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FILED
I

‘ SRHEVANTE COMMISSION
IOWA SUPREME COURT
ATTORNEY DISCIPLINARY BOARD; ) 123
)
Complainant, )
)
Vvs. )
)
KENNETH KRESS, ) COMPLAINT
)
Respondent. )

For its Complaint against the Respondent, Kenneth Kress, the Towa Supreme Court
Attorney Disciplinary Roard states:

1. Complainant, the lowa Supreme Court Attorney Disciplinary Board, is a Commission
o the Supreme Court of lowa.

2. The Respondent, Kenneth Kress, is licensed to practice law in the various courts of
this state, and at the time of the conduct alleged in this Complaint, he resided in Johnson County,
Towa.

3. In April 2004, Respondent was a pro fessor at the University of Towa Collegc of Law.

4. On or about Aprl 19, 2004, Respondent altered student evaluations rcgarding his
tcaching elfectiveness and substituted {avorable evaluations for unfavorable ones.

5. Ry rcason of the fpregoing, Respondent violated DR 1-102(A)(4) and (6) of the Towa
Code of Professional Responsibility for Lawyers.

WI‘IER.EFC)RI-’,, Complainant prays that this matter be set for hearing before a division of
the Grievance Commission of the Supreme Court of Jowa; and, upon such hearing, that the

Commission make the appropriate findings of fact and conclusions of law, and recommend that
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the Supreme Court of Towa take the necessary and appropriate disciplinary action, including the

assessment of costs of this proceeding against the Respondent.

DAVID J. GRACE

Towa Judicial Branch Building
1111 E. Cowrt Avenue

Des Moines, Jowa 50319-5003

(515) 725-8017

ATTORNEY FOR COMPLAINANT

STATE OF IOWA )
) ss
COUNTY OF CERRO GORDO )

1, Roberta M. Anderson, being first duly swom on oath, depose and state that I am the
Chait of the Attorney Disciplinary Board of the Towa Supreme Court, that 1 have read the
foregoing Complaint, and that the facts and statements therein made arc true and correct as 1

verily believe. /«

\ Roberta M. Anderson

Subscribed and sworn to before me on this Z [ % day of June, 2006.

Notary Rublic in and for the St?\tc of I

RITAR, MUNIZ
Cormmission ¢ E €0
Zi/
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F: -

\
——

e
LA vy comm, Exp. |
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lowa Supreme Court Attorney ; MAR 09 2007
Disciplinary Board,
pinary ) Docket No: 628 RIEVANCE CoMMISSION
i )

Complainant, | COMMISSION'S FINDINGS

vs ) OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS
' ) OF LAW AND

K_enn_eth Kress, )) RECOMMENDATIONS

Respondent. g

Now on this 5th day of March, 2007, the q46" Division of the Grievance
Commission hereby enters its Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and

Recommendations regarding the above-captioned matter.

This matter came before the 346™ Division of the Grievance Commission upon
the Complainant's Complaint filed June 28, 20086, alleging that on or about April 19,
2004, Respondent altered student evaluations regarding his teaching effectiveness and
substituted favorable evaluations for unfavorable ones, in violation of DR 1-102(A)4)

and (6) of the lowa Code of Professional Responsibility for Lawyers.

On July 17, 2006, Respondent filed an Answer to the Complaint admitting that he
had altered student evaluations regarding his teaching effectiveness and substituted
favorable evaluations for unfavorable ones, but denying that he violated DR 1-102(A)(4)
and (6) of the lowa Code of Professional Responsibility for Lawyers. For further
answer, Respondent stated that at the time of the incident alleged in the Complaint he

was suffering from physical and mental ilinesses that excused or mitigated his conduct.

A formal hearing on the above matter took place on November 2, 20086, at the
Johnson County Courthouse, lowa City, lowa, before lowa Supreme Court Grievance
Commissioners Robert Waterman, Jr., President, Julie Walton, Candy K. Pastmak,
Robert J. McGee and Larry Foote. Complainant was represented by David J. Grace

and Respondent appeared and was represented by Leon Spies.

On December 22, 2006, Respondent's application for surrender of his license
and stay of proceedings came before the Supreme Court of lowa. On that date, an
Order was entered granting a temporary stay of the filing of the Grievance
Commission's report and recommendation pending further order of this Courl. On
January 22, 2007, an Order was entered liting the temporary stay and denying
Respondent’s application for surrender of license without prejudice. The Order further
provided that Respondent may reassert his request to surrender his license with the
understanding that "it will not prevent the Grievance Commission from filing a report or
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recommendation if the Commission believes public discipline is warranted based upon
the alleged misconduct.” Order dated January 22, 2007.

At the formal hearing on November 2, 2006, the Commission heard testimony
from Complainant's witnesses, Linda McGuire, Eric Andersen, Debra Paul and Jody
Harris, and Respondent's witnesses, Richard Michaelson, Donna Meck, David Baldus
and Respondent. Complainant's Exhibits 1 — 12 and Respondent's Exhibits A — L,
werc offered and admitted. Following the presentation of evidence of the parties, the
Commission members adjourned to deliberate the matter. The members proceeded to
review the evidence presented to them (or “the Commission”) and deliberated,. . .
considering the evidence, the Responses {o Admissions, Exhibits and the law.
Subsequently, the members received and reviewed the transcript of the proceedings.
Based on the evidence presented at the hearing, the Commission makes the following
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Recommendations.

FINDINGS OF FACT

(1)  Respondent began his teaching career at the University of lowa College of
Law in 1985 following his graduation from Boalt School of Law at the University of
California in Berkeley. He obtained his Ph.D. from Berkeley in 1989, and, until his
recent resignation, had been a professor of law at lowa since 1989. He is also admitted
to practice law in lowa. His professional and academic interests and areas of
concentration include mental health law, product liability, jurisprudence and
constitutional law.

(2) Respondent has combated mental and physical illness for much of his life.
He struggled with serious depression as a child and began receiving psychiatric care as
a teenager. In addition, he has sustained at least two head injuries and has been
treated for hypertension, diabetes, sleep apnea, and chronic and acute pancreatitis. He
has a history of psychotic symptoms and has had at least two psychiatric
hospitalizations. He has heen treated for bipolar disorder for nearly 25 years.

(3)  During his tenure, Respondent was candid with the law school community
regarding his bipolar disorder. He was very self-aware and was not ashamed of the fact
that he had a disability, that he was getting treatment and coping with it. Respondent
admitted telling others that he had studied the subject of bipolar disorder at great length
and knew the medications and their effects. He believed that he often times would
know more about this disorder than would his own physicians.

(4) During the last several years leading up to the incident in question,
Respondent told Dean Eric Anderson that he believed he was "ill treated” at the law
school because he had nat been awarded an academic chair. Respondent said he was
entitled to it and that it was unfair that other people had received this honor ahead of
him. Chair holders tend 1o he better paid because they are viewed as more successful
in their work. At other times Respondent said that his students failed to appreciate the
quality of what he was teaching them.

P.
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(6) In the weeks leading up to April 19, Respondent testified that he had
planned to travel to the University of Southern California to deliver a paper and to
consider a possible job offer. He said he was anxious about the paper and the
approaching trip, 0 he called his psychiatrist about obtaining a refill for medication to
naalm him down." He believed that through an office error his doctor did not receive the
message and did not contact Respondent or write a new prescription. Respondent said
that he became hypomanic and, just shortly before he was to leave for California, was
advised by the Dean and others not to travel. He further testified that the death of a
close family member in California and his inability to iravel to the funeral added to his
anxiety and the warsening of his symptoms. The anxiety arising from the press of
professional and personal obligations led Respondent to change his medication
schedule and he began to experience significant changes in his blood sugar level.

(8) Law school policy where Respondent taught required than an anonymous
“gSurvey of Student Opinion of Teaching” questionnaire be administered at the end of
each course taught, Said policy also provided that professors, like Respondent, were
not to review the completed questionnaires until after final grades for the class
evaluated had been submitted and after the students' comments had been reviewed by
the Dean.

(7)  Faculty are not permitted to be present in the classroom while evaluations
are completed or have access to the evaluations before final grades are submitted in
order to protect the students and ensure candor in their preparation.

(8)  Results of the student evaluation forms are used in part to set salaries of
professors and determine which faculty members get appointed to endowed chairs.

(9) The results of Respondent's student evaluations were an ongoing matter
of concern to the administration prior to the semester when the incident occurred.

(10) Onthe evening of April 19, 2004, Respondent distributed said evaluations
o 10 students enrolled in his Mental Health Seminar. Later that evening, after the
students had completed the evaluations, Respondent reviewed the questionnaire
responses and then substituted three evaluations he had completed for three negative
student evaluations. Additionally, Respondent altered two other evaluations by erasing
the pencil marking of the "(3) Average" circle in Question 2, on teacher effectiveness,
and filling in the "(5) Outstanding" circle on both forms.

(11) The effect of the changes Respondent made to the scores was 10 raise
the composite score on teaching effectiveness Question No. 2 from a 2.86 to a 4.86 on
a 5.0 scale. Any composite scoré above a 4.5 is considered "very, very good, we don't
have very many people that get those scores,” according to Eric Andersen, Associate
Academic Dean. "Anything below a 3 we really do get concerned about because we
don't see very many of those that are below a 3."

P,
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(12) Debra Paul, Registrar at the law school, testified that on April 30, 2004
Respondent told her that he was anxious for Dean Bill Hines to see his student
evalualions because he knew he had done a lot better on his evaluations that spring
than he had in the fall.

(13) Onor about May 6, 2004, or 17 days after the incident, Linda McGuire,
Associate Dean of Student Affairs at the law school, and Dean Eric Anderson
telephoned Respondent at his home, after Respondent declined a request to meet at
the law school. They reviewed with him the results of their investigation and asked what
he knew about the matter. He initially responded that "his RA had been involved and it
was possible that he had done something or there were others who had keys to the
office.” But when asked, he said he had no reason to believe anyone else would have
done this. He did not admit or deny changing the student evaluations, but asked what
would happen next. They told him they had been in contact with Administration and
they proposed a resolution to him. At no time during this call did Respondent say he
had been ill at the time of the evaluations, or that he suffered a lapse of memory, oF that
he had suffered from a hyperglycemic reaction at that time. Later that day, Respondent
called Dean Anderson back and said he had retained counsel who would be
representing him in this matter. After speaking with Respondent's attorney, Leon Spies,
it was clear to Dean Anderson that Respondent intended to contest the allegations.
Respondent ultimately resigned his position at the law school as part of a confidential
seftlement with the University.

(14) The law school's investigation into this incident was ireated as a sensitive
and confidential personnel matter. ‘

(15) Linda McGuire testified that the two students whose evaluations had been
changed were "really upset about it." She also testified that "there was also some anger
among the students and | guess [feelings of] betrayal.”

(16) Jody Harris lestified that she was one of the studenis in Respondent's
course that completed a student ovaluation of Respondent. When Respondent handed
out the questionnaires, he told the students to take {hem "very seriously, more seriously
than we had taken other evaluations because he felt like, in s0 many words, his job was
on the line and the faculty was trying to oust him from his position.” His demeanor and
speech at the time appeared normal to Ms. Harris. He did not exhibit frenzied
excitement, confusion or disordered rambling speech. He told the class that his
colleagues were intimidated by him because he was so much smarter. When Ms.
Harris later learned that Respondent had changed her evaluations, she was "very
upset" and "very disappointed in the law school and Professor Kress." She felt like the
university put the students "in a vulnerable position.”

7 According to Respondent's blood sugars report marked as Exhibit J, he
had the following blood sugar readings around the incident: 4/18/04 at 7:37 am. = 241,
4/49/04 at 11:09 p.m. = 403: 4/19/04 at 11:21 p.m. = 461; 4/19/04 at 11:35 = 501,
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4]19/04 at 11:44 = 629, 11/20/04 at 12:02 am. = 548. Dr. Michaelson said one's blood
sugar "can move from 200 to 500 by drinking @ couple cans of pop.” '

(18) Respondent testified that prior to his blood sugar reading of 403 taken on
4/19/04 at 11:09, he had taken 30 units of insulin at the law school after his blood sugar
there had registered a reading of 565.

(19) Respondent was taking three medications that were "mood stabilizers" on
April 19, 2004, which were Valium, Lithium and Lamictal. In addition, he had been
taking Ritalin and Adderall which are stimulants and Halcion to help him sleep.

(20) Respondent's treating psychiatrist, Dr. Richard Michaelson, testified that
abnormally high levels of blood sugar can exacerbate Respondent's bipolar disorder.
Dr. Michaelson said he reviewed blood sugars in and around the time of the incident
and they were registering in the 400 to 500 which is extraordinarily high. A normal
blood sugar is below 126 milligrams per deciliter. As a result, Dr. Michaelson,diagnosed
Respondent with delirium which is defined as an acute confusional state consisting of a
waxing and warning state of consciousness, impaired attention, often accompanied by
delusions or hallucinations and marked distractibility. Dr. Michaelson testified that in his
opinion, Respondent was suffering from delirium and delusions on the night
Respondent changed the student evaluations. As a resulf, Dr. Michaelson opined that
Respondent was not able to know what he was doing and did not know the difference
between right and wrong.

(21) About 15 percent of people with delirium appear absolutely normal, About
half the people with delirium are agitated and seem rambunctious. Based on treating
Respondent for the past 13 years, Dr. Michaelson would have expected that on the
evening in question Respondent's "behavior would have looked unusual, erratic or didn't
make much sense. They would have found it hard to explain exactly what he was
doing." Dr. Michaelson also said "l would guess they found his pehavior disturbing,
troubling and hard to explain. It would be a confusing situation for them." Respondent
told Dr. Michaelson he does not recall altering the student evaluations, which is
common with this diagnosis. This is a condition that could happen again to
Respondent.

(22) Dr. Michaelson testified that in his opinion the Respondent is no longer
capable of working as a college or law schoo! professor because of the stress level
provoked by deadlines and requirements of teaching, academic work and interacting
with colleges. However, Dr. Michaelson believes he would be "perfectly fine" for
practicing law if handling "something like" commitment hearings.

(23) The report of Respondent's psychiatrist, Dr. Michaelson, regarding the
incident in question is based on what Respondent told him after Respondent learned
the university was accusing him of altering the evaluations. No contemporaneously
kept treatment records, by either Dr. Michaelson or Dr. Fisher, for 2004 were produced

P. 08
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to Complainant in discove.ry or offered into evidence by Respondent at the instant
hearing. \

(24) Dr. Michael First, Associate Professor of Clinical Psychiatry at Columbia
University, authored a report dated March 11, 2005 and addressed to Respondent's
attorney, Leon Spies, that states it is Dr. First's opinion that Respondent’s inability to
recall the incident in question "is most likely due to a deliium.” Report at page 7,
marked as Respondent’s Exhibit G. Dr. First also concludes that “since the incident,
Professor Kressor's symptoms have been in remission (with the exception of some
intermiltent depression), he has had no further evidence of psychosis or mania, and his
cognitive abilities are intact, indicating that he is able 1o return to his former teaching
and research responsibilities.” Id. at 8.

(25) Respondent testified that he wants to continue practicing law by
continuing "to do cutting edge litigation both in the State Supremeé Court and United
States Supreme Court. | want to continue to help people on 2 day-to-day basis in civil
commitments or Americans with Disabilities Act cases."

(26) Respondent's therapist, Dr. Fisher, maintains no records of his therapy
sessions with Respondent. This is because Respondent told him he would only allow
Dr. Fisher to treat him “on the condition that he not keep any records . . - except those
required by law.”

(27) Anna Lembke, M.D. from the Department of Psychiatry and Behavioral
Sciences at Stanford University School of Medicine authored a report dated December
47, 2004, marked as Petitioner's Exhibit 3 wherein she concludes as follows:

CONCLUSION AND OPINION: 4/19/04 INCIDENT NOT SECONDARY
TO DELIRIUM. However, based on my review of all the records, including
the students' reports of the evening of April 19, 2004, the past medical
records, as well as my interview with Dr. Kress himself, it is not probable
that the incident in question was due to a delirium. The sustained,
purposeful concentrated effort over several hours, even prior to the
act of changing the evaluations, would not have been achievable by
an individual with waxing and waning consciousness. . ..

N * *

CONCLUSION AND OPINION: 4/19/04 INCIDENT NOT SECONDARY
TO DELUSION. Fowever, based on my review of all the records,
including students’ reports of the evening of April 19, 2004, the past
medical records, as well as my interview with Dr. Kress himself, it is not
probable that the incident in question was due to a delusion. . . .

P.
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In summary, | do not believe that the incident in question was
attributable in substantial part to a mental or medical illness.
However, | do believe that mental iliness might have played a minor
contributing role.  Narcissistic personality traits, which made negative
reviews of any kind intolerable to Dr. Kress' fragile ego, possibly combined
with hypemania, may have contributed to the ethical breach of conduct of
which he has been accused. (Emphasis added)

(28) Respondent's medical records in evidence for the period prior to 2004
contain a statement that Respondent nexhibited a sense of entitlement including a belief
that rules didn't apply to [him]." Respondent testified that there were instances when he
did not want to obey certain hospital rules. He also conceded that his hospital records
atated "he was often off the floor or outside the hospital against medical advice."
Respondent testified that he was discharged from the hospital several times against
medical advice, including in December 2004, seven months after the incident in
question.

(29) Respondent had no prior disciplinary violations or charges. Further,

Respondent testified at the hearing that he appreciated the wrongfulness of his actions.

(30) Testimony was introduced on Respondent's behalf that he was a highly
respected and tenured professor at the University of lowa College of Law.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
A, Burden of Proof.

The Board has the burden to prove by a convincing preponderance of the
evidence that respondent has violated the Code as Charged." Board of Profl Ethics v.
Mattson, 556 N.W.2d 193, 194 (lowa 1997). This burden is greater than that in an
ordinary civil action but less than the burden in a criminal case. Board of Prof! Ethics v.
Postma, 555 N.W.2d 680, 681 (lowa 1996). It also is a less stringent burden than clear
and convincing evidence, the highest civil standard of proof. Board of Profl Ethics v.
Ronwin, 557 N.W.2d 515, 517 (lowa 1996). Respondent admits that, while a professor
at the University of lowa College of Law on April 19, 2004, he altered five out of ten
student evaluations regarding his teaching effectiveness and substituted favorable
evaluations for unfavorable ones. (Answer to par. 4 of Complaint). He attributes this to
physical and mental illnesses. (Answer, par. 3). The Board claims that he violated DR
1-102(A)(4) (lawyer shall not engage in conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit or
misrepresentation) and (6) (conduct adversely reflecting on fitness to practice law). As
A result of the binding admissions and evidence presented, the charges that
Respondent violated DR 1-1 02(A)(4) and (B) are supported by a convincing
preponderance of the evidence.

. 10
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B. Misconduct as Professor.

The fact that Respondent's misconduct did not occur while he was practicing law
is no reason for treating it lightly. The lowa Supreme Court has held that a lawyer must
adhere to ethical standards in all areas of his life affecting his professional status. The
Board does not need to prove that Respondent was acting as a lawyer at the time of the
misconduet, because lawyers do not shed their professional responsibilities in their
personal lives. See, e.g., Committee on Prof! Ethics v. Williams, 473 N.W.2d 203, 206
(lowa 1991); Board of Profl Ethics v. Hansel, 558 N.W.2d 186, 188-89 (lowa 1997);
Board of Profi Ethics v. Mulford, 625 N.W.2d 672, 679 (lowa 2001). Thus, misconduct
in academic activities has been subject to sanction. See, e.g., In re Lamberis, 93 lil. 2d
222, 443 N.E.2d 549, 552 (1982) (plagiarism in thesis for masters degree in law violates
DR 1-102(A)(4)). Certainly those who aspire to teach future generations of the
profession should be held to high ethical requirements. See, e.g., L. Lerman,
"Misconduct of Law Professors: Why it Matters," Thes Professional Lawyer, 21, 23
(2004 symposium issue):

Law professors have a responsibility as those who train the next
generation of lawyers to model respect for the law, respect for other
people, and to behave professionally. Students may not remember what
happened in Hadley v. Baxendale, but they will remember how their
teachers treated them. They will observe their teachers’ conduct and
internalize that behavior as "what lawyers do." So, for example, an
aggressive style of teacher-student interplay in class may validate
students who aspire to become barracudas.

Ses also D. Rhode, "The Professional Responsibilities of Professors," 51 Journal of
Legal Education 168, 166 (2001) ("How we [law professors] live our lives and what we
choose to discuss conveys a moral message. If we decline to view professionalism and
public service as priorities, we encourage future practitioners to do the same.")

C. lliness.

It is no defense to a disciplinary complaint to claim that the lawyer suifers from
physical or mental problems. Commillee on Profi Ethics v. Hoffman, 402 N.W.2d 449,
451 (1987) ("We have repeatedly held that we will not excuse ethical misconduct
because of an attorney's ill health, emotional problems, personality disorders or the
general stress of a busy law practice"); Commiltee on Prof Ethics v. Silver, 395 N.W.2d
877, 878 (lowa 1988) (“insanity or diminished responsibility" cannot "be offered as a
defense in lawyer discipline cases"); Commiitee on Prof| Ethics v. Bauer, 495 N.w.2d
756 (lowa 1993) (suspension despite "little memory" of or intent to commit alcoholic
misconduct); Committee on Profi Ethics v. Vesole, 400 N.W.2d 591, 592 (lowa 1987)
(despite "compulsive behavior” diagnosed by psychologist, "the defense of ‘irresistible
impulse’ is not available in the context of a lawyer disciplinary action®); Committee on
Prof] Ethics v. Williams, 473 N.W.2d 203, 206-207 (lowa 1991) ("disability of
claustrophobia" no excuse).

P.
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D. Sanctions.

Although Respondent’s illnesses cannot excuse his misconduct, such conditions
and the lawyer's efforts to obtain proper treatment can be considered when determining
an appropriate sanction. See, €.9., Board of Prof! Ethics v. Erbes, 604 N.W.2d 656,
658-59 (lowa 2000), Atforney Disciplinary Bd. V. Frerichs, 718 N.W.2d 763, 768 (lowa
2006). Just as important, however, is the attorney's current fitness to practice law, for
{he public must be protected from those unfit to practice, for whatever reason. Cf.
Board of Profi Ethics v. Hansel, 558 N.W.2d 186, 192 (lowa 1897); Attorney Disciplinary
Bd. v. Dull, 743 N.W.2d 199, 205-206 (lowa 2008). Respondent's -lack of prior
disciplinary violations is a mitigating factor. fowa Sup. At Attorney Disciplinary Board v.
Powell, No. 138/06-1394 (Jan. 19, 2007), Slip Op. at 18. Another mitigating factor is
that Respondent was viewed by his peers as a highly respected professor at the law
school. See id. It does appear that Respondent was a dedicated law professor who
devoted his career to teaching law, despite his many problems, some of which are self-
inflicted. ‘

Although it is undisputed that Respondent had suffered from a mental illness,
including at the time of the incident, the Commission is not persuaded that
Respondent's conduct in-question was caused in substantial part by his mental iliness
for the following reasons: (1) Dr. Lembke, a psychiatrist who evaluated Respondent
and his records concluded that the 4/19/04 incident was not "altributable in substantial
part to a mental or medical illness." (2) Respondent's treating psychiatrist, Dr.
Michaslson, testified that if Respondent was suffering from delirium at the time, then his
behavior would have looked disturbing, troubling, unusual and erratic. However, a
student in his class at the time testified that his demeanor and speech appeared normal.
(3) The results of such student evaluations were a factor used in determining salary and
appointing faculty to endowed chairs. Thus, a motive existed for Respondent to change
lhe evaluations. (4) The medical evidence offered by Respondent to support his
defense did not include contemporaneously kept medical records on which
Respondent's medical professionals could rely. (5) Respondent's demeanor before the
Commission was like that of a person who believed he was above the law until he was
caught. It is especially troubling fo the Commission that Respondent did not seek the
aide of his treating psychiatrist until after he was confronted with the allegations against
him. Respondent, with his specialized knowledge and experience in the area of mental
heaith law, had the ability to manipulate a defense to his unethical conduct. Based on
the evidence presented, as well as the absence of contemporaneously supporlive
medical evidence, the Commission is not persuaded by his defense.

RECOMMENDATIONS
The Commission believes that public discipline is warranted based upon the

seriousness of the alleged misconduct and Respondent's apparent intent to deceive this
Commission. Therefore, the Commission recommends that the lowa Supreme Court

-0-
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suspend Respondent's license to practice law indefinitely with no possibility of
reinstatement for one year from the filing of this opinion. Upon application for
reinstatement, Respondent shall have the burden to prove he has not practiced law
during the period of suspension and that he has met the requirements for client
nofification set forth in disciplinary Procedure 35.21. Additionally, it is recommended
that Respondent undergo and pass a complete mental health evaluation by a mental
health professional before reinstatement and, further, that he comply with all physicians’
orders regarding his ongoing mental health care as a condition for maintaining his

license.

Dated: March 5, 2007 I ¢ o _
Robert V.P. Waterman, Jr.,
President, 346th Division

lowa Supreme Court Grievance Commission

Copy to:

Julie Walton
Candy K. Pastrnak
Robert J. McGee
Larry Foote
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