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Fuller, assistantHeed, D. seniorattorney general (StephenPeter W.
the State.orally),on the brief and forattorney general,

(F.P.A., on the briefBrowne, of MichaelManchesterand KeefeKeefe
for the defendant.orally),and

indefendant, Turmel, his convictionDALIANIS, appealsThe J.JosephJ.
J.) of possessionof one count(McSwiney,Courtthe New London District

318-B:2, (1995);I RSAmisdemeanor,a B see RSAof classmarijuana,
2002).625:9, We affirm.VII (Supp.

11, 2001, defendant, drivingpassenger,the with one wasOn October
FirstTrooper89. 5:00approximately p.m.,on Interstate Atnorthbound
Statecar in an unmarkedMayers the defendant’sapproachedClass James

Newby HampshiretheMayers employedPolice truck. had beenpickup
ayearsfifteen and had been detectiveState for approximatelyPolice

for five andprevioustheinvestigationsinvolved undercover narcoticswith
hour,70 to miles per75years. Mayers, traveling approximatelya half

him, at 65 to 70traveling approximatelyahead ofobserved the defendant
he observed theMayers passedhour. As the defendant’s carpermiles

mid-twenties, Mayerswhatdefendant, holdinga male in his toearly
“blunt,” replaced byof itsparta a with tobaccocigarbelieved to be

it his“cupping”thumb and index and insidemarijuana, finger,between his
mouth,tocigarthen the defendant the hisMayers placehand. observed

inhale, the to hisplaced cigarto alsopass cigar passenger,and the his who
mouth and inhaled.

and the State of NewMayers, drug recognition experta certified
(DEA)Drug AgencyofHampshire Coordinator the Enforcement
cigar,the of theMarijuana Program, thought appearanceEradication that

and with hisway cigar, sharing cigarthe the defendant held the the of the
amarijuana Mayers policeindicated use. radioed for markedpassenger

of the vehicle andengage Mayers pulledcruiser to the defendant. ahead
Sgt. caughtit for three until Scott Sweetapproximatelymonitored miles

the sixapproximatelyto Sweet then followed defendant forup pursue.
point policemiles two other marked thejoined pursuit.at which cruisers

erraticallyNeither nor Sweet the defendant drive or violateMayers saw
any police Mayers’traffic laws. The three and unmarked truckcruisers

the ofpulled investigate suspicionthen the defendant over to officers’
marijuana.and use ofpossession
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theapproached stepSweet defendant and asked him to out car.of the
Sweet and then took the to theMayers defendant back of the car. Two
other officers took the to the ofpassenger front the car. As the defendant
exited, Mayers smelled the of marijuana emanatingodor from the interior
of Mayersthe car and the defendant. tointroduced himself the defendant

Police,as an officer with the Narcotics Unit of theInvestigation State and
explained that he had the insmokingobserved defendant themarijuana
car. Mayers told the defendant that he him cooperatewanted to and asked
him if he smoking marijuana.had been The defendant answered
affirmatively. toldMayers him that he was not under arrest and himasked

anywhether there were or in theweapons car. The saiddrugs defendant
none,there were at which Mayers requestedtime consent to thesearch

Mayersvehicle. the weaponstold defendant that if no or drugs were found
car,in the the defendant would be free leave.“probably” Mayersto told

the defendant he search,that did not have to consent to ifthe but the
consent,defendant did not pursuehe would “other avenues” to thesearch

car.
Mayers’ produceinitial search did not any illegal contraband. Following

the discovery large trunk, however,of a amount of cash in the a trooper
scene,with a atdrug-sniffing dog arrived the and the of marijuanabutt a

wascigarette eventually found in the ashtray.car’s
MayersNeither Sweet nor read the defendant Miranda warnings

before ofquestioningthe the defendant and his subsequent consent to
search the car.

trial,Prior to the defendant moved to allsuppress evidence and
statements as a of 11,obtained result the oninvestigatory stop October
2001.The trial court denied the motion.

the Constitution,We first address underdefendant’s claims the State
Ball, 226, (1983),State v. 124 N.H. 231 and cite federal foropinions

guidance only. 232-33.Id. at

I. Reasonable Suspicion

arguesThe defendant that Mayers lacked reasonable forsuspicion
his investigatory stop. In order for a police officer to undertake an

theinvestigatory officer muststop, suspicion,have a reasonable based
upon specific, articulable facts taken withtogether rational inferences

facts, is,from the particular been,those that person stopped has or is
be, 746,about inengaged activity.to criminal v. 146Hight,State N.H. 748

(2001); 1, (1968).Ohio,v. 392Terrysee also U.S. 20-21 The officer’s
must asuspicion particularized objectivehave and inbasis order to

Roach,warrant that into protected privacy rights.intrusion State v. 141
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to motor vehicle(1996). standard64, applied TerryWe have theN.H. 66
Pellicci, 523,N.H. 528-29748; 133N.H. at see State v.Hight, 146stops.

(1990).
ofanynot featureMayersthat did articulateThe defendant contends

Theordinaryfromdistinguish cigar.to it ancigarthe that would serve
alone, maya not leadsmoking cigar,of defendantmere observation the

Seesmoking marijuana.the wassuspect that defendantreasonablyone to
1982). Indeed,(La. theVarnell, 1108, even410 2d 1110State v. So.

his thumb andcigarthe betweenholdingof the defendantobservation
fashion, arousealone, enoughnot be tofinger “cupped” mightindex in a

986,Davis, 359State v. So. 2dmarijuanaof use. Seesuspicionsreasonable
(La. 1978).989

not, however, in See v.We consider each fact isolation. Statedo
146, (2001).Wallace, of thesufficiencyN.H. 149 To determine the146

inhe of alllightwe must consider the facts articulatedsuspicion,officer’s
circumstances, maymind a trained officerthe in thatsurrounding keeping

which maymake and draw conclusions from conduct seeminferences
Id.; Pellicci, N.Hto an observer. 133 at 530. Inunremarkable untrained

case, Mayers drug expertthe was a certified and thepresent recognition
Marijuana Program.Coordinator of the DEA EradicationHampshireNew

Further, arose,that reasonable inMayers suspicionarticulated his
training in the ofupon experiencebased his and detectionparticular,

him hismarijuana, leading marijuana beingto conclude that was used from
cigarthe in which the held the coupledobservation of manner defendant

his of the hissharing cigar passenger.with with

explanationsThe defendant that there are innocent for theargues
he it Heway cigarheld the and shared with his contends thatpassenger.

inpeople cigars many ways sharing cigarshold different and that is not
uncommon, especially expensive cigars. activitywith more That observed

behavior, however,guiltycould be consistent with both and innocent does
not mean an explanationsthat officer must rule out innocent before

(2000).100, 103v. 145proceeding. Galgay,State N.H.

While the manner in which the cigarthe defendant held and the
innocuous,sharing of the have it alsocigar might been was reasonable for

like suspecta trained officer to that the defendant was inMayers engaging
(Ill.Jacobson, 893,marijuana App.use. See v. 596 N.E.2d 895 Ct.People

1992). that, circumstances,in thelight surrounding Mayers,We hold of
uponbased his and articulated sufficient facts of atraining experience,
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particularized objectiveand nature hefrom which could have formed the
suspicionreasonable that the defendant using marijuana.was

The defendant thearguesnext that reasonable suspicion
during the minutes“evaporated” approximately Mayersten that tracked

car,the defendant’s he no otherbecause observed indicia of criminal
102-03,Inactivity. Galgay, 145 N.H. at an informant aobserved man

driving reportedhis car and it to the anerratically police. Almost hour
later, after the driver had entered a restaurant and then returned to his
car, a officerpolice pulled him over after the enterobserving man his car
and out of the parkingdrive it lot. Id. at 103.We held passagethat the of
time an abilityof almost hour and the for a span“defendant’s brief of time
to enter andcompetently his car drive it out of parking[a] lot... not[did]
negate the officer’s suspicion” necessary performreasonable to an
investigatory stop. case,Id. at 104. In the present passagethe of

tenapproximately Mayers’minutes and observation of the defendant
in manner doesdriving competenta not diminish the reasonable suspicion

that for the to performexisted officers an investigatory stop, because
neither elapsed negatethe time nor the of the caroperation Mayers’

concerning cigar.observations the
The offers protectionFederal Constitution the defendant no greater

than does the State Constitution under these circumstances. See Hight,
748;146 N.H. at 392 U.S. at 20-21. theTerry, Accordingly, we reach same

result theunder Federal Constitution as we do theunder State
Constitution.

II. Custody

We next address the defendant’s thatargument subjectedhe was to
interrogationcustodial without of hisbeing rights,advised Miranda see

Arizona, in(1966),Miranda v. 384 U.S. 436 violation Stateof his and
Federal againstConstitutional self-incrimination. N.H.rights See CONST.

I, 15;pt. art. U.S. CONST. amend. V.

toobligatedThe are issuepolice warnings conductingMiranda when
Hammond, 401, (1999).a interrogation.custodial See State v. 144 403N.H.

will theAlthough findingswe not overturn factual of the courttrial unless
they contrary evidence,are to the manifest theweight of we review the

custody Ford, 57,ultimate determination of de v.novo. State 144 N.H. 63
(1999).

Custody entitling a defendant to protections requiresMiranda
formal or onarrest restraint freedom of movement of the degree
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custodywhether there isdecidingwith arrest. Id. Whenformalassociated
toarrest, degreemust determine thehas formal wethere been nowhen

consideringcurtailed byof movement wassuspect’sthe freedomwhich
would understoodsuspect’sin the havepositiona reasonable personhow

(1998).A is notGraca, 670, defendant142 N.H. 675the situation. State v.
ofhowever, merely because freedomfor hiscustody purposes,in Miranda

in a Fourthhas so that he has been “seized”movement been curtailed
573, (1995);578 see alsoJohnson,v. 140 N.H.Amendment sense. State

420, (1984).Berkemer v. 468 U.S. 439McCarty,

if, in view of all the circumstancespersonA considered “seized”is
an would havesurrounding investigatory stop, persona reasonable

Reid,, anDuringhe free to 135 N.H. atthat not leave. 380.believed was
leave, because,not feel free toinvestigatory stop, person maya reasonable

(1983).Hamel, 670,fact, not See 123 676in he is free to leave. State v. N.H.
a formay investigatory purposes.The detainpolice temporarily suspect

Reid, 376, (1992);135 392 at 16. SuchTerry,State v N.H. 380 see also U.S.
not, however, for Mirandatemporary custody custodydoes constitute

and, therefore, notMiranda are Seewarnings triggered.purposes
Berkemer, 439; 666, (2002);Hamel,468 State v. 148 N.H. 670Grey,U.S. at

at123 N.H. 675-76.

case,In this was of ansubject investigatory stop,the defendant the
20-29;he 392during lawfully Terry,which detained. See U.S. at Statewas

Szczerbiak, 352, (2002); Pellicci, 133v. 148 N.H. 355 N.H. at 528-29.
maya ask detainee aDuring legal investigatory stop, an officer the

tryto his to toquestions identitymoderate number of determine and
or theconfirming dispelling suspicions.obtain information officer’s

Szczerbiak, however,stop,148 355. The the bescopeN.H. at of must
tailored thecarefully underlying justification dispelto its confirm or to—to
particular Id. must last no thansuspicion. stop longerofficer’s The is

tonecessary purpose.effectuate its Id.

stop mayAn into aninvestigatory “metamorphose overly prolonged
unlawful).”thus, Lee,(and,or intrusive detention become United States v.

2003).(1st26,317 F.3d 31 Cir. the detention is a lawfulWhether
investigatory beyond uponor limits of such astop goes stop dependsthe

Reid,facts and of a case. See at 381.particularthe circumstances 135N.H.
If the the an theinvestigatory stop,detention was within ofscope

will in Seepurposesdefendant not be deemed for of Miranda.custody
392 U.S. at 20-29.Terry,
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Upon consideration, case,first maythis case to aappear be “borderline
one ine.g., which the detention at has one orissue two arrest-like features

arguablybut otherwise is with a Terry stop.”consistent United v.States
(1st 1998).Acosta-Colon, 9, consideration,157 F.3d 15 UponCir. further

however, it becomes at theapparent point stopthat the which havemight
into the“metamorphosed” equivalentfunctional of arrest for Miranda

occurred, all,if at bothpurposes incriminatingafter the defendant’s
statement and his consent to search the car.

Here, Mayers pulled the defendant over with the reasonable
suspicion that he was smoking possessing marijuana.and theDuring
investigatory stop, Mayers lawfullycould detain the defendant afor
limited confirmperiod of time and obtain to or dispelinformation whether

was, fact,in smokinghe askedmarijuana. Sweet the defendant to outstep
car, Hamel,the duringof a anpermissible request investigative stop. See

N.H. Mayers marijuana123 at 676. smelled from theemanating defendant
theand car. He asked the defendant heimmediately whether had been

smoking This is also withinmarijuana. question scopethe of a valid
States, (D.C.investigatory 877,Mitchell v.stop. United 746 A.2d 885-89

2000) (defendant not “in forcustody” duringwas Miranda trafficpurposes
stop when an officer removed him from his car himand asked questions

use,themarijuanaabout Once defendant admitted thepossession).
car,Mayers the therequested consent to search defendant thatinforming

Mayers’he could forrequestrefuse. consent to search was also
the forpermissible during investigatory stop possession marijuana.of

Further, the was in Thestop length.reasonable its United States
Supreme Court to aadopt brightdeclined a line rule that twenty-minute

is to underlong justifieddetention too be thatTerry, explaining several
are to afactors relevant assess “whether detention too inlongis duration

justifiedbe investigativeto as an United v.stop.” Sharpe,States 470 U.S.
675, (1985);Reid,686 135 N.H. at 381-82. These factors include the law

detention,enforcement bythat are served the thepurposes diligence with
the pursued bywhich is the and theinvestigation police, scope,

Reid, Here,intrusiveness and duration of the detention. 135 N.H. at 382.
car,after theimmediately the officers defendant’s thestopped defendant

was told to of the car to the of thestep out and taken rear car. Without
defendant,physically restraining the one officer identified himself and

the ifasked defendant he had Thesmoking marijuana.been officers’
was to or the thepurpose dispel suspicionconfirm that defendant

car,marijuana. Upon the thepossessed stopping defendant’s officers were
in thediligent addressing onlythe ofpurpose stop, asking questions that
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were relateddirectly suspicion. Upto their until this ofpoint, the duration
the was tenstop under minutes.

Only spoketwo officers to the defendant and inwere his immediate
vicinity. Mayers told the thatdefendant he was not under arrest.
Additionally, defendant,the officers did not thefrisk handcuff him or

their Atdisplay weapons. point,this the reasonablydefendant could
leave,thatconclude he was not free to but not that he under thewas

functional equivalent of arrest. The fact that there were a total of four
police patrolofficers and three presentcruisers does not in and of itself
negate Lee,the fact that this was a investigatoryvalid See 317stop. F.3d
at 31 (stating not,that the ofpresence five officers does morewithout
facts, “lead inexorably to a conclusion that” stop beyondthe went the
scope (1stof a Terry stop); Quinn, 153,United States 815v. F.2d 156-57

1987)Cir. (holding that the presence policeof several officers and the
ofblocking defendant’s car did not investigativeconvert an intostop

arrest).

case,In this where the defendant undulywas not detained for an
long period of time and was asked a limited number of thatquestions were
consistent with the of the wepurpose stop, hold that at the time that he
made the challenged after heimmediately got out of hisstatements —

beingcar—he was held within the confines of valid investigatory stop.a
20-29; Szczerbiak,392See U.S. atTerry, 148 at agreeN.H. 355. We with

the trial findingcourt’s that he custody questionedwas not in when by the
officers, and the statements made theby defendant were properly
admitted.

The defendant did not argue that his statements or consent to search
were orinvoluntary coerced. This issue was raised in the defendant’s
notice appeal, brief;of it thus,but does not in hisappear we thetreat issue

Chuca,as waived. 142N.H. at 676.
The Federal Constitution offers the defendant no greater protection

than does the State regardConstitution with to the defendant’s rights
Ford, 63;under Miranda. See 144 N.H. Terry,at 392 atU.S. 20-29.

we reachAccordingly, the same result under the Federal Constitution as
we do under the State Constitution.

Affirmed,.

Duggan, JJ., concurred;Broderick and Brock, C.J., Nadeau, J.,and
dissented; addition, Nadeau, J.,in separately.dissented

C.J.,Brock, Nadeau, J.,and dissenting. disagreeBecause we with the
conclusion that the defendant was,was not in custody therefore,and not
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436,Arizona, 384 U.S. 444to Miranda v.warnings,entitled Miranda see
(1966), respectfullywe dissent.

has declined to extendCourtAlthough Supremethe United States
trafficstops ordinary stops,as well aswarnings investigatorytoMiranda

420, 440 Graca,(1984); v.McCarty, see also Statesee Berkemer v. 468 U.S.
(1998), neatlydoes not fit within the670, 676 the instant case142 N.H.

Rather, it properlyseizures. is moretemporaryof either of theseambit
in the at issuea case”—“one which detentioncategorized as “borderline

is consistentarguablyor features but otherwisehas one two arrest-like
9, 15Acosta-Colon, 157 F.3dUnited States v.investigatory] stop.”with [an

1998).(1st Thus, revert to an examination of“the mustanalysisCir.
canimplementedmeasures neverthelesswhether the arrest-likeparticular

uponof a Id. BasedTerry-type stop.”be reconciled with the limited nature
id., not can. State v.theysee we do believe that Seefact-specific inquiry,a

novo).(2002)Locke, 1, 6 custodythat is reviewed de(holding149N.H.
dramatically typicalfrom the non-The defendant’s detention differed

Berkemer, atin Berkemer. 468 U.S. 438-traffic envisionedstopcustodial
case, fact that the detained-motorist“[t]he39. that the Court held thatIn

mutesor at most two furtherby only policemenis confronted onetypically
ordinaryanvulnerability.... atmosphere surroundinghis [T]hesense of

surroundingthan thatstop less dominated’substantially ‘policetraffic is
Inin itself.” Id. the instantthe kinds at issue Mirandainterrogationof

however, stopthe defendant’s wascase, surroundingatmospherethe
bydefendant was threestoppeddominated. Theundoubtedly police

cruisers, asas well onedriving policemarkedtroopersuniformed State
Locke,truck. See 149policean unmarkedplain-clothed drivingofficer

(in consider, othermay amongthe courtdetermining custody,N.H. at 6
Hammond,State 144present);of officers see also v.numberthings, police

(the(1999)401, wearingfact that officers were not theirN.H. 404
visible, of nouniforms, findingcontributed to aweaponsnor were their

the factbywas reinforcedcustody). police-dominatedThe environment
vehicle; two carsthe defendant’sthe cars surroundedpolice physicallythat
in it.vehicle, remaining pulledthe two behind Seeahead of his whilepulled

2002) (the(Colo.681, fact that defendantv. 41 P.3d 693Taylor,People
officers and their carspolice patrolarmed uniformedby“was surrounded

occurred,”while theessentially interrogationwas encircled ...and
therefore,and, inmercythe of the police,”him at“completelyrendered

more,omitted)). Although atmosphere,this “withoutcustody (quotations
occurred,”factoa conclusion that a de arrestinexorablynot lead todoes

(1st 2003),Lee, 26, it from thesignals,317 F.3d 31 Cir.United States v.
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ofoutset the that the defendant’s detention was towardstop, escalating
arrest.

Moreover, quitethe character of the interview in this case was different
Locke,from 6permitted stops.that See 149 N.H. atduring investigatory

(in consider,determining custody, may among things,the court other
character). detention,Althoughinterview’s “[d]uring maya an officer ask

the adetainee moderate number of ... obtainquestions tryto to
confirminginformation or dispelling the officer’s State v.suspicions,”

Szczerbiak, 352, (2002), case,in148 N.H. 355 the interview this from its
inception, assumed an tone and was more indicative ofintimidating

See,interrogation,custodial which is anotheryet e.g.,arrest-like feature.
Dorval, 455, (1999) (theState v. 144 N.H. 457 fact that the interview was

conducted in an amicable contributed a ofway finding custody).to no Once
the defendant’s vehicle was thestopped, immediately apolice employed
divide-and-conquer ininterrogation strategy which thethey separated

takingdefendant and the topassenger, one the front of the car while
theleading other to the rear. then aTrooper Mayers introduced himself as

police officer and told the defendant that he smokinghad observed him
marijuana. During hearing motion,the on the suppression Trooper
Mayers testified that he told the “I indefendant: was interested him
cooperating, Ibecause know what I observed.”

While speaking defendant,to the Mayers alsoTrooper tried to be “clear
and concise and toright point.” him,the He “I Iaskingtestified: wasn’t
was telling observed,him observed,what I and I Iknow what and ifthat

-tohe was itcooperate, would be much much faster.” In aresponse to
question by Trooper theMayers, defendant then usingadmitted
marijuana.

This andintimidating coercive exchange with thecomports type of
againsttactics which Miranda warnings initiallywere designed to

protect designed... to put subjectthe in a psychological state—“tactics
where his is anstory but ofelaboration what the topolice purport know

Miranda,already he is guilty.” 384 U.S. at 450. uponBased these—that
circumstances, we would hold that the in custodydefendant was for
purposes ofMiranda.

Although policethe told the arrest,defendant that he was not under that
information explainedwas to the defendant he admitted smokingafter

and,marijuana therefore, conveyedwas too late to therectify self-
incrimination that duringoccurred the defendant’s interrogation.
Moreover, “police conduct should be injudged terms of what was done
rather than what the officer mayinvolved have itcalled at the time.” State

Noel, 384, (1993).v. 137 N.H. 388 together,Taken the police-dominated



the defendant createdquestioningthe ofintimidatingandatmosphere
feared in Miranda.coercive environmentinherentlythe ofprecisely type

thiscan little doubt that environmentMiranda, U.S. 457. There beSee 384
he is tobeing subjectedto believe thatpersonlead a reasonablewould

arrest,a he under seedegreeto that isrestraints on his freedom such
in6, and, result, the defendant wasLocke, 149 at as a we believeN.H.

custody.

dissent,I the in hisNadeau, J., Chief Justicedissenting. Although join
validitythe ofI have serious reservations aboutseparatelyI write because

the initial as well.stop,
he a cigar,smoked smallofficer this defendant becausestoppedThe

a inhaledhand, it once to who alsopassed passengerit in his andcupped
ajustify stoppingfacts are sufficient tofrom it. I whether thesequestion

746,v. N.H.way. Hight,a See State 146lawfully upon publiccitizen driving
(2001).748

smoking marijuanathe defendant wassuspectedThe officer that
it in hiscigar cuppedof and because the defendantof the size thebecause

He these whilepassenger.it his made observationshand and shared with
per65 to 70 miles hour.approximatelycar atthe defendant’spassing

observations, had theheany passedhe make otherBefore could
and hisdid not see the defendantNotably,car. the officerdefendant’s
how theand forth. Nor did he observepass cigarthe small backpassenger

smoke.or inhaled and exhaledpassengerdefendant his
in held theothers courts havefrom whichdistinguishableThis case is

instance, v.PeopleFor ininvestigatory stop.to anjustifyfacts sufficient
895 (Ill. 1992),893, upon majorityCt. which theJacobson, App.596 N.E.2d

hand-rolled thatrelies, cigarettethe defendant with athe officer observed
He observed thatand forth four times.passenger passedhe and his back

inhaled the wascigarettein the two men handled andwaythe which
Id.smoking marijuana cigarette.with aconsistent

(Utah437, 438 Ct.Spotts, App.v. 861 P.2dSimilarly, City Corp.in Provo
defendant, him a hand-­1993), the officer saw smokebefore thestopping

disintegratethe jointlike a She sawshaped joint.that wascigaretterolled
thethat, day,it was a warmalthoughit observedas burned andrapidly

Further, saw theId. sheup.his ear windows rolleddefendant had
which, herexhaling, uponbaseddeeplyinhale beforedefendant

marijuanaoff of atakingto be with hitsshe believed consistentexperience,
theher observations while defendant’sat 440. The officer madejoint. Id.
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stoppedtruck was ten from the Id.approximately feet officer’s vehicle. at
438.

cigarIt doubtful to me that small one’scuppingseems a inside hand and
passing it once to someone areelse characteristics “so restricted to

smokers as to arousemarijuana suspicionreasonable of unlawful conduct.”
Varnell, (La. 1982).1108, 1110State So.v. 410 2d
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DALIANIS, defendant,J. The Ian J. McCarthy, was convicted by jurya
of first-degree Pawlick,assault on (1996),Michael see RSA 631:1 and
ordered to restitutionpay mother,to Pawlick his Pawlick,and Jill see RSA

2002).651:62 The(Supp. defendant appeals, arguing that the Superior
J.)(Brennan,Court inerred awarding wagesrestitution for lost to Ms.

Pawlick. We reverse.
22, 2001,On June Pawlick,the defendant stabbed an unemancipated

minor, neck,several times causing injuriessevere to his chest and
abdomen. At his sentencing hearing, the defendant was payordered to
restitution, $3,250including to Ms. Pawlick for wages lost fourduring

inweeks which she cared for injuredher son and one week when she
attended court.


