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volume of the official reports.   
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ATTORNEY di sci pl i nar y pr oceedi ng.   At t or ney' s l i cense 

r evoked.    

 

¶1 PER CURI AM.    Thi s i s a r eci pr ocal  di sci pl i ne mat t er .   

On Febr uar y 28,  2005,  t he Of f i ce of  Lawyer  Regul at i on ( OLR)  

f i l ed a compl ai nt  and mot i on pur suant  t o SCR 22. 22 r equest i ng 

t hat  t hi s cour t  r evoke t he l i cense of  At t or ney Loui s E.  

Neuendor f  as r eci pr ocal  di sci pl i ne i dent i cal  t o t hat  i mposed by 

t he Supr eme Cour t  of  I l l i noi s.   The OLR' s compl ai nt  al so not es 

t hat  At t or ney Neuendor f  f ai l ed t o not i f y t he OLR of  t he I l l i noi s 

di sci pl i nar y act i on wi t hi n 20 days of  t he ef f ect i ve dat e of  t hat  
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or der ,  i n v i ol at i on of  SCR 22. 22( 1) . 1  We det er mi ne t hat  

r eci pr ocal  di sci pl i ne must  be i mposed her e pur suant  t o SCR 

22. 22( 3) . 2  We t her ef or e concl ude t hat  At t or ney Neuendor f ' s  

l i cense t o pr act i ce l aw i n Wi sconsi n shal l  be r evoked and t hat  

he shal l  be r equi r ed t o pay t he cost s of  t hi s pr oceedi ng,  whi ch 

t ot al ed $552. 01,  as of  August  8,  2006.  

¶2 At t or ney Neuendor f  was l i censed t o pr act i ce l aw i n 

I l l i noi s i n 1950 and was subsequent l y admi t t ed t o pr act i ce l aw 

i n Wi sconsi n i n 1957.   He most  r ecent l y pr act i ced i n I l l i noi s.    

                                                 
1 SCR 22. 22( 1)  pr ovi des:   Reci pr ocal  di sci pl i ne.  

 ( 1)  An at t or ney on whom publ i c di sci pl i ne f or  
mi sconduct  or  a l i cense suspensi on f or  medi cal  
i ncapaci t y has been i mposed by anot her  j ur i sdi ct i on 
shal l  pr ompt l y not i f y t he di r ect or  of  t he mat t er .   
Fai l ur e t o f ur ni sh t he not i ce wi t hi n 20 days of  t he 
ef f ect i ve dat e of  t he or der  or  j udgment  of  t he ot her  
j ur i sdi ct i on const i t ut es mi sconduct .  

2 SCR 22. 22( 3)  pr ovi des:  

 ( 3)  The supr eme cour t  shal l  i mpose t he i dent i cal  
di sci pl i ne or  l i cense suspensi on unl ess one or  mor e of  
t he f ol l owi ng i s pr esent :  

 ( a)  The pr ocedur e i n t he ot her  j ur i sdi ct i on was 
so l acki ng i n not i ce or  oppor t uni t y t o be hear d as t o 
const i t ut e a depr i vat i on of  due pr ocess.  

 ( b)  Ther e was such an i nf i r mi t y of  pr oof  
est abl i shi ng t he mi sconduct  or  medi cal  i ncapaci t y t hat  
t he supr eme cour t  coul d not  accept  as f i nal  t he 
concl usi on i n r espect  t o t he mi sconduct  or  medi cal  
i ncapaci t y.  

 ( c)  The mi sconduct  j ust i f i es  subst ant i al l y  
di f f er ent  di sci pl i ne i n t hi s st at e.  
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¶3 On Sept ember  24,  2004,  t he Supr eme Cour t  of  I l l i noi s 

di sbar r ed At t or ney Neuendor f  based on 11 count s  of  mi sconduct .   

The I l l i noi s mi sconduct  i ncl uded mul t i pl e i nst ances of  

pr act i c i ng l aw af t er  r ecei v i ng a 90- day l i cense suspensi on on 

June 28,  2001,  engagi ng i n conduct  i nvol v i ng di shonest y,  f r aud,  

decei t  or  mi sr epr esent at i on,  engagi ng i n conduct  t hat  i s  

pr ej udi c i al  t o t he admi ni st r at i on of  j ust i ce,  and engagi ng i n 

conduct  t hat  t ends t o def eat  t he admi ni st r at i on of  j ust i ce or  t o 

br i ng t he cour t s or  t he l egal  pr of essi on i nt o di sr eput e.  

¶4 Fol l owi ng t he f i l i ng of  t he OLR' s compl ai nt  and 

mot i on,  t hi s cour t  i ssued an or der  di r ect i ng At t or ney Neuendor f  

t o show cause,  i n wr i t i ng,  why t he cour t  shoul d not  i mpose t he 

i dent i cal  di sci pl i ne as i mposed by t he Supr eme Cour t  of  

I l l i noi s.      

¶5 At t or ney Neuendor f  di d not  f i l e a r esponse t o t hi s 

cour t ' s  or der ,  but  di d send a handwr i t t en l et t er  t o t he OLR.   I n 

hi s handwr i t t en l et t er ,  At t or ney Neuendor f  made r ef er ence t o an 

al l eged " gr oss mi scar r i age of  j ust i ce"  by t he Supr eme Cour t  of  

I l l i noi s concer ni ng i t s di sbar ment  or der ,  but  di d not  of f er  any 

speci f i cs.   The l et t er  al so i ndi cat ed t hat  due t o hi s advanced 

age and f ai l i ng heal t h,  At t or ney Neuendor f  di d not  wi sh t o 

r espond t o t he OLR' s compl ai nt .   The l et t er  concl uded,  " I f  i t  

woul d be of  any advant age t o you or  t he Wi sconsi n Supr eme Cour t  

I  t ender  my r esi gnat i on f r om t he Wi sconsi n Bar  and wi t hdr aw my 

name f r om t he r ol l  of  Wi sconsi n At t or neys. "  

¶6 Because At t or ney Neuendor f ' s  l et t er  was uncl ear  as t o 

whet her  he cont est ed t he suf f i c i ency of  t he act i on of  t he 



No.  2005AP537- D   

 

4 
 

Supr eme Cour t  of  I l l i noi s under  SCR 22. 22( 5) 3 or  conver sel y  

wi shed t o pet i t i on f or  consensual  r evocat i on of  hi s l i cense t o 

pr act i ce l aw i n t hi s st at e under  SCR 22. 19, 4 t he cour t  sent  t wo 

                                                 
3 SCR 22. 22( 5)  pr ovi des:  

 ( 5)  The supr eme cour t  may r ef er  a compl ai nt  .  .  .  
t o a r ef er ee f or  a hear i ng and a r epor t  and 
r ecommendat i on pur suant  t o SCR 22. 16.   At  t he hear i ng,  
t he bur den i s on t he par t y seeki ng t he i mposi t i on of  
di sci pl i ne or  l i cense suspensi on di f f er ent  f r om t hat  
i mposed i n t he ot her  j ur i sdi ct i on t o demonst r at e t hat  
t he i mposi t i on of  i dent i cal  di sci pl i ne or  l i cense 
suspensi on by t he supr eme cour t  i s  unwar r ant ed.  

4 SCR 22. 19 pr ov i des:   Pet i t i on f or  consensual  l i cense 
r evocat i on.  

 ( 1)  An at t or ney who i s t he subj ect  of  an 
i nvest i gat i on f or  possi bl e mi sconduct  or  t he 
r espondent  i n a pr oceedi ng may f i l e wi t h t he supr eme 
cour t  a pet i t i on f or  t he r evocat i on by consent  or  hi s 
or  her  l i cense t o pr act i ce l aw.  

 ( 2)  The pet i t i on shal l  st at e t hat  t he pet i t i oner  
cannot  successf ul l y def end agai nst  t he al l egat i ons of  
mi sconduct .  

 ( 3)  I f  a compl ai nt  has not  been f i l ed,  t he 
pet i t i on shal l  be f i l ed i n t he supr eme cour t  and shal l  
i ncl ude t he di r ect or ' s summar y of  t he mi sconduct  
al l egat i ons bei ng i nvest i gat ed.   Wi t hi n 20 days af t er  
t he dat e of  f i l i ng of  t he pet i t i on,  t he di r ect or  shal l  
f i l e i n t he supr eme cour t  a r ecommendat i on on t he 
pet i t i on.   Upon a showi ng of  good cause,  t he supr eme 
cour t  may ext end t he t i me f or  f i l i ng a r ecommendat i on.  

 ( 4)  I f  a compl ai nt  has been f i l ed,  t he pet i t i on 
shal l  be f i l ed i n t he supr eme cour t  and ser ved on t he 
di r ect or  and on t he r ef er ee t o whom t he pr oceedi ng has 
been assi gned.   Wi t hi n 20 days af t er  t he f i l i ng of  t he 
pet i t i on,  t he di r ect or  shal l  f i l e i n t he supr eme cour t  
a r esponse i n suppor t  of  or  i n opposi t i on t o t he 
pet i t i on and ser ve a copy on t he r ef er ee.   Upon a 
showi ng of  good cause,  t he supr eme cour t  may ext end 
t he t i me f or  f i l i ng a r esponse.   The r ef er ee shal l  



No.  2005AP537- D   

 

5 
 

l et t er s t o At t or ney Neuendor f  aski ng f or  c l ar i f i cat i on of  hi s 

posi t i on.   When At t or ney Neuendor f  di d not  r espond,  t he cour t  

appoi nt ed John R.  Decker  as r ef er ee t o sor t  t hr ough t he mat t er .  

¶7 Ref er ee Decker  not i ced and conduct ed a schedul i ng 

conf er ence and an evi dent i ar y hear i ng,  but  At t or ney Neuendor f  

di d not  appear  or  ot her wi se r espond.   Because t he f i nal  

adj udi cat i on of  mi sconduct  by t he Supr eme Cour t  of  I l l i noi s i s 

concl usi ve evi dence of  At t or ney Neuendor f ' s  mi sconduct ,  see SCR 

22. 22( 4) , 5 and because t her e had been no showi ng t hat  t he 

i mposi t i on of  r eci pr ocal  di sci pl i ne woul d be unwar r ant ed due t o 

t he pr esence of  one or  mor e of  t he condi t i ons set  f or t h i n SCR 

22. 22( 3) ,  t he r ef er ee r ecommended t hat  At t or ney Neuendor f  shoul d 

be subj ect  t o r eci pr ocal  di sci pl i ne under  SCR 22. 22 and 

t her ef or e t hat  hi s l i cense t o pr act i ce l aw i n Wi sconsi n shoul d 

be r evoked.   The r ef er ee f ur t her  r ecommended t hat  At t or ney 

Neuendor f  shoul d be r equi r ed t o pay t he cost s of  t hi s 

pr oceedi ng.  

                                                                                                                                                             
f i l e a r epor t  and r ecommendat i on on t he pet i t i on i n 
t he supr eme cour t  wi t hi n 30 days af t er  r ecei pt  of  t he 
di r ect or ' s r esponse.  

 ( 5)  The supr eme cour t  shal l  gr ant  t he pet i t i on 
and r evoke t he pet i t i oner ' s l i cense t o pr act i ce l aw or  
deny t he pet i t i on and r emand t he mat t er  t o t he 
di r ect or  or  t o t he r ef er ee f or  f ur t her  pr oceedi ngs.  

5 SCR 22. 22( 4)  pr ovi des t hat  " a f i nal  adj udi cat i on i n 
anot her  j ur i sdi ct i on t hat  an at t or ney has engaged i n mi sconduct  
or  has a medi cal  i ncapaci t y shal l  be concl usi ve evi dence of  t he 
at t or ney' s mi sconduct  or  medi cal  i ncapaci t y f or  pur poses of  a 
pr oceedi ng under  t hi s r ul e. "  
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¶8 We agr ee wi t h and accept  t he f i ndi ngs and 

r ecommendat i on of  t he r ef er ee.   SCR 22. 22( 3)  pr ovi des t hat  i n 

r eci pr ocal  di sci pl i ne cases t he cour t  " shal l  i mpose t he 

i dent i cal  di sci pl i ne or  l i cense suspensi on unl ess .  .  .  [ t ] he 

pr ocedur e i n t he ot her  j ur i sdi ct i on was so l acki ng i n not i ce or  

oppor t uni t y t o be hear d as t o const i t ut e a depr i vat i on of  due 

pr ocess"  v i ol at i on;  " [ t ] her e was such an i nf i r mi t y of  pr oof  

est abl i shi ng t he mi sconduct  .  .  .  t hat  [ t hi s cour t ]  coul d not  

accept  as f i nal "  t he ot her  j ur i sdi ct i on' s mi sconduct  f i ndi ng;  or  

" [ t ] he mi sconduct  j ust i f i es subst ant i al l y  di f f er ent  di sci pl i ne"  

i n t hi s st at e.   At t or ney Neuendor f  has pr ovi ded no pr oof  showi ng 

t hat  any of  t hese t hr ee except i ons t o t he i mposi t i on of  

r eci pr ocal  di sci pl i ne exi st s i n t hi s case.   Accor di ngl y,  t he 

i mposi t i on of  t he r eci pr ocal  di sci pl i ne of  r evocat i on of  

At t or ney Neuendor f ' s  l i cense t o pr act i ce l aw i n Wi sconsi n i s 

war r ant ed.  

¶9 I T I S ORDERED t hat  t he l i cense of  Loui s E.  Neuendor f  

t o pr act i ce l aw i n Wi sconsi n i s r evoked,  ef f ect i ve t he dat e of  

t hi s or der .  

¶10 I T I S FURTHER ORDERED t hat  wi t hi n 60 days of  t he dat e 

of  t hi s or der  At t or ney Neuendor f  shal l  pay t o t he Of f i ce of  

Lawyer  Regul at i on t he cost s of  t hi s pr oceedi ng.  

¶11 I T I S FURTHER ORDERED t hat  At t or ney Neuendor f  shal l  

compl y,  i f  he has not  al r eady done so,  wi t h t he r equi r ement s of  

SCR 22. 26 per t ai ni ng t o t he dut i es of  a per son whose l i cense t o 

pr act i ce l aw i n Wi sconsi n has been r evoked.  
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