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Application Appellof Leonard

30, 1976June

the(Mr. R. Peter fororally) ap-ShapiroStanley, ShapiroTardif&
plicant.

Stever, and or-assistant briefW. attorney byDonald Jr., general,
ally, opposed.

admissionLeonardPer The Appell soughtcuriam. applicant
of the board oftheto the bar of New following reportHampshire

3, 1975, wasthatthis court on Appellbar examiners to September
in 1975 exami-a thereceived rank Julythose who passingamong

of writ-severaltheto bar. Following receiptnations for admission
bar, the wasto theto admission applicantten hisobjections

theforThereafter counselfurnishedthereof and copies.notified
cer-whichthe court that promptedadvised complaintsapplicant

30, 1975,satisfied, on Decemberandtain had beenobjections
to bar.of thethe applicantadmissionsought

26, 1976, towasJ., appointedorder dated January Griffith,By
5,on Februaryhear the interested hearingFollowingparties.

1976, recommenda-andthe hisjustice reported findingsingle
8, thatrecommended1976. Thetions the court on reportto April

withdenied “at this time”of the bar be per-toadmission Appell
thethe date oftwo from report. Argu-mission to yearsreapply

of theat the 1976 sessionwere heardon thements report June
court.

37,that the wasdiscloses age graduatedThe record applicant,
from Suf-his lawand obtained degreefrom University,Boston

1972, course.ain following four-yearfolk Law SchoolUniversity
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1972,In and he was in theunsuccessfulyears,succeeding passing
examinations,New bar until 1975. thatHampshire periodDuring

he was in the inconstruction business Newengaged Hampshire,
inand other business activities both in New and Mas-Hampshire

sachusetts. The of the containedreport single justice findings
the indifficulties businessconcerning applicant’s practices during

this It thefoundperiod. as toapplicant “qualified competent
law” but concluded that his “violations ofpractice various statutes

and indicate at best a failure tocareless determine theregulations
of his actions and at worst anlegality of thearrogant disregard

law.” The was “unable to find on thejustice [thebasis of
actions that he the characterapplicant’s] possesses high required

of ofmembers the bar” and recommended that he be denied ad-
mission to the bar at this time “but that he be topermitted apply

8,two from 1976).the date of thisagain years report” (April
It is settled law that the burden of his fitness toestablishing

law rests thepractice Hallinan v. Committeeupon Barapplicant. of
Examiners, 447, (1966);65 Cal. 762d 421 P.2d see v.Konigsberg

Bar, 252, (1957).State 353 U.S. In this the264 case differsrespect
from the disciplinary establishedproceedings against lawyers

relies,which theupon where the burden of fallsapplicant proof
Bar, 183,the accuser. v. State Cal.upon P.211 294 697Spears

(1930); Annot., (1959). (RSA64 TheA.L.R.2d 301 statute 311:2
1975)) that the(Supp. be “of moralrequires applicant good

character and suitable qualifications”. conduct andIrresponsible
unethical or businessquestionable have been held topractices
constitute a basis for denial of admission to theproper bar.

(Me. 1972); Petition,Application 296 A.2dFeingold, 492 O’Brien’sof
46,79 Conn. (1906).63 A. 777 A lack of “the ofsenseingrained

moral so tojudgment advise and counsel others”necessary may
be decisive. Walker, 134,Ariz. 539Application 112 891P.2dof
(1975); see Wadmond,Law Students Research Council v. 401 U.S. 154
(1971). While the 3, 1975,sinceapplicant’s indiligence September

numeroussettling and actionsobligations himpending against
commendable,be itmay notdoes a ofcompel finding good

character or the recentexpunge past.
the record as a whole weTaking conclude that the hasapplicant

not sustained his burden of he “ofthat is moralproving good
character and suitable so as to be for ad-qualifications”, eligible
mission to the 1975).of law. RSApractice We311:2 (Supp. adopt
the of therecommendation that thesingle justice applicant may



402

8, for admission toor 1978 tobe on after April reapplypermitted
on his isthe bar. The order pending application

denied.Application

Griffith, did not sit.J.,

Strafford
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v.

City of Rochester & a.

30, 1976June

McLane, Greene, and E.Raulerson Middleton StephenGraf,
the(Mr. forB. Middleton orally) plaintiffs.Borofsky Jack

Fisher, Parsons, E. for(Mr.Moran Robert Fisher& orally)Temple
the anddefendants school board.city


