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SUMMARY

The Iowa Supreme Court reviewed an attorney disciplinary proceeding arising from Stanley A.

Roush’s federal conviction for possession of cocaine base. The court found that his criminal conduct

violated Towa Rule of Professional Conduct 32:8.4(b), considering his substance-abuse history, prior

drug conviction, and relationship to his criminal-defense practice. The court concluded that a sixty-day

suspension of his Iowa law license was appropriate.
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Attorney disciplinary proceeding brought by the Towa Supreme Court
Attorney Disciplinary Board following the respondent's federal
conviction for possession of cocaine base. The Supreme Court of Iowa
reviewed the Grievance Commission's recommendation of a six-month

suspension de novo.

Attorney disciplinary proceedings are reviewed de novo. The court
gives respectful consideration to the commission's findings and
recommendations but is not bound by them. The Board bears the
burden of proving misconduct by a convincing preponderance of the

evidence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Roush's federal conviction for possession of cocaine base constituted professional misconduct
under Iowa Rule of Professional Conduct 32:8.4(b).

2. What sanction was appropriate in light of the violation, aggravating and mitigating circumstances, and

prior disciplinary cases.

3. Whether reinstatement should be conditioned on mental-health and substance-abuse evaluations and on

Roush's disengagement from representing a longtime client who was also his AA sponsor.

HOLDINGS

1. Roush's criminal conduct violated rule 32:8.4(b) because it had a rational connection to his fitness to
practice law beyond the mere fact that the conduct was criminal.

2. A sixty-day suspension of Roush's Iowa law license was appropriate.

3. Reinstatement was properly conditioned on Roush's obtaining a qualifying mental-health evaluation and
a substance-abuse evaluation demonstrating fitness to practice law and compliance with recommended
treatment.

4. Reinstatement should not be conditioned on Roush's disengaging from representation of the client
because the record did not establish a conflict of interest and did not provide sufficient information for

the court to determine that a conflict existed.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The mere commission of a criminal act does not necessarily reflect adversely on the fitness of an attorney to

practice law.” (at 9-10)

“After weighing the commission’s recommendation, the seriousness of Roush’s violation, the aggravating
factors, the mitigating factors, and our precedents, we conclude the appropriate discipline is a sixty-day

suspension of Roush’s license to practice law.” (at 17-18)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Stanley Roush, a federal criminal defense attorney, had an untreated alcohol-dependence and substance-abuse
problem that progressed from marijuana use to recurring crack-cocaine use. In 2011, a DEA controlled-buy
operation resulted in his arrest and federal conviction for possessing cocaine base; he had previously received a
private admonition after a 2003 marijuana-possession conviction. Roush self-reported the conduct, admitted the
ethical violation, sought substance-abuse treatment and participated in Alcoholics Anonymous, and continued
practicing law with a reduced workload.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Roush self-reported his conduct to the Board after pleading guilty in federal court to a second-offense violation
of 21 U.S.C. § 844. The Board filed a complaint alleging violation of Iowa Rule of Professional Conduct
32:8.4(b), and Roush admitted the factual allegations and violation. After a hearing, the Grievance Commission
recommended a six-month suspension with reinstatement conditions. The Supreme Court of lowa independently
reviewed the matter, imposed a sixty-day suspension, adopted some reinstatement conditions, and rejected the

proposed restriction on Roush's representation of his longtime client and AA sponsor.
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