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Joseph H. Kerwin treated a feverish two-day-old patient in his dental office using cranial
manipulation and applying a vibrating machine to the infant’s sacrum. The infant died the next
morning. The Missouri Dental Board conducted a field investigation of Kerwin, and filed a
complaint with the Administrative Hearing Commission seeking the Commission’s
determination that Kerwin’s license was subject to discipline. After a hearing, the Commission
found that grounds existed for the Board to discipline Kerwin’s dental license under RSMo
§332.321.2. After a hearing, the Board revoked Kerwin’s certificate of registration and license
to practice dentistry in the State of Missouri. Kerwin petitioned for judicial review to the Cole
County Circuit Court, which affirmed the disciplinary decision of the Commission. Kerwin
appeals.

AFFIRMED.
Division Two holds:

The Commission had sufficient evidence to find that grounds existed for the Board to
discipline Kerwin’s dental license for: (1) Kerwin’s gross deviation from the standard of care of
dentists for not emergently referring the infant patient to an appropriate medical professional or
medical facility for medical treatment; (2) Kerwin’s flagrant abuse of the title of “doctor” that he
used to create a professional trust with the infant’s parents and for which he deceptively obtained



a fee in the process of violating that trust; and (3) Kerwin’s incompetence and intentional
misrepresentation as to his fulfillment of continuing education requirements.
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