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earningand of the father’s noteindependent history. We that child support
payments SSI,are in determining eligibilityconsidered for 42see U.S.C.

1382a(b)(9)§ (2006), thatand the son’s SSI inpayments may be reduced
the as a the in byfuture result of increase child thesupport ordered trial

1382(c)(1)court, (2006)§42 periodicsee U.S.C. for(providing review of SSI
Trialeligibility). courts should be of inaware these limitations future cases.
anGiven that individual receives uponSSI benefits based a determination

that other resources available to that individual are toinsufficient meet a
subsistence,minimum hisnecessary 959-60,for 791Lightel, So. 2d at we

adopt potentialdecline to a rule that has the to deduct from an SSI
recipient’s already limited Additionally, although legislatureresources. the
has not preciseaddressed the issue of how topayableSSI benefits an adult
disabled child should treated purposesbe for of childcalculating support,

458-C:2, IV,we find further for our insupport holding RSA provideswhich
that bySSI benefits an obligor obligeereceived either or parent are not to

inbe included his or her gross income when calculating child support
pursuant to the SupportChild Guidelines. Accordingly, the trial court did
not err in refusing to the agrant father dollar for dollar forcredit the SSI

bybenefits received the son.

Affirmed.

Dalianis, C.J., Hicks, Lynn, JJ.,and CONBOYand concurred.
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Kruse,L. counsel,James disciplinary Concord,assistant of on the brief
orally,and for professionalthe conduct committee.

Horan, Manchester,David of by orally,brief and for respondent.the

Duggan, respondent,J. The Bruzga, appealsPaul W. an oforder the
Supreme (PCC)Court Professional Conduct Committee himsuspending

practicefrom the forof law six months. We order that Bruzga suspendedbe
for six months.

The findingsrecord and the PCC’s support the facts.following The
violations at issue arise from Bruzga’s representation incapacitatedof an
client, George whileDoherty, advising Doherty’s brother,also who served

Doherty’sas guardian and Doherty’strustee of trust.special needs
2005, (the brother)In April Steven Doherty filed a inpetition

Hillsborough County Probate seekingCourt of himselfappointment as
guardian for who hadDoherty, suffered serious head trauma that left him
legally incapacitated. Doherty’s objectedsister to the appoint-brother’s
ment, thebut court himappointed temporary guardian and scheduled a

tohearing permanentdetermine Theguardianship. appointedcourt
Bruzga represent Doherty’sto in guardianshipinterests the proceeding.

time,Around this spoke Bruzgathe brother first to and himtold that he
had for Medicaidapplied Doherty’sbenefits on behalf.
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topersonal priorhis fundstypicallyan individual must exhaustBecause
Medicaid, of arecommended the creationeligible Bruzgaforbecoming

(SNT), withoutprotects an individual’s assetsneeds trust whichspecial
law,However, matter the SNTas a ofeligibility.Medicaidjeopardizing

remaining time of thea that assets at theanycontain clause providingmust
the benefitsto to offset cost ofrepaiddeath be Medicaidrecipient’s

received.
brother, trustee.for who was namedthen drafted the SNT theBruzga

SNT, Bruzga providecontinued todraftingfound that after theThe PCC
monthlyhim on a basis.and counsel to the brother and billedadvice

time, the sisterattorneyand an forAdditionally, Bruzgaaround this
thestipulation granting guardian-the final of a brothertermsnegotiated

intermediaryasDoherty. purported onlyto act anship Bruzgaover
and and to theattorney emphasizedthe the brotherbetween sister’s
27, 2005, him.in a letter that he did not representbrother dated June

However, as forsigned stipulation “Attorney Doherty.”he the Steven
death,Doherty passed away September Following Doherty’sin 2005.

the of the SNT.Bruzga regardingadvised the brother disbursement
ofknew that had benefits and also knewBruzga Doherty received Medicaid

Nonetheless, theobligation. Bruzganeither norrepaymentthe Medicaid
Doherty’sof the of the SNT or ofbrother ever notified Medicaid existence

ofthat to Medicaidattempted notifydeath. The brother testified he
home, aDoherty’sdeath but received billDoherty’s through nursing never

that iffrom advised the brothercorrespondence Bruzgaor other Medicaid.
bill, could the to himself andhe did not receive a he distribute SNT assets

sister.the
months and Medicaid did not seek reimbursement.passedSeveral

SNT,helped complete the final for theBruzga accountingthen the brother
disbursements,provision repayment.made no for Medicaid Allwhich

and fees wereincluding payments attorney’sto the brother and sister
27, distributions,A few to these thecompleted by days priorJune 2006.

(Medicaid FraudAttorney Fraud UnitHampshireNew General’s Medicaid
Unit) and recordsBruzgahad written to the brother contacted requesting

and an of disburse-Doherty’s accountingto Medicaid benefitspertaining
the thisBruzga regardingments from SNT. The brother conferred with

Investigatorthe Fraud ChiefBruzga contacted Medicaid Unit’sinquiry.
(the him a 21.and left voicemail on Juneinvestigator)

13, anwhich confirmedinvestigator by JulyThe letter datedresponded
andaccountingfor of the most recentrequest copyearlier a SNT’s

withoutDohertyconcern had received Medicaid benefitsexpressed that
the and toldBruzga investigator daythe called nextdisclosing SNT. the

disbursed that he washim that all funds from the SNT had been and



56

any bill or byunaware of claim the State for Medicaid reimbursement. He
to investigatorthen continued communicate with the on behalf of the

knowledgebrother. his the State’sDespite regarding ongoing investigation,
ofBruzga completed preparation accountingthe final for the SNT and filed

it probate July subsequentlywith the court on 21. He the brother forbilled
legal the accountingservices associated with trustee and disbursements
from the and communications with investigator.SNT the

2006,In August objection claimingthe sister filed an to the accounting,
that fiduciary dutythe brother had breached his as of thetrustee SNT and
that had AfterBruzga received excessive fees. the brother consulted with

issues,Bruzga Bruzgaabout these an defendingfiled answer his own
answer,conduct. The brother did file answer. innot his own hisBruzga,

that atacknowledged the brother’s and withrequest permissionthe of the
court, he had the finalprepared accounting.

SeptemberaFollowing hearing, probatethe court an order thatissued
requested explanation why“an to of Hampshire, anyas the State New or

public anyother thatauthority, may providedbenefit have benefits theto
trust,beneficiary Georgeof the Doherty, anywas not [sic]reimburse for

benefits,such before final distribution of trust Thethe estate.” brother then
conferred with Bruzga regarding documents he to supplyneeded to the
court investigator.and the Bruzga billed the brother for this advice. Based
upon the he fromadvice received theBruzga, representedbrother to the
court that the assets could be distributed because the Medicaid officehad
not 17,thecontacted brother. On October the court conditionally approved
the accountingtrustee and accepted the brother’s explanation regarding
his failure to reimburse Medicaid.

Bruzga formally 5,as Doherty’swithdrew counsel on October but
continued to advise the brother theregarding probate court proceedings
and the Medicaid Fraud Unit’s He later aninvestigation. sent invoiceto the
brother, 5,2007,dated March which included more than seventeen billable
hours.

2006,In November the Medicaid Fraud formallyUnit demanded repay-
ment from the brother and the theysister because distributions received
from the SNT violated andfederal state law. reviewed thisBruzga
correspondence and December,billed the brother for his services. In the

re-opensister filed a motion to Doherty’s probate and imposeestate
sanctions against Bruzga Bruzgaand the brother. again conferred with and

brother,billed the but they both filed their responsiveown In hispleadings.
answer, Bruzga claimed that Accounting“[t]he Final information was
provided by and merely typed by . . . Bruzga.”[the brother]

2007,Finally, Januaryin the State re-openfiled a motion to the trustee
accounting, demanded Medicaid reimbursement and courtrequested re-
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andconferred withBruzgaconduct.Bruzga’s and the brother’sofview
Thebrother, responsive pleadings.theirthey again filed ownbilled the but
theconference and orderedstructuringcourt held aprobate subsequently

in and theproceedingsthe the casesummarythe to file a ofState and sister
Bruzga representdid notfile their WhileBruzga responses.and tobrother

conference, hismention to the court ofat he also made nothisthe brother
inhis and claimedBruzga response Julyfiledpotential conflict of interest.

onto forms for the Court.”numbersonly “type[d] brother’s]that he [the
andfrom case. Thehe leave to the brotherAdditionally, sought withdraw

throughthe claim for reimbursementresolved State’sultimatelysister
mediation.

conduct2007, concerning Bruzga’sa grievanceIn the sister filedJune
(ADO). a notice ofThe ADO issuedDisciplinethe OfficeAttorneywith

of2009, Hampshireof Rulesin violations Newcharges May alleging
8.4(a).(Rules) 1.9(a),l.l(a)-(c), 1.5(a), 1.7(b), TheandProfessional Conduct

2009, thein which omittedcharges Augustfiled an notice ofADO amended
1.9(a) allegations regardingthe factualviolation Rule and revisedalleged of

1.7(b). by Hearingwere heard thechargesof Rule The PCC’sthe violation
Panel) 2009, by convincingin which found clear and(Hearing OctoberPanel

1.5(a),l.l(a)-(c), 1.7(b), andandthat violated RulesBruzgaevidence
2010, theadoptedIn thesuspension. Julya six-month PCCrecommended

that he Ruleand also found violatedHearing Panel’s recommendation
8.4(a). Bruzga appealed.

a indo not for different review standardparties argueBecause the
Sup.PCC,of R. than we37(16)(g),from a decision the see Ct.appealthis

PCC,by the see SUP.petitiona for sanctions filedconsideringwhenapply
37(16)(e), assume, that our usual standarddeciding,R. we will withoutCt.

matters, defer the PCC’sapplies. attorney disciplineIn we toof review
record,by authoritybut retain tofindings supportedfactual if the ultimate

found,whether, a of the governingon the facts violation rulesdetermine
so, Case,and, Wyatt’sif 159has occurred the sanction.attorney conduct

(2009).285,297 of of the Rules must befindingsThe PCC’s violationsN.H.
Sup. 37A(III)(d)(2)(C).CT. R.by convincingclear and evidence.supported

I

notBruzgathe Rules. doesBruzgafirst consider whether violatedWe
8.4(a) (miscon-l.l(a)-(c) andthat he (competence)contest violated Rules

1.7(b)duct), Rulesneed consider whether he violatedonlyand therefore we
1.5(a).and

1.7(b)time, Rule that:providedAt the relevant
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(b) A a iflawyer represent representationshall not client the of
materially bybemay lawyer’s responsibili-that client limited the

to client a theperson, by lawyer’sties another or to third or own
interests, unless:

(1) reasonablylawyer representationthe believes the will not be
affected;adversely and

(2) knowledgethe client consents after consultation and ofwith
consequences.the

(amended 2007).1.7(b)N.H. R. Prof. Conduct
Bruzga representedfirst that the atdisputes he brother all. note thatWe

1.7(b)Bruzgathe PCC did not find that violated Rule by concurrently
brother, trustee,representing Doherty.the as and The sole issue before us

1.7(b)is whether violatedBruzga by representingRule the brother while
they subjectsbothwere of a Medicaid Fraud Unit probe. Accordingly, our
inquiry primarily upon relationshipfocuses Bruzga’s with the brother

periodthe of time theduring after Medicaid Fraud Unit first contacted
them.

(1)attorney-client“An relationship is created when a person seeks
(2)advice or assistance from an the orattorney, advice assistance sought

pertains (3)to attorney’smatters within the professional competence, and
attorneythe expressly or toimpliedly agrees give actually givesor the

Case,Wyatt’sdesired advice or assistance.” (quotation159 N.H. at 300
omitted).

supportsThe record the finding Bruzgathat formed an attorney-­
client withrelationship the brother. with“Consultation the intent of
seeking legal advice is the attorney-clientfundamental basis of the
relationship.” Id. at 301. “The manifestation of may implied byintent be
surrounding circumstances or of attorney’sratification the Inactions.” Id.

case,this the soughtbrother and Bruzgareceived advice from on numerous
occasions, both before and after the Medicaid Fraud Unit launched its
investigation.

In May Bruzga2005 suggested creatingfirst a SNT for Doherty’s
Over years, solicited,benefit. the course of the next two the brother
andreceived was billed for advice from Bruzga regarding varietya of

matters, the theincluding stipulation granting guardianshipbrother over
the aboutDoherty, complaintsister’s the brother’s performance as trustee

and ofwinding up Doherty’sthe affairs and ofdisbursement his assets.
Additionally, relythe brother continued to upon Bruzga for advice when

the Unit began investigationMedicaid Fraud its in 2006. From thatJune
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regard­forward, numerous timesBruzgaconsulted withthe brotherpoint
ForDoherty’sthe for Medicaid benefits.toing failure reimburse Statethe

inprovided Septemberforthe brother servicesBruzga billedexample,
why theregardingan2006, explanationthe courtprobate requestedwhen

benefits; inMedicaidDoherty’snot the forbrother had reimbursed State
corre­2006, the brotherthe Fraud Unit sentwhen MedicaidNovember

benefits; inDoherty’stoward Medicaiddemanding paymentspondence
2006, re-open Doherty’s probatea motion tothe sister filedDecember when

2007, Reopenfiled a “Motion toestate; in when the StateJanuaryand
Moreover,and demanded Medicaid reimbursement.Accounting”Trustee’s

5, 2006,onformally withdrawing Doherty’s counsel Octoberasdespite
fromIssues”“Specialthe brother for Needs Trustcontinued to billBruzga

5, 2007,6, not leave tothrough request2006 March and didOctober
Antal,25,2007.Julyuntil See Bilodeau v.entirelyfrom the casewithdraw

39, (1983) may ofcompensation45 that be evidence(stating123 N.H.
inlawpracticing representative capacity).

legalfortestimony upon Bruzgathat he reliedThe brother’s confirms
most of thethroughout proceedings throughcourt andprobateadvice the

The testified that he “reliedinvestigation.Fraud brotherMedicaid Unit’s
in that as much as[Bruzga’s] everything,” [Bruzga]on he “usedexpertise

information,”advice,for on his andlegal he]could as and relied[that[he]
end,died, him, to and Ithat, staytold “I will theDoherty Bruzgaafter

heyou go throughwon’t let the trial.” also testified that reliedalone He
for in theupon Bruzga respondingadvice to Medicaid Fraud Unit. While

him wasrepeatedlyalso testified that told that he notBruzgathe brother
his this to time after Decem­attorney, testimony only periodreferred the

2006, Bruzgaduring dry”ber the brother felt out to because“hungwhich
everything.”“denied

Furthermore, that he actedBruzga merelyto the extent that asargues
a the and sister a to assistbetween brother or as “scribe” the“go-between”

thepaperwork, agreewith out court-related we with PCCfillingbrother
conclude,Accordingly,“belied that assertion.” we asBruzga’sthat conduct

PCC, recipient [r]espondent’sthat advice“anydid the reasonable of [the]
omitted.)(Quotationattorney-client relationship.”would have assumed an

next that advice counsel to theBruzga providingcontends some .and
lightin ofthroughout guardianship proceeding permissiblebrother the was

1.14, that:providedwhich at the timeRule

(a) adequatelyclient’s to make consideredabilityWhen a
isrepresentation impaired,in thedecisions connection with

for otherdisability,of mental or someminority,whether because
reason, shall, amaintainlawyer reasonably possible,the as far as
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relationshipnormal with the client. Theclient-lawyer client’s
inimpairment adequacyshall also be considered thedetermining

of consultation.

(b) lawyer appointmentA seek the of a ormay guardian take
client,respectother action with to a whenprotective only the

lawyer reasonably thebelieves that client cannot act inadequately
the client’s own interest.

(amended 2007).N.H. R. Prof. 1.14Conduct

is inBruzga incorrect his assertion that Rule 1.14 toapplies this case.
1.7(b)The ofcharged violation Rule to followingrelated his conduct

deathDoherty’s Doherty’sand his withdrawal Followingas counsel.
death,Doherty’s any shared interests asBruzga, Doherty’sbetween

counsel, brother, Doherty’sand the as guardian, anddissipated Rule 1.14
Therefore,does not shield from anBruzga ethical violation. we conclude

that representing duringthe brother the ofcourse the Medicaid Fraud
investigation 1.7(b)Unit’s awas conflict of thatinterest violated Rule

because both Bruzga and the brother were subjects of that investigation.

II

1.5(a)The BruzgaPCC determined that byviolated Rule charging
the brother for legal services after a conflict in Julyof interest arose 2006.
Bruzga 1.5(a)in his thatacknowledges brief whether he violated Rule
“rises or onfalls the decision toPCC as whether or not Hearingthe Panel

reasonably 1.7(b).”could knowinglyconclude that had Rule[he] violated
Having 1.7(b),Bruzgaconcluded that violated Rule we also conclude that

1.5(a)he violated Rule because he continued to charge the brother legal
fees after thelong conflict of arose.interest

above,As noted Bruzga does not thechallenge PCC’s determination
l.l(a)-(c).that he l.l(a)-(c)violated Rule agreeWe that he Ruleviolated

because he duty competencebreached the of by advising the brother that
he could disburse the remaining SNT assets without reimbursing Medicaid.

1.2(d)We note thethat ADO did not acharge Bruzga with violation of Rule
conduct).a client(counseling engageto in “criminal or fraudulent”

III

Having Rules,thatconcluded violated the turnBruzga we to the
sanction. retain authorityWe the ultimate to adetermine the sanction for

Case,violation governing attorney Wyatt’sof the rules conduct. 159N.H. at
306.
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sanction, on its ownwe consider the casedeciding appropriate“In the
omitted). the ABAWe look to(quotationcircumstances.” Id.facts and

Imposing Lawyer (2005) (Standards) forfor SanctionsStandards
(b)(a) violated;Standards, the dutywe consider:Id. Under theguidance.

(c) thestate; byor actual causedpotential injurymental thelawyer’sthe
(d)misconduct; mitigatingthe of oraggravatingand existencelawyer’s

Id.factors.
competenceof because wedutyconsider breach of theBruzga’sWe first

competentfailedBruzga giveit to be his most serious violation. toconsider
l.l(a)-(e) to the brotherby failingin violation of Rule adviselegal advice

Doherty’sto Medicaid to SNT.prior disbursingthat he needed reimburse
require-to advise of theonly repaymentdid fail the brotherBruzgaNot

ment, the of theaffirmatively corpushe told brother to disburse thebut
contactingfirst Medicaid.SNT without

at the the violation.Bruzga’snext review mental state time ofWe
intent, orknowledge, negligence.The mental state one of Conner’smay be

(2009).Case, 299, is the nature of158 N.H. 304 ‘What is relevant volitional
acts, the external that have[Bruzga’s] pressures potentiallyand not could

omitted).judgment.” (quotation ellipsis agreehis Id. and withhindered We
that theknowinglythat violated the Rule because he knewBruzgathe PCC
Dohertyrequired bywas reimburse Medicaid for receivedSNT to benefits

of theand was aware the claim for reimbursement before he filedState’s
the includedaccounting. Bruzga competently preparedtrustee andSNT

Nonetheless,Medicaid reimbursement.required regardingthe clause
Dohertythat Medicaid and that thedespite knowledgehis received benefits

benefits, inexplicablythose Bruzgawas entitled to reimbursement forState
theadvised the brother to disburse SNT’s assets.

Next, injury by Bruzga’swe the actual or potentialreview caused
client,to a the‘injury’ public,“The STANDARDSdefine as ‘harm theconduct.

”lawyer’sor from a misconduct.’system, the which resultslegal profession
omitted). theBruzga that his did not harm(quotationId. contends actions

theythatpaid moneybecause the and sister were bothbrother brother
Bruzga’sto view of hisContrarynever should have received. narrow

actions, the toagree the PCC that caused brother violateBruzgawe with
law,SNT, fiduciary duty,of the his break the and becomethe terms breach

Thus, injurya inflictedsubject probe. Bruzga’sthe of criminal conduct
the brother.upon

factors, the to bethese we conclude baseline sanctionReviewing
ofduty compe­is for a breach of theSuspension appropriatesuspension.

lawyerin an in theengages practice“when a area of whichlawyertence
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competent,she orinjury potential injuryknows he or is not and causes to
STANDARDS, §a Public ifsupra appropriateclient.” 4.52. censure is a

lawyer:
(a) legalfailure to understand relevant doc-demonstrates

procedures injurytrines or and causes or potential
client;injury ato or

(b) is in henegligent determining compe-whether or she is
tent handle a legal injuryto matter and causes or

injurypotential to a client.

§Id. 4.53.
publicBruzga contends that censure is the baseline sanction for his

thatbreach. course of conduct not fitacknowledge Bruzga’s neatlyWe does
However,into theany proposedof sanctions under the STANDARDS. having

that he ofknowingly dutyconcluded breached the it iscompetence, clear
that ago beyondhis actions mere “failure legalto understand relevant

dutydoctrines.” ofBruzga understood the an trustee toSNT reimburse
Medicaid, yet knowingly advised the brother to the Inignore requirement.
fact, conduct moreBruzga’s arguably reprehensiblewas than that required
for a hesuspension undoubtedly competentbecause was to handle matters

SNT,an knowinglyrelated to stillbut rendered incompetent advice.
Accordingly, taking attorneyinto consideration the ofpurpose discipline
and guidelines punishment by Standards,the for out weset the conclude
that the baseline sanction for breachBruzga’s duty competenceof the of is

Case, (2005)suspension. 503,See 152 N.H.Coffey’s 513 (describing the
purpose attorney disciplineof as protecting public, maintaining publicthe

bar,in the preserving legalconfidence the profession, and preventing
future); Case,insimilar conduct the Wyatt’s 159 N.H. at (explaining306

that towe look the STANDARDS for guidance).

Bruzga’sBecause we conclude that most serious offense warrants a
suspension,baseline ofsanction we need not consider the baseline sanc­

1.5(a) 1.7(b). However,tions for his violations of Rules and takewe these
into determiningviolations account in the imposed.actual sanction to be

Case,See atWyatt’s 159 N.H. 306 that in of(explaining multiplethe case
charges, imposedmisconduct “the sanction should at least be consistent

with the sanction for the most serious of amonginstance misconduct a
violations; might generallynumber of it well be and should be thangreater

omitted)).the forsanction the most serious misconduct” (quotation
next effectWe consider the of aggravating mitigating uponand factors

the baseline sanction suspension.of The PCC identified the following
record,Bruzga’sfactors:aggravating prior disciplinary which includes a
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2006,2000, in a six-monthwarning suspensiona andinone-year suspension
2010, hisacknowledgein his refusal toyearfor one with conditionsstayed

conduct, law. Seeexperience practicinghiswrongful and substantial
(i).(a),§Standards, (g),supra 9.22

disciplinary recordpriorof hisBruzga disputes applicationthe PCC’s
as factors.acknowledge wrongful aggravatingto conductand his refusal his

1993,insuspension2000 occurredAlthough underlying Bruzga’sthe facts
to presentthe that offense is relevant theagree priorwith PCC hiswe

a and disingenuous-showed “lack of candorBruzga againconduct because
Case, 62,145 N.H. 71Bruzga’sthe of Seemisrepresentation.”ness to point

(2000) in to hisplay” explainthat semantical word(noting Bruzga “engaged
Additionally, washearing). Bruzgahis whileduring disciplineactions

him, he hasallegations against repeatedlyto thecertainly entitled contest
relationshiphis with theby characterizingto minimize conductsought his

or “scribe.”merely “go-between”as that of abrother
Thus, of these factors.application aggravatingwith the PCC’sagreewe

inthe that usBruzga manycontinues to exhibit of same behaviors troubled
any wrongfulto for his conduct.by refusing accept responsibility2000

misconduct,Moreover, in a ofonly Bruzga engaged patternhasnot
2000, heproceedings againstin him since butresulting disciplinaryfour

therespect disciplinarywith to currentmultiplealso committed offenses
(inCase, ofWyatt’s multiple159 N.H. at 306 the caseproceeding. See

violations, and bediscipline imposed “might generallywell be shouldthe
most (quotationthan the sanction for the serious misconduct”greater

omitted)).

factors. us toany mitigating Bruzga urgesPCC did not findThe
motive, delayor in his dis­anyconsider the absence of dishonest selfish the

theproceedings, throughout proceed­and his attitudeciplinary cooperative
STANDARDS, (b), (e), (j).§ 9.32 thesetaking mitigatingSee Evenings. supra

account, of andtotality Bruzga’scannot the conductignorefactors into we
accept any responsibilityrefusal to for his actions. As wehis continued

again2000 his aregard suspension, “raise[]noted with to his actions
inmodifythat his the future.”as to the likelihood he would conductquestion

PCC,conclude,Case, Accordingly,145 at 72. we as did theBruzga’s N.H.
suspension beginsa suspension.that the sanction is six-month Theproper

toBruzgathe that order final. We further orderupon date this becomes
investigating prosecutingits in andexpensesreimburse the committee for

37(19)(a), othermatter, complyR. and to with allthis see SUP. Ct.
bysuspensionin with his as ordered the PCC.requirements connection

ordered.So
Conboy Lynn,C.J., Hicks, JJ.,Dalianis, and concurred.and


