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DECISION


We deny Anthony L. Halinski, Jr.’s application for a podiatric medicine license with ankle surgery certification because he diverted prescription and/or narcotic drugs for his own purposes, practiced podiatry in Illinois without a license, performed surgery outside of his clinical privileges, violated the terms of his license probation by failing to submit to a chemical dependency evaluation within 14 days of his probation, violated drug laws, and pled guilty to two crimes involving moral turpitude.  He lacks a qualification for licensure because he lacks good moral character.
Procedure


On November 13, 2006, Halinski appealed the Missouri State Board of Podiatric Medicine’s (“the Board”) decision denying his application for a podiatric medicine license with ankle surgery certification.  On March 1, 2007, we held a hearing on the complaint.  Assistant 
Attorney General Glen D. Webb represented the Board.  Thomas C. DeVoto, with DeVoto & Benbenek, LLC, represented Halinski.  The matter became ready for our decision on July 3, 2007, the date the last brief was filed.

Findings of Fact

1. Halinski received a doctorate degree in podiatric medicine from the Illinois College of Podiatric Medicine, an accredited college of podiatric medicine, in 1976.  
2. Halinski was previously licensed by the Board on July 19, 1976.  He was board certified for ankle surgery by the American Board of Podiatric Medicine in 1984, granted diplomat status in 1986, and recertified in 2001.
3. Halinski’s license was revoked on February 23, 2004. 
4. On March 1, 2006, Halinski submitted to the Board an application for a podiatric medicine license with ankle surgery certification.
5. By order dated October 17, 2006, the Board denied Halinski’s application for licensure.

Disciplinary History
6. On November 4, 1983, this Commission issued a consent order in Case No. CP-83-0858, accepting a joint stipulation between the Board and Halinski, which placed Halinski’s license on probation for three years.  The joint stipulation stated:


2.  For purposes of this agreement only, respondent [Halinski] admits and stipulates to the truthfulness and accuracy of the following:

*   *   *


3.  On or about July 24, 1981, the respondent surrendered his Missouri Controlled Substances Registration Certificate, numbered 1666608, pursuant to his admitted failure to comply 
with state and federal requirements pertaining to controlled substances.


4.  Specifically, the respondent surrendered his Controlled Substances Registration with the Missouri Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs because of his diversion of controlled substances to his own use and that of his wife rather than to legitimate medical uses.

5.  For two months following surgery performed on his wife and prior to the aforementioned surrender of his Controlled Substances Registration, the respondent had a dependency on Demerol, a Schedule II controlled substance.

7. On January 20, 1987, the Board issued its Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, Decision and Disciplinary Order finding that Halinski violated the terms of his probation.  The Board found that Halinski practiced as a podiatrist in Illinois from October 1985 to January 1986 without being licensed in Illinois to practice podiatry.  The Board’s order vacated Halinski’s then-current probation and suspended Halinski’s license for 90 days, followed by probation for five years.  
8. Halinski appealed the Board’s order to the Circuit Court of St. Louis County.  On February 6, 1987, the Circuit Court of St. Louis County issued an order approving a Stipulated Settlement that suspended Halinski’s license for 60 days, followed by a five-year probation period.
9. On January 18, 1990, this Commission issued an order in Case No. 89-000518CP, finding that cause existed to discipline Halinski’s license for his diversion of controlled substances on January 21, 1987.
10. On July 17, 1990, the Board issued its Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, Decision and Disciplinary Order suspending Halinski’s license for six months.  The Board stayed the suspension and placed Halinski on five years’ probation.
11. On July 17, 1995, Halinski successfully completed his probation.
12. On April 10, 2001, this Commission issued a consent order approving a joint stipulation entered into by the Board and Halinski, in which Halinski’s license was placed on probation for one year. 
13. Halinski and the Board agreed that Halinski performed surgery on a patient above the patient’s ankle and that this surgery was outside of Halinski’s clinical privileges with the medical facility where he performed the surgery.
14. On March 19, 2002, the Board issued its Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, Decision and Disciplinary Order finding that Halinski violated the terms of his probation by failing to submit to a chemical dependency and mental health evaluation within 14 days of his probation.  The Board suspended Halinski’s license for 45 days and placed him on probation for two years.
15. On November 13, 2003, this Commission issued an order granting summary determination of Counts I and II in Case No. 03-0404 CP.  The AHC granted the Board’s motion for summary determination, finding that cause existed to discipline Halinski’s “license to practice podiatric medicine . . . for incompetency, misconduct, gross negligence, misrepresentation, and dishonesty; for violating professional trust and confidence; and for violating a drug law.”

16. On February 21, 2004, the Board held a disciplinary hearing, and on February 23, 2004, the Board revoked Halinski’s license.
Halinski’s Criminal History
17. On January 12, 2005, in the Circuit Court of St. Charles County (“the Circuit Court”), Halinski pled guilty to the Class A misdemeanor of passing bad checks.  The Circuit 
Court suspended the execution of the sentence of two years’ imprisonment and placed Halinski on two years’ supervised probation.

18. On November 20, 2006, Halinski’s probation was suspended, and a probation violation hearing was scheduled for December 18, 2006.
19. On January 8, 2007, the Circuit Court extended Halinski’s probation another six months to pay restitution.
20. On April 7, 2003, Halinski pled guilty in the Circuit Court to committing the Class D felony of Nonsupport.  The Circuit Court suspended the imposition of sentence and placed Halinski on two years’ supervised probation.
21. On April 23, 2004, a probation violation petition was filed with the Circuit Court.  At a hearing on December 20, 2004, the Circuit Court continued Halinski’s probation.

22. Halinski’s probation was completed on October 20, 2006.

Statements on Application
23. As part of his application, signed on February 24, 2006, Halinski signed the following notarized statement:

I, the above named applicant, being first duly sworn upon my oath, state as follows:

That I have personally completed the foregoing application truthfully and completely, without omission;

That all the information and answers contained in the foregoing application and any attachments thereto are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief: and

That I realize that I made this affidavit knowingly, and that any false statement or material omission herein subjects me to criminal 
penalties for making a false affidavit under Section 575.050, RSMo 1978.
24. Halinski marked on his application the following statement: “Ankle Surgery Certification – I have completed at least a twenty-four (24) month postgraduate clinical residency in podiatric surgery.”

25. Halinski had only completed a 12-month post-graduate clinical residency in podiatric surgery, but had received ankle surgery certification from the American Board of Podiatric Medicine.
26. Halinski’s ankle surgery certification is “for life” even though it is not in active status.

27. The Board’s form had no “box” to identify any prior certification.  Unless Halinski indicated on the form that he was requesting ankle surgery certification, ankle surgery privileges would not be granted.
28. Halinski answered “No” to the following question on his application:  “Are you now or have you in the past (5) years been addicted to or used in excess, [sic] alcohol or any perscription [sic] drugs or illegal chemical substances?”

29. In 2004, Halinski was prescribed Xanax, an anti-anxiety controlled substance.  Within three weeks after receiving a month’s worth of Xanax, Halinski had taken the month’s prescription.  Halinski admitted that he could not take Xanax as prescribed.
  Halinski was not addicted to Xanax at the time he was using it and recognized that he was on a “slippery slope.”
  He stopped taking the medication without requiring rehabilitation in a drug institution.  
30. Halinski is a recovering alcoholic.  During the five years immediately prior to the submission of his application to the Board, Halinski was not using illegal chemicals, alcohol, or recreational drugs.
 
31. Halinski answered “No” to the question on his application:  “Are you now being treated or have you been treated within the past five (5) years through a drug rehabilitation program?”
32. Halinski was last treated in a drug treatment program in November of 2000.  Halinski did not consider Alcoholics Anonymous (“AA”) to be a drug treatment program.  He would have answered in the affirmative if the question had asked if he was in AA or in a 12-step program.

33. Attached with his application, Halinski submitted his curriculum vitae as a doctor of podiatric medicine (“CV”).  In his CV, Halinski indicates that he was licensed with the State of Missouri.  Halinski does not have staff privileges at the facilities he listed in his CV.
34. The CV was sent for informational purposes.  The Board knew that Halinski was not licensed and that he did not have hospital privileges.  Halinski was not trying to misrepresent anything to the Board.
Examinations Required for Licensure
35. In order to obtain a license in podiatry, applicants must take and pass all parts of the National Board Examination (“the Exam”) by the National Board of Podiatric Medical Examiners.
36. Regulation 20 CSR 2230-2.010(3) provides in pertinent part:

(3) No application will be considered unless it is fully completed and properly attested. Items necessary to complete the application include:

*   *   *


(E) A certified score report from the National Board of Podiatric Medical Examiners or such other designee of the board, certifying satisfactory completion of all parts of the National Board Examination.

37. There are currently three parts to the Exam.
38. Halinski has successfully completed the first two parts of the Exam.  There was no part three to the Exam when Halinski took and passed it in the 1970s.
Income Taxes
39. By letter dated January 19, 2006, the Department of Revenue informed Halinski:

We have reviewed the tax files for Anthony Halinski Jr. and find that we do not have Missouri individual incomes [sic] returns on file for the tax years 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002.  All other tax years have been filed and do not reflect any billings.

40. After receiving Halinski’s application, the Board sent a letter to the Department of Revenue to inquire about Halinski’s tax status.  In response, the Department of Revenue sent a letter to the Board dated March 6, 2006, stating:

Mr. Halinski is not in compliance with his individual income tax requirements in House Bill 600 (Section 324.010 RSMo).  The Department of Revenue notified the Division of Professional Registration of his non-compliant status in late 2004, and as of today, his status has not changed.

41. By letter dated July 11, 2006, the Department of Revenue informed the Board:

The Missouri Department of Revenue’s (department) records indicate Mr. Halinski did not file Missouri individual income tax returns for the 2001 and 2002 tax years.  As a result, the department calculated estimated returns for him based on the average income for his profession.  These estimated liabilities totaling $11,972.44 remain unpaid.
42. Halinski owes no taxes for tax years 2003, 2004, and 2005.

Requirements for Ankle Surgery Certification
43. An applicant seeking a certification for ankle surgery must “complete a twenty-four-month postgraduate clinical residency in podiatric surgery[.]”

44. On Halinski’s application, he listed the dates of his residency at Lindell Hospital PSR- 1, St. Louis, Missouri, as from July 1, 1976, through June 30, 1977.

Rehabilitation/Good Moral Character
45. Halinski presented letters from Dr. David L. Ohlms, MD, who knew Halinski since 1982, but had not seen him since October 2, 2001, except for a short visit on July 25, 2006.
46. In a letter dated September 5, 2006, Ohlms describes his observations from Halinski’s July 25, 2006, visit and states that Halinski was well dressed, well groomed, open, pleasant, and cooperative.

47. Ohlms wrote a second letter, dated October 29, 2006, in which he states:

It was stated that Dr. Halinski lacked good moral character by the Board.  I know Dr. Halinski during the time of his addiction and since his recovery.  He is not a man of bad moral character.  Certainly during the time of his addiction, there were behaviors that were wrong.  But to label them immoral is in my opinion wrong and at best primitive in concept.  His behaviors were symptoms of his disease of addiction rather than the actions or [sic] an immoral person.  Indeed even at the pinnacle of his addiction, Dr. Halinski experience [sic] severe remorse and guilt over his addictive behaviors.  This is not the behavior of a sociopath or “immoral” person.

In his years of recovery, Dr. Halinski has shared his disease process and recovery with many other addicts straining to find recovery and has been very helpful to them.  Again this is not the behavior one would find in an immoral or sociopathic personality.
In my opinion as a psychiatrist and specialist in the diseases of addiction, I can strongly state that in my medical opinion there is no evidence of immorality or sociopathy in Dr. Halinski.
48. Mark P. Stolzenberg, who worked with Halinski on a daily basis from April 2005 through October 2005, wrote a letter describing Halinski as one who worked well with his students at Bryman College in Earth City, Missouri, and was “a helpful colleague” and “outstanding instructor and teacher.”
 
49. In two letters dated June 12, 2006, Terri R. Ohlms, MSW, LCSW, BCD, stated that she has had counseling sessions with Halinski since March 2006.  She states that he “appears to be rebuilding his life in a healthier manner than prior years.”
  She recommended that he be allowed to return to his professional practice.
50. A letter dated May 30, 2006, from Ricardo Rao, M.D., F.A.C.S., states that he worked with Halinski at Missouri Baptist Medical Center for about seven years.  Rao states that he was unaware of the details leading to Halinski’s loss of his license.  He states:

My general impression from afar is that Dr. Halinski’s skills and knowledge of foot and ankle surgery were very strong and he was a very talented podiatrist.  Unfortunately, Dr. Halinski did raise controversy and bring a negative light to himself by engaging in surgical cases, that according to the credentialing committee here at Missouri Baptist, were out of his realm of expertise.

Because of his inability to conform to the appropriate level of credentials, it does bring into question Dr. Halinski’s communication skills and professional judgment.

In terms of podiatry competence, I would have no problem supporting Dr. Halinski’s application to return to the active status of podiatry and would have no hesitancy sending patients to see him.

51. Halinski has been involved with AA since 1982.  In 1995, Halinski was an active member in AA, with a sponsor and sponsees.
  In the late 1990s, Halinski started drinking again and was put on pain medication when he tore a muscle in his left arm.
52. Halinski rejoined AA.  He has a belief in a higher power and undergoes daily meditation with the intent to focus on his AA 12-step program.

Conclusions of Law 


We have jurisdiction to hear the complaint.
  Halinski has the burden of proof.
  We exercise the same authority that has been granted to the Board.
  Therefore, we simply decide the application de novo.
  When an applicant for licensure files a complaint, the agency’s answer provides notice of the grounds for denial of the application.
 


The Board argues that there is cause to deny Halinski under § 330.160:


1.  The board may refuse to issue any certificate of registration or authority, permit or license required pursuant to this chapter for one or any combination of causes stated in subsection 2 of this section. . . .

(2) The person has been finally adjudicated and found guilty, or entered a plea of guilty or nolo contendere, in a criminal prosecution under the laws of any state or of the United States, for any offense reasonably related to the qualifications, functions or duties of any profession licensed or regulated pursuant to this chapter, for any offense an essential element of which is fraud, dishonesty or an act of violence, or for any offense involving moral turpitude, whether or not sentence is imposed;

*   *   *


(5) Incompetency, misconduct, repeated negligence, gross negligence, fraud, misrepresentation or dishonesty in the 
performance of the functions or duties of any profession licensed or regulated by this chapter;

*   *   *


(13) Violation of any professional trust or confidence;

*   *   *


(15) Violation of the drug laws or rules and regulations of this state, any other state or the federal government[.]


When referring to an occupation, incompetence relates to the failure to use “the actual ability of a person to perform in that occupation.”
  It also refers to a general lack of, or a lack of disposition to use, a professional ability.
  Repeated negligence is defined by statute in the licensing context as “the failure, on more than one occasion, to use that degree of skill and learning ordinarily used under the same or similar circumstances by the member of the applicant’s or licensee’s profession[.]”


Misconduct means “the willful doing of an act with a wrongful intention[;] intentional wrongdoing.”
  Gross negligence is a deviation from professional standards so egregious that it demonstrates a conscious indifference to a professional duty.
  Fraud is an intentional perversion of truth to induce another, in reliance on it, to part with some valuable thing belonging to him.
  It necessarily includes dishonesty, which is a lack of integrity or a disposition to defraud or deceive.
  Misrepresentation is a falsehood or untruth made with the intent and purpose of deceit.
  

Professional trust is the reliance on the special knowledge and skills that professional licensure evidences.
  It may exist not only between the professional and his clients, but also between the professional and his employer and colleagues.
 
I. Qualifications for Licensure
A.  Application for New License/Reinstatement

The Board argues that Halinski’s application was for a new license and not for reinstatement.  The Board argues that its statute in effect at the time Halinski’s license was revoked did not grant it the ability to reinstate revoked licenses.  We agree that § 330.160, RSMo 2000, the statute in effect on February 23, 2004, was silent regarding reinstatement.  

The version of the statute in effect when Halinski filed his application states:


4.  In any order of revocation, the board may provide that the person may not apply for reinstatement of the person’s certificate of registration or authority, permit, or license for a period of time ranging from two to seven years following the date of the order of revocation.  All stay orders shall toll this time period.


5.  Before restoring to good standing a certificate of registration or authority, permit, or license that has been revoked, suspended or inactive for any cause more than two years, the board may require the applicant to attend such continuing medical education courses and pass such examinations as the board may direct.

We do not see the distinction that the parties are attempting to present.  Whether Halinski’s application must be considered as one for a new license or reinstatement of an old one, Halinski must meet all of the requirements to be licensed as a podiatrist that exist when he applies for licensure.  We address these requirements as follows.
B.  Examination Requirements

The Board argues that we cannot grant Halinski’s application because it is not complete in that he did not certify that he had completed all parts of the Exam.  Regulation 20 CSR 2230-2.010(3) provides in pertinent part:

(3) No application will be considered unless it is fully completed and properly attested. Items necessary to complete the application include:

*   *   *


(E) A certified score report from the National Board of Podiatric Medical Examiners or such other designee of the board, certifying satisfactory completion of all parts of the National Board Examination.

There are currently three parts to the Exam.   Halinski took the first two sections, but has never taken or successfully completed the third part because it did not exist when he took the Exam.  We find that Halinski correctly certified that he took all parts of the Exam as it existed when he took it.  This is not a reason to deny his license.
C.  Good Moral Character
Under § 330.030, an applicant seeking a podiatry license must:

· be 21 years of age or over;
· be of good moral character;
· have received at least four years of high school training, or the equivalent; and

· have received a diploma or certificate of graduation from an approved college of podiatric medicine, recognized and approved by the board, having a minimum requirement of two years in an accredited college and four years in a recognized college of podiatric medicine.
Because good moral character is one of the qualifications for licensure, Halinski has the burden to show that he is a person of good moral character.  Good moral character is honesty, fairness, and respect for the rights of others and for the laws of the state and nation.

Halinski’s conduct that led to discipline includes diverting prescription and/or narcotic drugs for his own purposes, practicing podiatry in Illinois without a license, performing surgery outside of his clinical privileges, violating the terms of his probation by the Board by failing to submit to a chemical dependency evaluation within 14 days of his probation, and violating drug laws.  This conduct argues against a finding that Halinski has good moral character.
The Board argues that in addition to Halinski’s past disciplinary conduct, Halinski also committed criminal conduct – including pleading guilty to crimes involving moral turpitude – that would be evidence of his moral character.
Moral turpitude is:

an act of baseness, vileness, or depravity in the private and social duties which a man owes to his fellowman or to society in general, contrary to the accepted and customary rule of right and duty between man and man; everything “done contrary to justice, honesty, modesty, and good morals.”[
]
In 2005, Halinski pled guilty to the Class A misdemeanor of passing bad checks under 
§ 570.120, RSMo 2000:


1.  A person commits the crime of passing a bad check when:


(1) With purpose to defraud, he makes, issues or passes a check or other similar sight order for the payment of money, knowing that it will not be paid by the drawee, or that there is no such drawee; or


(2) He makes, issues, or passes a check or other similar sight order for the payment of money, knowing that there are insufficient funds in his account or that there is no such account or no drawee and fails to pay the check or sight order within ten days after receiving actual notice in writing that it has not been paid because of insufficient funds or credit with the drawee or because there is no such drawee.
In 2003, Halinski pled guilty to the Class D felony of criminal nonsupport under § 568.040, RSMo 2000:


1.  A person commits the crime of nonsupport if he knowingly fails to provide, without good cause, adequate support for his spouse; a parent commits the crime of nonsupport if such parent knowingly fails to provide, without good cause, adequate support which such parent is legally obligated to provide for his child or stepchild who is not otherwise emancipated by operation of law.

2.  For purposes of this section:

(1) “Child” means any biological or adoptive child, or any child legitimated by legal process, or any child whose relationship to the defendant has been determined, by a court of law in a proceeding for dissolution or legal separation, to be that of child to parent;

(2) “Good cause” means any substantial reason why the defendant is unable to provide adequate support.  Good cause does not exist if the defendant purposely maintains his inability to support;

(3) “Support” means food, clothing, lodging, and medical or surgical attention;

(4) It shall not constitute a failure to provide medical and surgical attention, if nonmedical remedial treatment recognized and permitted under the laws of this state is provided.

3.  The defendant shall have the burden of injecting the issues raised by subdivisions (2) and (4) of subsection 2.

4.  Criminal nonsupport is a class A misdemeanor, unless the person obligated to pay child support commits the crime of nonsupport in each of six individual months within any twelve-month period, or the total arrearage is in excess of five thousand dollars, in either of which case it is a class D felony.
We agree that the crime of criminal nonsupport is a crime involving moral turpitude,
 and that the crime of passing bad checks involves fraud and/or dishonesty and therefore is one involving moral turpitude.
 


Halinski still had the opportunity to demonstrate rehabilitation.  Section 314.200, RSMo 2000, states:

No board or other agency created pursuant to laws of the state of Missouri, or by any city, county or other political subdivision of the state, for the purpose of licensing applicants for occupations and professions may deny a license to an applicant primarily upon the basis that a felony or misdemeanor conviction of the applicant precludes the applicant from demonstrating good moral character, where the conviction resulted in the applicant’s incarceration and the applicant has been released by pardon, parole or otherwise from such incarceration, or resulted in the applicant being placed on probation and there is no evidence the applicant has violated the conditions of his probation.  The board or other agency may consider the conviction as some evidence of an absence of good moral character, but shall also consider the nature of the crime committed in relation to the license which the applicant seeks, the date of the conviction, the conduct of the applicant since the date of the conviction and other evidence as to the applicant’s character.

When the Board proves a criminal conviction, we determine the applicant’s moral character from his conduct, present reputation, evidence of any rehabilitation, and upon “a consideration and determination of the entire factual congeries.”
  

Halinski completed his probation for criminal nonsupport on October 20, 2006.  However, after he filed his complaint with us, Halinski’s probation for passing bad checks was extended for six more months on January 8, 2007.  The crimes of criminal nonsupport and passing bad checks are serious offenses, and we agree with the Board that there has been insufficient time to show rehabilitation.  We find that Halinski has not shown sufficient rehabilitation from his criminal conduct to prove that he is a person of good moral character.

The Board also argues that Halinski gave false answers on his application and that this is evidence of lack of good moral character.  Halinski checked that he had completed at least a 24- month clinical residency when he had not.  But we accept Halinski’s reasoning that he was 
already certified and that there was no box to check to indicate that and to request the certificate.  In his application, Halinski stated that he had not been addicted to or used in excess any prescription drug in the five years prior to his application date, which was signed on February 24, 2006.  He testified that prior to this date, he was not addicted to or using illegal chemicals, alcohol, or recreational drugs.  We have so found in our findings.  We accept his explanation that he stopped using the Xanax immediately when he realized he was in danger of returning to his addiction.  In his application, Halinski stated that he did not consider AA to be a drug rehabilitation program, but instead an ongoing 12-step program.

We also accept Halinski’s assertion that he attached his CV only for informational purposes and not in an attempt to mislead the Board, which knew that he had no license and no medical privileges.  We find that Halinski did not give false answers on his application.
Halinski presented some evidence of good moral character in his testimony and letters of reference.  He appears sincere in his attempts to deal with his addiction and in his desire to support his family.  But most of the letters do not directly address Halinski’s moral character or were written by people who have had limited contact with him.  Halinski is a credible witness concerning his attempts at rehabilitation, but considering his long history of discipline, the conduct underlying that discipline, and his criminal history, he has not proven that he is a person of good moral character.  We agree with the Board that Halinski does not meet this qualification for licensure.
II.  Discretionary License Denial

The Board argues that we may deny Halinski a license under § 330.160.  “May” means an option, not a mandate.
  The appeal vests in this Commission the same degree of discretion as the Board, and we need not exercise it the same way.
  
This Commission previously determined that Halinski’s conduct underlying his prior discipline was cause to discipline him under § 330.160.2(5), (13), and (15).  Therefore, there is cause to deny Halinski a license under § 330.160.1.  We also find that there is cause to deny Halinski a license under § 330.l60.1 and .2(2) for pleading guilty to, and being found guilty of, two crimes involving moral turpitude, as explained above.
The Board argues that there is cause to deny Halinski a license under § 330.160.l and .2(5), RSMo, for incompetence in the performance of the functions or duties of his profession for failing to file his income taxes in 2001 and 2002, while he was licensed as a podiatrist.  The definition of podiatrist is “the diagnosis, medical, physical, or surgical treatment of the ailments of the human foot . . . .”  We find that paying income taxes is not within the functions or duties of the podiatry profession.
For the reasons stated above,  we exercise our discretion and deny Halinski’s application for licensure under § 330.160.2(2), (5), (13), and (15).  

III.  Limited License/Ankle Surgery Certification
Because we deny Halinski’s application, we do not decide whether a license should be automatically suspended until he is tax-compliant or whether he is qualified for ankle surgery certification. 
Summary


We deny Halinski’s application for licensure.

SO ORDERED on September 18, 2007.
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