore, in the theTrefethen, activitycertificate. for which insureds
— —ofsought coverageinsurance the sale beer was obvious and within

Here, however, activitythe reasonable of their business. theparameters
—coverage flying helicopter scopefor which the estate seeks a outside the

— nor,to anflying agentof a certificate is neither obvious insurance based
the was one feetupon flyingthe evidence that decedent hundred above

ground, parameters flying.within the reasonable of safe
arguesThe estate also that the decedent did not receive notice that an

him“have Itpolicy grounded helicopter.”exclusion in his would and his
that the a for or deathargues paid premium damage resultingdecedent

flying happened,from his and because that is what the estatehelicopter,
the it that thecoverage. Finally, argues policyshould receive insurance

the decedent received a confirmation of insuranceambiguouswas because
agreement merelythat stated the material terms of the but noted that it

terms, conditions,“subjectwas to the limitations and exclusions” provided
in the policy.

In the have the thatpast, rejected argument exclusionarywe
are a deceased who had no actualprovisions binding upon knowledgenot

(1933).Co., 124,of them. v. Insurance 86 N.H. 125 The ofKarp language
an insurance and an insured’s failure to learn of thepolicy binding,is

of the “furnishes no for itsprovisions policy legal ground nullifying
conditions.” Id. This rule is even if the insurer does notapplicable provide
the insured with a of the The of acopy exclusionary language. delivery

of the full insurance text is not a condition to a validcopy policy precedent
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inRather, that the insurer someall that is isrequiredcontract.insurance
language.restrictivethat the containspolicyinform the insuredmanner

442.140 N.H. atLondonderry,See
which referred thecoverage,summarya of insuranceLondonderry,In

terms, and exclusions offor the conditionspolicyto the fullinsured
the termsspecificon notice thatputto the insuredcoverage, was sufficient

in thisSimilarly,document. Id.in acoverage appeared supplementalof
that theincluded a notationcase, confirmation of insurancethe decedent’s

in the itself.policyto certain exclusions containedsubjectwascoverage
limitations containedFurthermore, of thethat the decedent was aware

disputed.certificate is notflyingwithin his

that the insurance doesclearlyat issue statespolicyThe insurance
the ispilot flying helicopterwhen thedamage occurringnot cover “loss or

pilot bycertificate issued to thethe of ... theflying parametersoutside
languagethat this isfindingwith the trial court’sRotorway.” agreeWe

in an insuranceambiguities“While this court will resolveunambiguous.
in toinsured, ambiguityforce an orderin of the we will notpolicy favor

Parts, StateAuto Inc. v. Graniteit an insurer.”againstresolve Robbins
omitted).(citation(1981) “TheCo., 760, and quotation121 N.H. 764Ins.

itcoverageto create where isappliedrule ... will not be so asambiguity
clear that none is intended.” Id.

that it iswe concludeunambiguous,Because the exclusion is
expectations.the reasonable Seeparties’to examineunnecessary

Przekaza, no that the decedent wasdispute146 N.H. at 43-44. There is
of certificate. Thus the trial courtparameters flyingoutside the hisflying

entitled to insuranceconcluded that the deceased wasincorrectly
motion forLloyd’stherefore it erred when it deniedcoverage, and

summarymotion forgrantedand the estate’ssummary judgment
judgment.

Reversed.

Duggan, JJ.,Broderick, Nadeau, concurred.Dalianis and


