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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Pennsylvania held that 75 Pa.C.S. § 1532(c) requires a single driver's-license
suspension for drug convictions arising from a single criminal episode, rather than separate
suspensions for each conviction. Because the record did not establish distinct criminal episodes, the
court affirmed the Commonwealth Court's order imposing one six-month suspension.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether 75 Pa.C.S. § 1532(c) requires a separate driver's-license suspension for each conviction of a
specified drug offense or a single suspension when multiple convictions arise from one criminal episode.

2. Whether the absence of distinct dates in the criminal information established that Freundt's sixteen
convictions arose from a single criminal episode for purposes of § 1532(c).

HOLDINGS

1. For purposes of 75 Pa.C.S. § 1532(c), an offense is a single criminal episode. Multiple convictions
arising from one criminal episode therefore warrant a single license suspension, while convictions
arising from separate criminal episodes may warrant separate suspensions.

2. Freundt's sixteen convictions constituted a single offense because the record did not identify distinct
dates for the individual counts or otherwise establish separate criminal episodes. Accordingly, only one
six-month suspension was appropriate.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Accordingly, we hold that since a conviction of an offense is a conviction stemming from a criminal episode,
an offense for the purpose of § 1532(c) is a single criminal episode.” (506-507)

“Therefore, Appellee's conviction was for a single "offense," within the meaning of that term in this statute,
that is, a single criminal episode.” (508)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Susan Silvonek Freundt, a pharmacist, misappropriated controlled substances from her employer for personal
use. She pleaded guilty to sixteen counts of acquiring controlled substances by misrepresentation, fraud, forgery,
deception, or subterfuge, with all counts charged in one criminal information covering a three-and-one-half-
month period. PennDOT imposed sixteen separate license suspensions after receiving separate conviction
reports, but the record did not specify distinct dates for the individual violations.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Freundt pleaded guilty to sixteen drug-related counts arising from conduct occurring between June 30, 1997, and
October 16, 1997. PennDOT imposed sixteen separate suspensions. The Carbon County Court of Common Pleas
denied Freundt's appeal and reinstated the suspensions, but the Commonwealth Court reversed and ordered a
single six-month suspension. The Pennsylvania Supreme Court affirmed the Commonwealth Court.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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