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orphans• court before releasing the assets of 

was filed and the assc were r eased on F 

adjudication approving First National 1 s ace 

stated: 

11 [W] e are of the ouinion t tn 1 

surrounding circumstances the stee \',as 

correct in insisting upon ling an a 

distribution pursuant to an s 

) 

In fact, we may s te that in conscience 

trustee should not even have been 

first instance to do other than it 

II 
. . . Moreover, it is strongly 

in 

serious co�sideration be ven s discuss 

counsel's obligations to the cou 

representing a client who has become 

counsel \·:ho rr.ay in the future reprcs 

l·nii.l� on the basis of tne court I s p 

it has been concluded that the s pres 

possesses sufficient capacity to her m·m 

the record contains a number of s 

that such mav not be the case for much 
" 

therefore, behooves counsel to act re 

scientiously in fulfilling his o 

the court and to the client toward the end 

best interests of the latter, and her int s 

will be served prosptly and faithfully. This ve 

certainly includes takin� steps to procure 

e 

] 

a

It, 

ment of a guardian for her estate at the very first 

shoi.·d.ng that she L·; no longer- capable of han 

own affairs or is likely to dissipate her ass or 

come the victim of designing pcr�;ons. n 
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another 1·1ill 

executed on au1y , named 0 Ii 

niece as rcsi 

executor;::. 

beque:-�t of �:10 ,O unc, 

Finally> r:. trd d 

on /HJ.f:,ust 

appointed re 

Henninger 

(·2 (Jr- 00 '" ty'�-, ·"\..\.)' )\_}. Re Jent 
5 

a ben 

of e es te, n ed h 

fi1:Lng an c:a.l 

�,icker
.,

ment with Hunsicker. 

c r:.llcd for �;l ,
., 

to Hunsicker by 

c�rranging the s e::nent ,,;as 

under the will or as at rn 

ment was not 8Xecuted 

tl 

of 

2. 
Dcceinber 30, 1 

er
., 

a 
n:. 

3. Such n
duties as either 

·jl·u . r• ·t} · ,.··1·1 ·-'',I ()_L .l·�: 1'<.1--, ... .,
(�): CC: tl ,)CC) y� C> .�· [{ (: (1 :-::. ]_ 1 t.; r1 c·

t.Lc:; !':J::r';:1.ccr; f"ro:L o:J(· for 

) 
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Respondent requested the other residuary 1 

the r,ettlernent. The niece was asked to con 

the nephews were asked to contri $10.,000. 

complied 1dth respondent's req_uest ., t 

and, throu[h hi:a., refused. He 

ment, $·72,500
., 

!r..aking up the re 

ti'ibute. Hunsicker i·,i thdrew his app 

this private.settlement. 

id 

A first and final account \·;as fi by 

In it, respondent claimed $32,500 executor t s c 

atto1ney 1 s fees I'or hi�self l and his one-

worth $239,000. The other res 

·account,. claiming that they had not

llaJ ter Hunsicker and that the ex 

1 

1 s and 

orbitant. Respondent agreed to settle ese 

thre� residuary legatees $80,000. 

of the exceptions filed by the other 

challenged in the orphans 1 court. Respondent 

to the will and to his handling of es 

total of $152,500 for withdrawal of the 

and for withdrawal of the exceptions to 

Th.el _,orphans' court, exceptions 

first. and final account, stated that 11 in c 

action is not to be construed as expres 

ac 

in 

apy;roval or disapproval of the propriety of attorn 
during 

treating with Rosa Henninger/he:c lifetime or in a 

hei" estate, n and referred the matter of re:::;pond 

Disciplinary Doard. 
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Tii e Di s c i p J. a r y ;Jx1 c eel a 

cha:t 
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see that his p sonal 
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11• • • We find it of Grc2. t 

considerable inferential va e to 

residuary legatees) 1..·:as r:·,e:;;;.; 

mm funds. 11 

'lt1e Disciplinary Boa 

11 The·Respondent free 

particular situation he f t 

the other three heirs in 

Re 
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e:t 
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sa 

'rhe Respondent does not se2,n to cor:t,::st, 

wanted to get as much as 

because that would 

have to pay. It is at 

conflict to exist b 

ssi e fro:n 

e e o 

and the role of Re ,:lc:11 as co-e�:ecu 

Respondent as attorney 

1
1 [I] t w111 be observed

$152 ., 500.00 in an appare!1t e 

which he finally rec ved to 

tc. 

t d 

counsel fees and executor I s coinrr:iss 

of these transactions vas a t ot 

Walker and his finn. 
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We have examined the . 
4 

conclusion that resoond'ent 
r.:;: -
�. 

f essional Ethics. 

RespondGnt contends tha,t tqe orphaJ1s• 

the propriety of his. 9onµuCt ·whil,.� 

this claim for $everal �_eason$ ..

stated that it was not app;roving or. 

and indicateq. that. it f�lt .h.:i.$ c.ond\.lct 

tr:ie l)isciplinary �.oard. · S�c.on<t, tll(t. ' ; - ' ' - ' 

upon the propr:-iej,y q:f an ai;'(;Qrney•� 

investigate �n att;orqeyJa,c,engq,�t
' 6 ,,·' ·. '

except:ions�. posse$sed s9.i�1y PY 
' 

' 

organization... si•hi:rd, _ none. of the 
. 

.. 

,, 
. 

were ever brpughtbe.t:ore th?:orpnans{ cqu:rt .. 

t·;'lan $150 ,000 · to assure th�t orpllans � 

. ity to examine hi.s conduct while or """"·"-' .... 

estate. Finally
., even if. the issue 

orphans I court,.,. this .court woul<l n<:>t be barred

Court Rule 17...,ll expl,icitly provides a 'verdict. 

favor of' the attorney- ch,arged wit;h professional 

criminal or a civil suit involving the same 

proceeding shall not.bar the disciplinary

disc1:plinary 

• 

Ii. The stanc1ard .or review :in 11ovo. 
not bound. py, th,.G .. findines pf ef�hpx� or 
ciplinary Board. ·.Office of Discinlinary Counsel v.: Campbell, 
""- > 31+5 f>..2tl .6J.6., 

. 620 (l975J� .· Ho�tev{i;i=-, guided by th(� 
or these triers · of' fact to crf:di t certain to 
testimony. 

5. He find. a viol�t:Lon Of the Code
the Code of J>rofession�l Respqnsibil:i.ty 
Resnonsi.bili tv ·was not. adopted ·ancl 
February 27, 1974. , - , . . 
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In this case, the '' nea c tl�cc rcco:nrr:cn cd a 

��e DisciplinRry rec ce:nsure. 

one year suspens from the prAcLice o In 

d:L::.c:Lplinary sane ot1 unJc1· ma· n11ef-, i-:e direct t 

fees nnc1 at 

c 

in:pose this obl because 

r-:.buse of re sit a ;·;l 

,. 

t, 

te 

vi th the other res :i. ic es. First, re 

the other resi tees con t:i 

ing that such er cot:.ns !11 t co 

fees are not advertis TI1ey arc a �atter 

of r:,e:r:bcrs of ]_ p 

rectsor1a 

failed t:o exDlc�in the c :i.ct erest 

the nd�inistiation c es te., hie e a.s 

8. The total a�ount is$ >500
$62,500 in executor's co��issions. 
to the inherent powers of this 
duct of members of its bar. 

[Footnote 9 is on p. ] 
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We therefore order that respondent 

of law for a period of one c 

17-17 and further order that he re rn a

asount of $22,000, and all exccu 's 

to the estate to unde 
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