


















































































































ALABAMA STATE BOARD OF 
MEDICAL EXAMINERS, 

Complainant, 

v. 

STEVEN MARK HAYDEN, M.D., 

Respondent. 

BEFORE THE MEDICAL 
LICENSURE COMMISSION OF 

ALABAMA 

CASE NO. 2025-205 

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

This matter came before the Medical Licensure Commission of Alabama for 

a contested case hearing on November 19, 2025. After receiving and considering all 

of the relevant evidence and argument, we find the Respondent, Steven Mark 

Hayden, M.D., guilty of 10 of the 13 disciplinary charges alleged by the Board and 

impose professional discipline as outlined below. 

I. Introduction and Procedural History 

The Respondent in this case is Steven Mark Hayden, M.D. ("Respondent"). 

Respondent is a licensee of this Commission who was first licensed on June 30, 

1987, having been issued license No. MD.13468. 

This case began with the Board's filing of an Administrative Complaint and 

Petition for Summary Suspension of License ("the Administrative Complaint") with 

the Commission on or about August 25, 2025. In accordance with Ala. Code§ 34-

Nroque
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24-36l(f) and Ala. Admin. Code r. 545-X-3-.13(l)(a), on August 28, 2025, we 

entered an order summarily suspending Respondent's license to practice medicine 

and set this matter for a full evidentiary hearing. 

The Administrative Complaint contains a total of 13 counts: twelve counts of 

unprofessional conduct in violation of Ala. Code § 34-24-360(2) and Ala. Admin. 

Code r. 545-X-4-.06, and a thirteenth count alleging that Respondent is unable to 

practice medicine with reasonable skill and safety to patients. The counts are best 

summarized as follows: 

• Count 1: Unprofessional Conduct in that Respondent, from October 

2011 through the present day, unlawfully sought to exercise control 

over Western Steel, Inc.; 

• Count 2: Unprofessional Conduct in that Respondent, in or about 

October 2011, created unauthorized Nevada Trusts and attempted to 

transfer all of the assets of his patient and uncle, 

to those trusts; 

• Count 3: Unprofessional Conduct in that Respondent, in or about 

March 2013, was held in contempt by the Jefferson County Circuit 

Court for repeated violations of a preliminary injunction order issued 

by that court; 
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• Count 4: Unprofessional Conduct in that Respondent, in or about May 

2013, was held in contempt by the Jefferson County Circuit Court for 

attempting to intimidate a witness in a judicial proceeding before that 

court; 

• Count 5: Unprofessional Conduct in that Respondent, on or about 

August 20, 2013, gave false testimony before the Jefferson County 

Circuit Court; 

• Count 6: Unprofessional Conduct in that Respondent, in or about 

December 2020, used the federal employer identification number of 

Western Steel, Inc. without authorization; 

• Count 7: Unprofessional Conduct in that Respondent, on or about July 

8, 2021, was declared a vexatious litigant by the Eighth Judicial District 

Court for Clark County, Nevada; 

• Count 8: Unprofessional Conduct in that Respondent, on or about April 

17, 2023, was held in contempt by the Jefferson County Circuit Court 

for representing himself to the Internal Revenue Service as President of 

Western Steel, Inc. and submitting a form to change the tax 

classification of that corporation from subchapter S to subchapter C, in 

violation of the orders of that court; 
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• Count 9: Unprofessional Conduct in that Respondent, on or about 

August 23, 2023, was found in contempt by the Jefferson County 

Circuit Court for 13 willful violations of that court's prior orders, and 

was sentenced to 85 days' incarceration in the Jefferson County Jail; 

• Count 10: Unprofessional Conduct in that Respondent, on or about 

March 28, 2025, was declared a vexatious litigant by the United States 

Bankruptcy Court for the District of Nevada; 

• Count 11: Unprofessional Conduct in that Respondent, on or about May 

2, 2025, was declared a vexatious litigant by the Elmore County Circuit 

Court; 

• Count 12: Unprofessional Conduct in that Respondent is alleged to 

have conducted himself disgracefully while an inmate in the Jefferson 

County Jail serving part of the sentence referred to above in Count 9; 

• Count 13: that Respondent, from October 2011 through the present, 

"has demonstrated an inability to practice medicine with reasonable 

skill and safety to his patients by reason of illness and as a result of a 

mental and physical condition through his pattern and practice of 

unprofessional conduct," contrary to Ala. Code§ 34-24-360(19)a. 

On these 13 grounds, the Board urges the Commission, after a hearing, to 

"revoke the license to practice medicine of Respondent, assess the maximum fine, 
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and/or take such other actions as the Commission may deem appropriate based upon 

the evidence presented for consideration." 

On November 19, 2025, we conducted a contested case hearing as prescribed 

in Ala. Admin. Code r. 545-X-3. The case supporting disciplinary action was 

presented by the Alabama Board of Medical Examiners through its attorneys 

E. Wilson Hunter and Alicia Harrison. Respondent appeared in person and testified 

before the Commission, and was not represented by legal counsel. Pursuant to Ala. 

Admin. Code r. 545-X-3-.08(1 ), the Honorable William R. Gordon presided as 

Hearing Officer. Before opening statements were given, Commissioner Seale 

disclosed a potential conflict of interest and his request for recusal was granted by 

Chairman Alsip. Consequently, Commissioner Seale was not present for the 

remainder of the hearing and took no part in the deliberation of this matter. Each 

side was offered the opportunity to present evidence and argument in support of its 

respective contentions, and to cross-examine the witnesses presented by the other 

side. Board Exhibits 1-34, excluding Board Exhibit 19, were received into evidence. 

During the course of the hearing, the Board agreed to dismiss Counts 7, 10, and 12 

without prejudice. After careful review, we have made our own independent 

judgments regarding the weight and credibility to be afforded to the evidence, and 

the fair and reasonable inferences to be drawn from it. Having done so, and as 
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prescribed in Ala. Code § 41-22-16, we enter the following Findings of Fact and 

Conclusions of Law. 

II. Findings of Fact 

1. Respondent was first licensed to practice medicine in Alabama on June 

30, 1987, under license number MD.13468. 

2. is the founder and sole shareholder of Western 

Steel, Inc., a viable business in the Hueytown area. - is Respondent's uncle. 

- apparently had no sons of his own, but had many nephews, including 

Respondent. By all accounts, the relationship between- and Respondent was 

once very close and warm. - once considered Respondent to be "the son he 

never had," and took part in raising Respondent from a young age. Respondent lived 

in-s home for a few years while Respondent was in medical school.­

was the "Best Man" at Respondent's wedding ceremony in 1990. All witnesses also 

agree that - was once a patient of Respondent. After Respondent became 

licensed to practice medicine in Alabama, Respondent from time-to-time treated 

- for various minor ailments. Respondent admits that he gave - either 

a prescription for medication, or an office sample of the medicine, on or near the 

date of November 25, 2008. 

3. - is currently 96 years old. - testified in person before the 

Commission. We found- to have remarkably clear recall of the relevant facts, 

Board of Medical Examiners v. Hayden 
Page 6 of 55 



with lucid insight and understanding. We found him to be a highly credible witness. 

Respondent also appeared in person and testified before the Commission. His affect 

and demeanor were often, although not always, erratic. We generally found 

Respondent not to be a credible witness.1 

4. In 2007, when - would have been about 78 years old, and on a 

date that precedes the date on which Respondent last provided medical treatment to 

- Respondent proposed to - that the two men exchange Powers of 

Attorney. - accepted Respondent's suggestion, and they did so. 

5. As will become clear later in these Findings of Fact, Respondent did 

not act on the Power of Attorney until July 2011. From July 2011 through February 

2012, Respondent took a long list of putative actions under the Power of Attorney, 

including the formation of two Nevada trusts, the filing of a sham lawsuit in a 

Nevada state court and subsequent establishment of a sham "compromise 

1 Having seen and heard from Respondent, Respondent's wife, and- in person. our 
credibility determinations are remarkably similar to those made by the Jefferson County Circuit 
Court in its Final Judgment entered on August 20, 2013: "In testifying, for example, plaintiff 
- was clear and convincing. He was calm throughout and demonstrated a lucid recollection 
of the events at issue, down to minor details. He made for a most believable witness. By contrast, 
defendant Mark Hayden was alternatively evasive, disingenuous, and combative (as he was during 
a prior proceeding in this action), leading the Court to discount his testimony significantly. 
Similarly, [Respondent's wife,] Angela Hayden[,] was nervous, jittery and distracted throughout 
her testimony. She also made for a witness unworthy of much belief." (Board Ex. 8 at 2.) Our in­
person observation and assessment of- lucidity and credibility is consonant with the 
Jefferson County Circuit Court's observation that•- testified ably and credibly as to his 
business history, the nature and extent of his assets and interests, and his explicit desires and wishes 
to retain control over his own assets." (Id. at 17 .) 
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settlement," and other actions, all of which culminated in Respondent and his wife, 

through the aforementioned trusts, purportedly having full control over all of 

- assets, right down to the pencils on his office desk. 

6. Fred Campbell has worked at Western Steel since July 1987, and has 

been President of Western Steel since 2012. On or about February 1, 2012, Campbell 

was at work at Western Steel. - had left the office to go to the bank. 

Respondent and - then-wife, Frankie - arrived at the offices of 

Western Steel. As they were arriving, Frankie- placed a 911 call, claiming 

that- was wielding a sawed-off shotgun and holding hostages. Deputies from 

the Jefferson County Sheriffs Office descended upon Western Steel bearing rifles, 

apparently believing that they were responding to an actual hostage scene. Jessica 

Campbell, Campbell's daughter, has been employed at Western Steel since 2008. 

Jessica Campbell was also present at Western Steel during deputies' response to the 

911 call. She recalls later hearing Respondent's voice, along with Frankie­

on the tape of the 911 call. She also recalls seeing Respondent walking the halls of 

Western Steel that day, claiming that he was the new owner, and demanding to know 

who everybody was. Jessica Campbell recalls seeing deputies approaching her 

father, Fred Campbell, with firearms drawn, asking where the hostages were. 

7. After learning some information about Respondent's putative actions 

under the Power of Attorney, - revoked the Power of Attorney, and filed a 
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lawsuit in the Jefferson County Circuit Court against Respondent, seeking to 

invalidate Respondent's putative actions. (Board Ex. 8.) See et 

al. v. Steven Mark Hayden, et al., No. CV-2012-0209 (Jefferson County Circuit 

Court). 

8. Before - lawsuit against Respondent even went to trial, the 

Jefferson County Circuit Court held Respondent in contempt two times. (Board Ex. 

6, 7.) 

9. The Court first held Respondent in contempt on March 12, 2013.2 

About one year prior, on March 30, 2012, the Jefferson County Circuit Court had 

entered a preliminary injunction that enjoined Respondent and his wife, Angela 

Hayden, from taking any actions whatsoever with respect to the assets of-

2 The Court held a hearing on plaintiffs' petition for contempt on February 22, 2013; neither 
Respondent nor his wife appeared at the hearing, despite having being ordered to appear in person. 
Respondent, only about an hour before the contempt hearing was to begin, filed an affidavit stating 
that "I am a medical doctor obligated to work in an emergency room on February 22, 2013." The 
Court expressly found Respondent's affidavit not to be credible. (Board Ex. 6 at 2.) Respondent 
also contended that the preliminary injunction order that he was accused of violating was invalid 
because it was, he said, issued ex parte, notwithstanding the fact that Respondent was personally 
present at the preliminary injunction hearing and personally participated in negotiating its tenns. 
(Board Ex. 6 at 2.) The Court pointedly described the falsity of this claim: "The continuing 
assertion by the defendants and their counsel that the March 28, 2012 hearing was conducted ex 
parte can only be regarded as a continuing effort to knowingly misrepresent what happened. It is 
particularly troubling that the defendants and their counsel have continued to perpetuate this lie 
not only before this Court but in filings elsewhere." (Board Ex. 6 at 5 (emphasis added).) In this 
connection, the Court further found that Respondent and his attorney, Austin Burdick, Esq., 
"knowingly and intentionally filed false and misleading pleadings in this Court and in the Alabama 
Supreme Court, specifically regarding the false assertion that the March 28, 2012 hearing and 
subsequent Preliminary Injunction Order were conducted and entered on an ex parte basis." (Id. at 
16 (emphasis added).) 
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Western Steel, or 10:16 Mining Company. (See Board Ex. 6 at 8-10.) 

Notwithstanding the Court's preliminary injunction order, the Court found that 

Respondent, alone and/or in concert with others, had done all of the following: 

1. On December 10, 2012, Defendants obtained from the Jefferson 
County Probate Court a certified copy of a document they had filed on 
January 27, 2012, purporting to be a "Certificate of Stock of Western 
Steel Incorporated." The document states, "This certifies that -
-Nevada Spendthrift Trust is sole owner ofall 13515 shares 
of outstanding stock of Western Steel Inc. a corporation of Alabama 
whose registered address is 3360 Davey Allison BL VD Hueytown 
Alabama." The Defendants then filed the same with the Alabama 
Secretary of State Office on December 17, 2012. 

2. On December 20, 2012, Mark Hayden executed and filed a 
"Change of Registered Agent or Registered Office by Entity" notice 
with the Alabama Secretary of State. In this filing, Mark Hayden 
identifies himself as the "President" of Western Steen [sic]. The filing 
purports to designate Steven Mark Hayden as Western Steel's 
registered agent. The filing attempts to change the registered mailing 
address of Western Steel, Inc. from Western Steel's offices at 3360 
Davey Allison Blvd. Hueytown, Alabama 35203 (where Western Steel 
is actually located) to defendant Hayden's residence at 76297 Tallassee 
Highway, Wetumpka, Alabama 36092. The form states, "I, the 
undersigned, certify that any change specified in this document is 
authorized by the entity." 

3. On December 20, 2012, Mark Hayden filed in the Elmore 
County Probate Office a document entitled "Western Steel Inc. Notice 
of Resignation and Replacement of Gene Calhoun." The document was 
executed by Mark Hayden, as "President" of Western Steel, on 
December 20, 2012, in the presence of a notary public. The sole purpose 
of the document appears to be to designate and identify Mark Hayden 
as "President" of Western Steel. 

4. Attached to the "Notice of Resignation," and therefore filed on 
December 20, 2012, the defendants also filed in the Elmore County 
Probate Office an untitled document that purports to be "Resolutions" 
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by Steven Mark Hayden, Angela Rae Hayden and Frankie 
This document was executed by Mark Hayden on December 20, 2012, 
in the presence of a notary public. Other signatures on the document 
appear to have been executed on or about January 31, 2012. 

5. On December 21, 2012, the defendants filed the above­
referenced "Resolutions" with the Alabama Secretary of State Office. 
The "Resolutions" makes the following representations, among others: 
( 1) ' still has no rights to stock, records, assets, 
property, financial funds or bank accounts of Western Steel Inc;" (2) 
"the President Steven Mark Hayden and Secretary Frankie -
are authorized to remove from the premises at their 
discretion"; (3) "that all corporate records regarding stock ownership 
Bylaws and articles of incorporation and minutes and other similar 
documents shall solely be in possession of Steven Mark Hayden and 
Frankie (4) "President Steven Mark Hayden and Secretary 
Frankie shall have authority over bank account and funds. 
But will not use these funds for benefit of themselves or their estates." 

6. On December 21, 2012, the defendants recorded in the Elmore 
County Probate Office, and filed in the Alabama Secretary of State 
Office, a document entitled, "Bylaws of Western Steel Inc." This 
document was notarized by Angela Rae Hayden on December 21, 2012. 
The "Bylaws" make the following representations, among others: (1) 
the president of Western Steel is listed as Defendant Steven Mark 
Hayden; (2) the owner of Western Steel is listed as the 
- Nevada Spendthrift Trust; and (3) Defendant Steven Mark 
Hayden is identified as the CEO of Western Steel and as having control 
over all of Western Steel's deeds, mortgages, assignments of 
judgments, banking, and litigation. 

7. On December 21, 2012, the defendants filed in the Alabama 
Secretary of State Office a document entitled "Certificate of Western 
Steel, Inc." The "Certificate of Western Steel Inc." makes the following 
representations: (1) the sole stockholder of Western Steel, Inc. is 
identified as the Nevada Spendthrift Trust; (2) Mark 
Hayden, Angela Hayden and Frankie- are identified as directors 
of Western Steel. 

8. On January 23, 2013, the defendants, by, through and with the 
assistance of their counsel of record, Austin Burdick, Esq., filed in this 
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Court, purportedly on behalf of Western Steel, Inc., a document entitled 
Notice of Appearance, Stipulations and Motion to Strike. This filing 
declares that Steven Mark Hayden, as "president" of Western Steel, 
Inc., has hired Mr. Burdick as counsel for Western Steel, Inc., and 
further purports to include Western Steel's stipulation to all facts set 
forth in Defendants' Motion for Recusal, and moves for an order 
striking all previously filed pleadings by Western Steel, Inc. 

9. On January 24, 2013, the defendants, by, through and with the 
assistance of their counsel of record in this matter, Austin Burdick, 
Esq., filed in the Circuit Court of Elmore County, in CV-2011-0080 
(which had been settled by the parties on April 6, 2011), a Motion to 
Intervene, purportedly on behalf of Western Steel, Inc. Said pleading 
purports to be a motion to join or intervene by Western Steel, Inc., in a 
matter in which Steven Mark Hayden is the plaintiff and 
- among others, is a defendant. 

10. On January 24, 2013, Defendants, by, through and with the 
assistance of their counsel of record in this matter, Austin Burdick, 
Esq., filed in the Circuit Court of Elmore County, in CV-2011-0080, a 
Motion to Intervene, purportedly on behalf of the ' 
Nevada Spendthrift Trust." The substance of that motion is an assertion 
that the Trust, and not Mr. - is the rightful owner of 10:16 
Mining Corp. 

(Board Ex. 6 at 10-11 (boldface in original).) 

10. Respondent and the other defendants did "not deny making the filings 

complained of." Rather, they claimed, they made those filings "only (for the purpose 

of] trying to help Western Steel and Mr. - The Court rejected this claim of 

benevolent motivation as "patently absurd." (Board Ex. 6 at 13.) 

11. The Court found that Respondent's (and his wife's) creation and/or 

filing of the above-referenced documents violated the Court's preliminary injunction 

and ordered that Respondent be sanctioned: 
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[T]he defendants knowingly filed or directed the filing of the various 
documents complained of by the plaintiffs, in conscious disregard of 
their obligations under the Preliminary Iniunction Order. 

* * * 

[T]he filing of the documents with the Alabama Secretary of State and 
with the Elmore County Probate Court, after the entry of entry of [sic] 
the Preliminary Injunction Order, constitutes the defendants' holding 
themselves out as owners, directors, and officers of Western Steel, and 
taking action with respect to Western Steel. Each of these actions is a 
direct and knowing violation of the above-quoted provisions of the 
Preliminary Injunction Order. 

* * * 

The Court therefore finds defendants Mark Hayden and Angela 
Hayden, individually and as Trustee of the purported 
IIIIIIIIINevada Spendthrift Trust, in constructive contempt of court 
for knowingly violating the explicit, unambiguous prohibitions of 
the Preliminary Iniunction Order, and, further, that the defendants 
are due to be sanctioned for their conduct described herein. 

(Board Ex. 6 at 13, 14, 15 (emphasis added).)3 

12. The Jefferson County Circuit Court held Respondent in contempt a 

second time in May 2013, this time for attempting to intimidate Dr. Daniel C. 

Marson, an individual who had been designated as an expert witness to testify as to 

-s mental competency. The Court found, in relevant part: 

3 The Court further found that Respondent caused his attorney, Austin Burdick, Esq., to 
"knowingly commit[] a fraud upon this Court" by filing a purported "Notice of Appearance, 
Stipulations and Motion to Strike," purportedly on behalf of Western Steel. (Board Ex. 6 at 14.) 
That pleading, the Court further found, was "disingenuous and not made in good faith. The Court 
hereby finds that Steven Mark Hayden knowingly and intentionally directed his legal counsel to 
file a false and misleading pleading in this matter." (Id. at 17.) 

Board of Medical Examiners v. Hayden 
Page 13 of 55 



Having already been found in contempt by prior order in this 
action, defendant Steven Mark Hayden confronts yet another motion 
for contempt, this one premised on a communication from him to Dr. 
Daniel C. Marson, the plaintiffs' identified expert witness on the issue 
of plaintiff - mental competence. The communication in 
question is an email directly from Hayden to Dr. Marson, which, inter 
alia, contains veiled threats to report Dr. Marson to the Alabama State 
Board of Psychology and to create a web-site, presumably to publicize 
grievances against Marson. 

This email was delivered only a few days before Dr. Marson was 
scheduled to testify by means of deposition on written questions under 
Rule 31 of the Alabama Rules of Civil Procedure. 

A hearing on plaintiffs' motion was held on May 9, 2013, at 
which time the Court heard from counsel for the parties and received 
testimony from Dr. Hayden. From that hearing, this Court finds that Dr. 
Hayden knowingly and intentionally drafted and sent the email at issue 
to Dr. Marson. It is further undisputed that the email had the effect of 
leading Dr. Marson to postpone his deposition, although it eventually 
occurred a few days after the hearing. 

The Court concludes that there was no good justification for Dr. 
Hayden's sending of such an email to Dr. Marson. Coming a few days 
before Dr. Marson was scheduled to testify, the email may properly be 
regarded as an attempt to harass or intimidate a witness in an official 
judicial proceeding. It is a fair question whether Dr. Hayden has 
violated a criminal law of this state, Ala. Code§ 13A-10-123, but that 
statute is referenced here solely to demonstrate the egregious nature of 
Dr. Hayden's communication. 

The plaintiffs' motion for sanctions is granted. Counsel for 
plaintiffs seeks to recover their costs in filing the pending motion. By 
May 31, 2013, counsel for the plaintiffs are to supplement their motion 
with evidence in support of a sum certain that they seek to recover. 

Additionally, defendant Steven Mark Hayden is ordered not to 
communicate further in any way with Dr. Marson, upon pain of further 
sanction. 

(Board Ex. 7.) 
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13. With Respondent already having been found in contempt two times, 

-s lawsuit against Respondent went to trial on July I and 2, 2013. The 

Jefferson County Circuit Court entered its Final Judgment on August 20, 2013. 

(Board Ex. 8.) In its Final Judgment, among other things, the Court found 

Respondent civilly liable to - for breach of fiduciary duty, civil conspiracy, 

and conversion, declared every putative action taken by Respondent pursuant to the 

2007 Power of Attorney to be null and void, declared - to be the sole 

shareholder of Western Steel, awarded - more than $220,000 in 

compensatory and punitive damages against Respondent, and permanently enjoined 

Respondent from taking any further actions in connection with the assets of­

and/or Western Steel. The Court found all of the following facts to be true: 

Plaintiff - went into business for himself in 1954, founding 
Western Iron Works. - has been in business continually since 
then. In the ensuing six decades, - grew Western Iron Works 
into a profitable business, eventually merging it into another business 
he founded, Plaintiff Western Steel, Inc., and expanded into other 
businesses as well. - has been the sole owner of Western Steel 
and Western Iron Works since 1976. 

Before the actions of the Defendants that gave rise to this action, 
- was the undisputed sole shareholder and sole director of 
Western Steel, Inc.; the undisputed owner of stock constituting a 
controlling interest in Merchants Commercial Bank, a commercial bank 
chartered in the U.S. Virgin Islands; the undisputed owner of 95% of 
the membership interests of Western Properties, LLC; the undisputed 
owner ofa controlling interest in 10:16 Mining Company, Inc.; and was 
the owner of significant other business interests and personal assets. 
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On January 29, 2007, in the m=roceedings from his 
former wife, - executed a general, 
durable power of attorney (the "POA"). The POA designated 
Defendant Mark Hayden, who is- nephew, as- agent 
and attorney-in-fact. Until the events of 2011 and 20~ rise to 
this action, Mark Hayden did not take any action as -s agent 
under the POA. 

on July 28, 2011, Mark Hayden drafted and 
Nevada Spendthrift Trust" (the 

Trust"). On August 1, 2011, again unbeknownst 
Mark Hayden executed a second trust,~ 

Family Nevada Spendthrift Trust" (the '~ 
Trust"). Collectively these have been referred to as the "Nevada Trusts" 
in the course of this proceeding. The Nevada Trusts are identical except 
for their names. Mark Hayden was the grantor and the initial trustee of 
both Nevada ~ayden never formally resigned as a 
trustee of the - Trust, he designated his own wife, 
Angela Hayden, as a trustee of the Trust on or 
about December 13, 2011. 

Mark Hayden remains the trustee of the - Family Trust and the 
"trust protector" of both Nevada Trusts. As the grantor and as so-called 
trust protector, Hayden retained and/or conferred upon himself the 
exclusive power to revoke, alter, amend or terminate the trusts, to 
remove a trustee and appoint a successor trustee, and to determine 
trustee compensation. Hayden also provided in the trusts that ifhe ever 
resigned as trustee, he would be released from any liability for his 
actions as trustee. Hayden purported to transfer twenty ounces of silver 
to each Nevada Trust to establish a trust corpus. 

Each trust instrument identifies as the "initial sole 
beneficiary." Other than boilerplate "QSST" provisions, however, 
Hayden failed to include any provisions directing the trustee as to when, 
how or under what circumstances income or principal could be 
distributed to - The QSST provisions simply require that all 
income of an S-Corp. (for example, Western Steel) be distributed to the 
beneficiary. There is no ~ovision that permits distribution of 
income or principal to - either "in the sole and absolute 
discretion of the trustee" or for the support, maintenance or health of 
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the purported sole beneficiary. In other words, other than requiring the 
trustee to distribute S-Corp. income to - there is no provision 
permitting distribution of trust income and principal to -

Mark Hayden did not inform - that he was establishing the 
Nevada Trusts, nor did he provide a copy of either trust instrument to 
- until after- filed the Complaint in this matter. -
never instructed Hayden to create the trusts for his benefit. Mark 
Hayden never informed - that he intended to transfer any of 
-s assets to any trust or that he intended to use any trust as a 
vehicle to control - assets. 

After establishing the Nevada Trusts, and acting without -
knowledge or consent, Mark Hayden then used ~cy under 
- 2007 POA to attempt to transfer all of- assets­
including his business interests, all of his real property, personal 
property, furniture, household items, and even the pencils on his desk­
to the Nevada Trusts. From October 27, 2011 through February 7, 2012, 
Mark Hayden and Angela Hayden (along with- now-former 
wife, Frankie- executed numerous documents by which Mark 
Hayden and the other Defendants attempted to transfer all s 
assets to the Nevada Trusts. These documents include the following: 

• 

• 

• 

On October 27, 2011, Mark Hayden executed an instrument 
titled "Assignment Separate from Stock Certificate," in which he 
stated that- transferred 550 shares of common stock of 
Merchants Commercial Bank to the-- Trust. 

On October 27, 2011, Mark H~uted an instrument 
titled "Transfer of Property from-- to­
■ - Trust," in which he stated that a Compromise 
Settlement "was reached" between - and the -
- Trust, and that- transferred all of his rights and 
interest in Western Steel, Inc., Merchants Commercial Bank, 
Western Properties, LLC, and other~ies in Shelby and 
Jefferson Counties to the -- Trust. 

On December 13, 2011, Mark Hayden filed aiiiom taint in the 
District Court of Clark County, Nevada, under name, 
against the - Trust. Until the filing of the 
Nevada complaint, Mark Hayden had been the sole trustee of the 
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trust. Upon filing the complaint, he appointed his own wife, 
Angela Hayden, as trustee. According to Mark Hayden, the 
purpose of the Nevada lawsuit was to "establish" the 
"Compromise Settlement" that had been referenced first in the 
October 27, 2011 Transfer of Property instrument. 

• On December 15, 2011-two days after initiating the Nevada 
proceeding without - knowledge or consent-Mark 
Hayden executed a "Release of All Claims" by which he tried to 
release himself and his wife, Angela Hayden, from any liability 
for any and all actions related to the Nevada Trusts. 

• On or about December 29, 2011, Mark Hayden and Angela 
Hayden collusively entered into the "Compromise Settlement" 
that had been referred to as having been reached on October 27, 
2011. Mark Hayden purported to act as -s agent, and 
Angela Hayden purported to act as trustee of the 

Trust. The Compromise Settlement purports to bind 
to an agreement to transfer all of his assets to the 

- Trust, except for his interest in Western 
Properties, LLC and 10: 16 Mining Co., which would be 
transferred or assigned to the - Family Trust under the 
Compromise Settlement. 

• On December 30, 2011, Mark Hayden executed an instrument 
purporting to be an "Irrevocable Proxy of Merchants 
Commercial Bank," by which he attempted to designate Angela 
Hayden as proxy for - Merchants Commercial Bank 
stock, "with full and complete discretionary power to use all 

- stock rights and interest in Merchants 
Commercial Bank." 

• On December 30, 2011, Mark Hayden executed an instrument 
~ng to be an "Action Without Meeting" on behalf of 
- as sole shareholder of Western Steel, Inc. The 
instrument purports, among other things, (i) to give Mark 
Hayden irrevocable~to vote the stock of Western Steel, 
Inc., (ii) to replace - as sole director with Mark Hayden 
as sole director, (iii) to "resolve" that the "Compromise 
Settlement" is accepted and shall not be interfered with by 
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Western Steel or its employees, and (iv) to "adopt" the 
Compromise Settlement as the "policy" of Western Steel. 

• On December 30, 2011, Mark Hayden executed an instrument 
purporting to be an "Irrevocable Proxy of Western Steel" by 
which Hayden attempted to transfer all of - rights in 
Western Steel stock to Mark Hayden individually. Mark Hayden 
testified that the intent of the instrument was to confer, 
irrevocably, rights to vote Western Steel stock to Mark 
Hayden as s agent. 

• On January 3, 2012, Mark Hayden, as- agent, Frankie 
I then-wife, and Angela Rae Hayden, as 
trustee of the -Trust, executed a "Post Nuptial 
Agreement." The Defendants attempted to revoke and invalidate 
a prior Prenuptial Agreement that was executed by - and 
Defendant Frankie - on October 22, 2008 (prior to their 
November 25, 2008 marriage), and replace it with the new 
"Postnuptial Agreement." The provisions of the Post Nuptial 
Agreement are addressed in more detail herein. 

• On January 6, 2012, Mark Hayden executed an instrument titled 
"Transfer of Western Steel Inc. From - to 

- Trust," which he then recorded in the 
Probate Court of Jefferson County, Alabama. The instrument 
purported to transfer all of s right and interest in 
Western Steel, Inc. to the - Trust. The 
instrument also stated that would pay "millions" in 
damages to the Trust if- took any 
action that interfered with the transfer of Western Steel to the 
trust, and that~ pay all of Hayden's and the trust's 
costs in litigat~ challenged the transfer of Western 
Steel to the trust. 

• On January 22, 2012, the Defendants held a meeting of the 
"stockholders of Western Steel, Inc." which was memorialized 
in an instrument titled "MEETING OF STOCKHOLDERS of 
Western Steel INC." Mark Hayden purported to act under the 
~ of the 2007 POA, and Angela ~ Frankie 
- purported to act as trustees of the, __ 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Nevada Spendthrift Trust." The Defendants "resolved 
unanimously" that the corporation would record the trust as its 
sole shareholder, that the officers of Western Steel were required 
to comply with the "Compromise Settlement," that the corporate 
officers were to communicate solely with Mark Hayden, and that 
Defendant Frankie - was elected to serve as secretary of 
Western Steel Inc., with authorization to transfer all stock of 
Western Steel Inc. 

On January 22, 2012, the Defendants executed a "Certificate of 
Stock of Western Steel Incorporated'' purporting to designate the 
-- Trust as sole owner of Western Steel. 

On January 22, 2012, Mark Hayden executed an instrument 
purporting to be an "Assignment of Stock" by which -
purportedly assigned all of his stock in Western Steel, Inc. to the 
--Trust. 

On January 26, 2012, Mark Hayden executed a "Deed of 
Conveyance of Property o~ which he then had 
recorded in the Probate Court of Jefferson County, Alabama. The 
deed purported to transfer -s right and interest in two 
parcels of real estate in Bessemer, Alabama to the' 
- Nevada Spendthrift Trust." 

On or about January 22 or January 26, 2012, Mark Hayden 
executed an "Assignment of Property" by which Hayden 
purported to transfer all of -s personal property, 
documents and records, equipment, internet files, emails, and 
including "all papers pencils desk chair" located at Western Steel 
to the--Trust. 

On January 26, 2012, Defendant Frankie- as "Secretary" 
of Western Steel, and Gene G. Calhoun, acting pursuant to Mark 
Hayden's instructions, executed an instrument purporting to be a 
second "Certificate of Stock of Western Steel Incorporated." 
This stock certificate purports to certify that 13,515 shares of 
Western Steel are owned by the-- Trust. 

On January 27, 2012, M~en executed a "Release of All 
Legal Claims" by which - purported to release Gene G. 
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Calhoun, then the president of Western Steel, from any liability 
of any kind. 

• On January 29, 2012, the Defendants executed an instrument 
titled "Certified Resolutions of Western Steel, Inc." stating that 
-had no interest in Western Steel, Inc., that- may 
be removed from the premises of Western Steel at their direction, 
that -s name was to be removed from all Western Steel 
accounts, and that only the president of Western Steel and 
Defendant Frankie - shall have authority over bank 
accounts and funds of Western Steel. 

• On January 29, 2012, Mark Hayden executed an instrument titled 
"Certificate of Western Steel, Inc." stating, among other things, 
that Steven Mark Hayden, his wife, Angela Rae Hayden, and 
Frankie are the Directors of Western Steel. 

• On January 31, 2012, the Defendants executed an untitled 
document which purports to be "resolutions" of Western Steel. 
Among other things, the instrument purports to appoint Mark 
Hayden as president of Western Steel, replacing Gene G. 
Calhoun; permits Mark Hayden and Frankie - to remove 

from the premises of Western Steel; and states that 
has no rights to stock, records, assets, property, financial 

funds or bank accounts of Western Steel. 

• On February 7, 2012, the Defendants executed new "Bylaws of 
Western Steel Inc." Among other things, the instrument purports 
to give Mark Hayden, as president of Western Steel, and Frankie 
- as "secretary" of Western Steel, the right to control all 
litigation of Western Steel, all records of Western Steel, and all 
banking of Western Steel. 

It is undisputed that each of these instruments was executed without 
- knowledge or consent. More importantly, it is undisputed 
that Mark Hayden, even though he was- agent, knowingly and 
purposely concealed these instruments from --indeed, he 
concealed his entire plan from --until he believed that­
could not stop him. It is undisputed that during the relevant time period 
in 2011 and 2012, Mark Hayden and - spoke on the telephone 
or in person almost daily, yet Hayden never revealed any of his actions 
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as - s supposed agent. It is also undisputed that - never 
instructed Mark Hayden to transfer any of his assets to the Nevada 
Trusts, that he never instructed H~execute any of the documents 
that Hayden executed related to-s assets, and that he did not 
want any of his assets to be transferred out of his name. In sum, over a 
period of approximately six months, Mark Hayden conceived of and 
executed a scheme, in conjunction with his wife to steal 
assets and to place himselfin a position to completely control 
affairs. 

- undisputed testimony is that on the evening of Friday, 
January 27, 2012, he was informed by Fred Campbell, then the Vice 
President of Western Steel, that employees had seen Mark Hayden enter 
the premises of Western Steel after working hours and remove 
numerous documents from the premises. These documents and records 
included corporate records of Western Steel, including its stock book, 
and numerous other personal files of- Upon being informed of 
Mark Hayden's presence at the Western Steel office, 
immediately called Hayden to confront him about the incident. 
testified that Mark Hayden refused to disclose either his location or 
what he had just done, and then hung up on-· - testified 
that Mark Hayden did not answer numerous calls from him during the 
next couple of days. further testified that he was subsequently 
informed by Frankie that Mark Hayden had agreed to meet 
with him on Monday, January 30, 2012, at a Ruby Tuesday's restaurant 
in Bessemer, Alabama. 

Over the weekend of January 27-29, 2012, during the same time period 
that he avoided contact with his principal, Hayden executed at least two 
new documents, referenced herein, by which he attempted to solidify 
his control of Western Steel. 

On Monday, January 30, 2012, Mark Hayden met with- at Ruby 
Tues~taurant in Bessemer, Alabama. There, Hayden announced 
that - no longer owned Western Steel. - refused to 
acknowledge Mark Hayden's actions and demanded the return of the 
documents and records that Hayden had taken from the Western Steel 
office. Mark Hayden refused to return the records and insisted that 
Western Steel was now owned by a trust, i.e., the-­
Trust. 
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At some point during the conversation, Frankie - arrived and 
attempted to convince to succumb to Mark Hayden's plan to 
assume control of s assets. - became very upset when 
informed of Mark Hayden's attempt to take control of Western Steel 
and upon realizing that his own wife was part of Hayden's scheme. 

left the restaurant and returned home, only to find that Frankie 
had changed the locks on his house and had summoned 

Tuscaloosa County Sheriffs deputies to the premises. - was 
permitted to take from his home an armful of clothing and personal 
items, and he was forced to spend the next several nights alone in a 
motel room in Bessemer, Alabama. By February 8, 2012, -
secured a permanent residence in Pleasant Grove, Alabama. 

On January 31, 2012, after meeting with his attorneys, - hand­
delivered to Mark Hayden an instrument revoking the 2007 POA. 
-s undisputed testimony is that upon receiving the revocation, 
Mark Hayden threw it on the ground. Within an hour, Mark Hayden 
emailed - alleging that the revocation was improper and that 
- was delusional, not of sound mind, and did not have capacity 
to revoke the power of attorney. Mark Hayden then threatened to post 
the contents of his email on the Facebook social network website "so 
that the world will know your state of mind." 

On the following day, a bizarre incident occurred in which Frankie 
- with Mark Hayden's knowledge and approval, placed a call 
to 911 emergency services, to claim that was on the 
premises of Western Steel, with a gun, and was holding people at 
gunpoint. was not, in fact, on the premises of Western 
Steel at the time that Frankie - made the 911 call. Frankie 

and Mark Hayden were at Western Steel, however. Frankie 
was ultimately arrested by the Jefferson County Sheriff and 

charged with falsely reporting an incident and obstructing 
governmental operations. Fred Campbell, who was present at Western 
Steel at the time of the incident, testified that Mark Hayden was 
disruptive, was disrespectful to the law enforcement officers called to 
the scene, and caused Western Steel to be effectively shut down for a 
period of several hours because of the fabricated threat. 

Mark Hayden also so~revent - from challenging 
Hayden's control over - affairs and assets by threatening 
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attorneys. Mark Hayden threatened in emails to sue 
attorney, Gerald Colvin, for malpractice, threatened to file a 

complaint against him with the Alabama state bar, and threatened to 
add him as a defendant in the sham Nevada lawsuit, if Colvin assisted 
- in challenging the validity of the Compromise Settlement. 
Mark Hayden also threatened in emails to sue- attorney, Tony 
G. Miller, and his law firm, Maynard, Cooper & Gale, if Miller or his 
firm provided legal assistance to -

Although all of Mark Hayden's secret actions as -s agent are 
egregious, the Nevada lawsuit and the attempted entry of the 
"Compromise Settlement'' warrant detailed discussion. Mark Hayden 
drafted and filed the lawsuit in Nevada and styled it ' 
- v. -- Trust." The complaint is identified as a 
"Complaint for Negligence." Hayden never informed - that he 
had filed a lawsuit on his "behalf' in Nevada, a state with which 
- had no connection whatsoever. Within days of filing the 
lawsuit, Hayden and his wife, Angela Hayden, conspired to enter into 
the "Compromise Settlement" of the Nevada lawsuit. The Compromise 
Settlement, drafted by Mark Hayden and executed by Mark Hayden and 
Angela Hayden, provided, among other things, the following: 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

that - "agreed" that he was easily defrauded, gullible and 
should not have control over his own property; 

that - agreed to transfer all of his roperty and assets of 
any kind whatsoever to the ' 
Spendthrift Trust" and/or the ' 

Nevada 
Family 

Nevada Spendthrift Trust" controlled by Hayden; 

that - would not revoke the 2007 power of attorney and 
would maintain Hayden as his agent; 

that - would not communicate with the employees, 
directors or shareholders of his companies, including Western 
Steel and Merchants Commercial Bank, or even with the bank at 
which he held his own personal accounts; 

that - completely released the Haydens and held them 
harmless for all of their actions; 
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6. 

7. 

that if - ever attempted to question or interfere with 
Hayden's actions or with the trusts, Hayden would be entitled to 
place - in an inpatient psychiatric center in the State of 
Nevada, for a period of not less than 28 days, at -
expense;and 

that- would pay all the ''trust's,, a~s fees and all of 
the Haydens' attorney's fees, up front, if-ever attempted 
to challenge their actions or the validity of the Compromise 
Settlement. 

By his own admission, Hayden instigated the Nevada lawsuit as a 
pretext to enter into the "Compromise Settlement" on -s 
"behalf.,, Hayden described the lawsuit and entering into the 
Compromise Settlement as "almost a rubber stamp." 

The Court also finds the January 3, 2012 "Post Nuptial Agreement,, to 
~egious example of Mark Hayden's unauthorized meddling in 
- most personal affairs. As with all of the other documents in 
question in this matter, M~ as agent, Angela 
~ as trustee of the - Trust, and Frankie 
- - now former wife) executed and implemented the 
Post Nuptial Agreement without-s knowledge or consent. The 
Post Nuptial Agreement purported to invalidate a November 2008 
~l Agreement between - and Frankie that limited 
- obligations to Frankie in the event of a divorce or his death. 
In the Post Nuptial Agreement executed secretly by Mark Hayden, 
Angela Hayden and Frankie -

1. Frankie was entitled to the first $150,000 of income from the 
Trust (which purported to hold substantially 

all of assets) for the rest of her life, regardless of 
whether she is married to - regardless of whether she 
initiated divorce proceedings or not, and regardless of whether 
-is alive; 

2. all additional income of the_ 
placed in a joint account in the name of 
with Frankie's approval required before 
single dollar of the income; 

and Frankie, 
could access a 
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3. the Post Nuptial Agreement mandates that upon -'s or 
Frankie's death the remaining balance of the joint account would 
pass 20% to Frankie and 20% to each of William's children; in 
other words, because Frankie controlled the joint account, she 
could accumulate the income for herself to receive upon 
-'sdeath. 

4. the joint account is Frankie's to control regardless of status of the 
marriage of- and Frankie; 

5. Frankie would continue to receive her "salary" from Western 
Steel of roughly $35,000 per year for the remainder of her life; 
again, conferring upon her a benefit not found in the Prenuptial 
Agreement, and again to -s detriment; 

6. Angela Hayden and Frankie - were explicitly entitled to 
receive compensation for acting as trustees; 

7. ,_ agreed to cooperate fully with Compromise 
Settlement in Nevada and agreed that it is fair and reasonable in 
all respects. 

8. ,_ agreed to give all policies of life insurance on him 
over to Frankie and the trust. 

9. - derives no benefit whatsoever from the Post Nuptial 
Agreement-no protection if Frankie files for divorce, no 
guaranteed right to use the income from the trust. 

Mark Hayden testified that he engineered the Post Nuptial Agreement 
because he was afraid that Frankie - would sue him or the 
- - Trust. In short, Mark Hayden acknowledged that 
he signed away all of- rights under the validly executed 2008 
Prenuptial Agreement in order to shield Hayden himself, and his own 
wife, from liability if Frankie - sued them. 

By his own admission, Mark Hayden kept all of the above-described 
actions-his entire plan, each and every action taken under the power 
of attorney or as a purported "director" of Western Steel-a secret from 
- until the evening of January 30, 2012, when, at Ruby 
Tuesday's, he presented his takeover of- assets and affairs as 
afait accompli. 
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The only reasonable inference that can be drawn is that ~ept all 
of his actions secret from - because he knew that- would 
try to stop him once he was made aware of Hayden's plan-which is 
exactly what did. The day after learning of Hayden's 
machinations, revoked the 2007 POA. By February 8, 2012, 
- had secured from this Court a Temporary Restraining Order to 
prevent Hayden from taking any further action with respect to his 
property and affairs. 

Mark Hayden testified that he concocted this plan to assume control of 
all of -'s assets because from 2009 through 2011 -
invested millions of dollars in a "fraudulent" investment, 10: 16 Mining 
Company, and was therefore, ipso facto, no longer capable of handling 
his own affairs. 10:16 Mining Company is a gold-mining company 
located in Clanton, Alabama, and is the subject of a separate lawsuit 
pending in the Circuit Court of Elmore County. The issue of whether 
10: 16 Mining Company was a "fraudulent" investment is not before 
this Court, but it is u~d that 10:16 Mining has not been a 
profitable investment. - has testified that he invested over $6 
million dollars in 10:16 Mining Company, that he also now owns the 
land (the surface rights) of the mining site, and that he has seen virtually 
no return on his investment. - also testified that he now regards 
10:16 Mining Company as an unsuccessful investment from that 
standpoint. - further testified that over the course of over six 
decades of being in business for himself, not all of his various business 
ventures have been successful, but more have been than have not. 

(Board Ex. 8 at 2-10.) 

14. In its Final Judgment, the Jefferson County Circuit Court ruled that the 

2007 POA "create[d] a fiduciary relationship between an attorney-in-fact [i.e., 

Respondent] and his principal [i.e., - As the Court explained, "As a 

fiduciary, an attorney-in-fact owes a duty to his principal to act at all times and in all 

ways in the principal's sole interest and consistently with the principal's wishes 

insofar as those can be known." (Board Ex. 8 at 10.) 
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15. The Court determined that Respondent's "actions, described above, 

clearly violate his duties." (Board Ex. 8 at 12.) The Court reasoned: 

[Respondent, Mark Hayden,] intentionally used his authority to secretly 
deprive - of substantially all of his assets. In furtherance of this 
scheme, Mark Hayden set up the Nevada Trusts, numerous deeds, 
assignments, proxies, releases, conveyances, a sham lawsuit in Nevada 
and "Compromise Settlement," a sham "Post Nuptial Agreement" with 
- wife, and other instruments on - "behalf" that were 
contrary to -s known desires and intent, and to -s 
express detriment. Mark Hayden placed himself and his own wife in 
positions to profit from- assets, and Hayden placed himself in 
a position of absolute and complete authority and control over 

s property and affairs. Mark Hayden attempted to bind 
to unconscionably punitive release and indemnification 

provisions in the event - were ever to attempt to challenge any 
of Hayden's actions. Mark Hayden executed multiple instruments 
purporting to release, indemnify and hold harmless himself and his own 
wife from any liability for his actions as attorney-in-fact or 
from their actions in assuming control of assets. Far from 
exhibiting loyalty to Mark Hayden instead represented to 
- family, to business associates, and to -
employees that was delusional and not competent to handle his 
own affairs. 

Having breached his duties repeatedly, Hayden compounded his 
wrongs by covering up his actions until he thought himself impervious 
to - Activities undertaken in secret are anathema to the most 
basic concept of a fiduciary .... 

Hayden was ultimately forced to reveal his plot only after -
learned from Western Steel employees that Hayden had been in 
-s office, removing documents and personal files under cover 
of darkness. Had that not occurred, Hayden could have easily moved to 
set salaries, bonuses, stock dividends and other compensation for 
himself and his wife as officers and directors of Western Steel. 
Similarly, Mark Hayden reserved for himself the ability to amend the 
trusts that he created, or the ability to revoke the trusts entirely, i.e., he 
could easily have provided compensation provisions for himself as 
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trustee, trust protector, or the like, and could easily have inserted 
himself or his family members as additional beneficiaries. 

Hayden contends that the 2007 POA gave him the broadest possible 
authority to act with respect to- assets, including, evidently, 
the power to assume complete control of - assets without 
-s knowledge or consent. The Court finds this argument to be 
without merit. The provisions of the 2007 power of attorney are broad, 
but such powers are always subject to the control, and to the known 
wishes, desires and intent, of the principal .... 

The 2007 power of attorney does not give Mark Hayden the authority 
to transfer all of- property to a trust, particularly to a trust that, 
by design, is intended to prevent - from exercising any 
dominion, control or enjoyment over his own property. The power of 
attorney does permit the agent to invest or reinvest his property in, 
among other things, "interests in trusts, investment trusts, whether of 
the open and/or closed fund types, and participations in common, 
collective or pooled trust funds or annuity contracts ... " on behalf of 
the principal. This investment provision has been wrongly construed by 
Mark Hayden to grant him authority to transfer all of -
property to the Nevada Trusts. Secretly transferring everything the 
principal owns to a trust controlled by the agent is not, by any 
reasonable interpretation, an "investment" of the principal's property in 
an "interest in trusts," as there is no expectation of a return on the 
investment. 

Similarly, the power of attorney does not permit Hayden to act for 
- with respect to his marital affairs, as Hayden did in drafting 
and executing the Post Nuptial Agreement. Nor is there any part of the 
enumerated powers that reasonably could be construed to permit 
Hayden to have - committed to inpatient psychiatric treatment 
in Nevada for questioning Hayden's actions. 

Finally, the 2007 POA explicitly forbids Mark Hayden from exercising 
the power of attorney in his own favor, but Hayden nevertheless 
executed multiple release, indemnification and hold harmless 
documents in favor of himself and his own wife, executed documents 
requiring- to pay Hayden and his wife damages if- ever 
challenged their actions, executed a document expressly providing for 
Angela Hayden, his own wife, to be compensated from- assets 
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for serving as trustee of the - Trust, and executed 
documents appointing himself as president of Western Steel and 
himself and his wife as directors of Western Steel. 

There is also ample evidence that the-- Trust and the 
- Family Trust are not in the best interests of William -
particularly given that these trusts are controlled by the Haydens, who 
have demonstrated a complete disregard for -s known desires 
and wishes. In spite of Mark Hayden's insistence that neither he nor 
Angela Hayden have profited from their actions, not only did they use 
the Nevada Trusts in an attempt to deprive - of enjoyment and 
control of his own assets, they have effectively set the table for 
themselves to profit from ~ for years to come. Mark 
Hayden insists that this Co~ should simply trust in his 
good intentions. In view of the contempt and disdain for - that 
Mark Hayden demonstrated in his emails and websites, to say nothing 
of his pattern and practice of concealing his actions from - as 
well as the fact that he has unquestionably attempted to place himself 
in an unassailable position of control over - s assets, the Court 
does not find credible Mark Hayden's testimony as to his own 
intentions. 

More importantly, while the Haydens claim that the Nevada Trusts are 
nominally for - sole benefit, a review of the Haydens' actions 
refute their assurances. The Nevada lawsuit and the resulting 
Compromise Settlement are manifestly not in - sole or best 
interests. It can scarcely be disputed that the Nevada lawsuit was a sham 
by any definition.£41 Mark Hayden admitted that he acted as trustee of 
the - Trust from the day he created it until the day 
he filed his lawsuit in Nevada on December 13, 2012. This means that 
Mark Hayden, as - agent, was suing the -­
Trust for actions or inactions that must, by necessity, have occurred 
while Mark Hayden himself was the sole trustee and trust protector of 
the -- Trust. There cannot have been any other actor 
or party involved than Mark Hayden. Mark Hayden admitted that the 
Nevada lawsuit had no intrinsic merit but was a mere pretext and 
subterfuge to give all of his covert actions the imprimatur of court 

4 Later in the Final Judgment, the Court issued a declaratory ruling that the "compromise 
settlement" was "a fraudulent sham that is void and of no effect." (Board Ex. 8 at 20.) 
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approval. There was no real justiciable controversy between the 
"parties" to the lawsuit, and the entire matter was a fraud upon the 
Nevada court undertaken in - name. 

The resulting Compromise Settlement is unconscionable in every 
respect: it gives the Haydens complete control over all of_ 
assets, it incorporates numero~tive and poison pill provisions 
expressly designed to prevent - from challenging the Haydens' 
actions or their control over his assets, it prohibits - from 
revoking the 2007 POA, it restricts - ability even to 
communicate with his business associates or employees, and it fully 
releases the Haydens for their actions. In short, Mark Hayden, with 
Angela Hayden's knowing assistance, conspired to prevent- as 
the alleged "sole beneficiary" of the trust and as the principal of the 
2007 power of attorney, from ever challenging his actions as agent 
under the POA, or his or Angela's actions as trustee or trust protector 
of the trust. Such an action is manifestly self-serving and not in 
- s interest. 

Similarly, on January 6, 2012, fresh on the heels of the Compromise 
Settlement, Mark Hayden, as s agent, and Angela Hayden, as 
trustee of Trust, executed the so-called "Transfer 
of Western Steel Inc. from -to -
Trust," agreeing between themselves that would pay 
"millions" in damages to the - Trust if- took 
any action that interfered with the transfer of Western Steel to the trust, 
and that would pay all of the Haydens' and the trust's costs in 
litigation if challenged the transfer of Western Steel to the 
trust. 

The Haydens also made the - Trust a party to the 
January 3, 2012 "Post Nuptial Agreement" that attempted to invalidate 
- November 2008 Prenuptial Agreement with his now-former 
wife, Frankie - replacing it with measures that conferred no 
benefit whatsoever to William -

(Board Ex. 8 at 12-15.) 

16. Respondent argued to the Jefferson County Circuit Court, as he 

inexplicably continues to argue before us, that he undertook all of these actions to 
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protect - in the wake of his improvident investments in 10:16 Mining 

Company in 2010 and 2011. The Court expressly rejected that argument, concluding 

instead that "the Haydens' expressed 'concerns' are not real but are instead simply 

a clumsy, contrived excuse to cover their real motive of seizing control of­

business interests." (Id. at 17.) 

17. Respondent also inexplicably continues to maintain to this day that 

- cannot prove that he is the true owner of Western Steel (or, alternatively, 

that nobody can prove that Respondent stole the stock certificates), because -

has been unable to produce original stock certificates. The Court rejected this 

argument, too: 

Finally, the Haydens contend that - cannot be the owner of 
Western Steel because he has not produced a stock certificate in his 
name, while, in contrast, the -- Trust has produced a 
stock certificate showing that it is the sole owner of Western Steel. The 
Court again finds this argument to be without any merit. It is undisputed 
that - owned all of the outstanding shares of Western Steel 
before the Haydens' plot, as evidenced by documents executed by the 
Defendants reciting that- was the sole owner of all outstanding 
shares of Western Steel, Inc. prior to their attempted takeover. Since 

ownership of Western Steel is the very source from which 
the - Trust claims to derive its ownership, the Court 
cannot comprehend how the Defendants now claim that - did 
not own Western Steel. 

Similarly unconvincing is the Defendants' claim that -
inability to produce a stock certificate evidencing his ownership is 
proof that he does not own Western Steel. The record shows that Mark 
Hayden took possession and control of- files and Western 
Steel's corporate records for a period of time, without -s 
knowledge or consent. The record also shows that the former president 
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of Western Steel, Gene G. Calhoun, testified that he believes that he 
has seen a stock certificate evidencing -- as the sole 
owner of Western Steel, in the record books that the Defendants 
removed from the Western Steel office without - permission. 
In short, the Court finds that the Defendants' fixation on -s 
supposed lack of a stock certificate to be but another effort to obscure 
the real issues in this case. 

(Board Ex. 8 at 18.) 

18. The August 20, 2013 Final Judgment concluded with a broad and 

detailed permanent injunction against Respondent, his wife, Angela Hayden, and 

"any trust or entity formed, established, or controlled by them .... " The Final 

Judgment permanently enjoined Respondent from, among other things, "taking any 

action whatsoever with respect to the assets, property, affairs, interests or estate of 

-- including his stock and interests in Western Steel;" "attempting 

to establish or form any trust, corporation, partnership, limited liability company or 

other entity to control any asset or property . . . owned by -or 

any property or asset of Western Steel, Inc.;" "attempting to act in any purported 

fiduciary capacity whatsoever with respect to - or his assets, 

property, affairs, interests or estate;" "any action under the alleged authority as an 

'officer' or 'director' of Western Steel;" "authorizing any corporate actions by 

Western Steel;" "any and all actions involving the stock of Western Steel;" "entering 

onto the premises of Plaintiff Western Steel, Inc.;" "representing [himself] as the 

'owners,' 'officers,' or 'directors' of Western Steel;" representing to any party that 
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any person or entity other than -- is the rightful owner of Western 

Steel;" "conducting any business whatsoever on behalf of Western Steel;" and "in 

any way impeding or disrupting the business of Western Steel." (Board Ex. 8 at 26-

28.) 

19. The Jefferson County Circuit Court's remonstrance against 

Respondent's violation of the Preliminary Injunction Order, and its blistering Final 

Judgment, should have been more than enough to impress upon Respondent the error 

of his ways. But instead of conforming his behavior to the terms of the Final 

Judgment of the Jefferson County Circuit Court, Respondent treated the Court's 

permanent injunction more like a to-do list. 

20. In late December 2020, Respondent transmitted correspondence to the 

United States Internal Revenue Service, in which he falsely represented himself "as 

president of Western Steel Inc." Respondent also falsely represented to the Internal 

Revenue Service that the- Family Nevada Spendthrift Trust and the­

■ - Nevada Spendthrift Trust "have owned the majority of Western Steel 

stock since January 2012." Respondent's letter to the Internal Revenue Service, 

citing Western Steel's Employer Identification Number, purported to terminate 

Western Steel's Subchapter Selection. (Board Ex. 10 at 6, "Exhibit A.") 

21. Respondent's statements to the Internal Revenue Service were patently 

false and indefensible by any standard. The Jefferson County Circuit Court, seven 
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years earlier, had judicially determined that Respondent's putative actions to transfer 

- assets to the Nevada Trusts were "void ab initio," i.e., from the very 

outset. The Court had also judicially established that ' -remains 

the sole owner of all outstanding shares of stock in Western Steel, Inc." (Board Ex. 

8 at 19.) Respondent's statements to the Internal Revenue Service were lies. And 

they were made in knowing and intentional violation of the Jefferson County Circuit 

Court's permanent injunction. 

22. Respondent's December 2020 letter to the Internal Revenue Service 

was accompanied by two checks drawn on accounts purporting to be owned by 

"WESTERN STEEL INC," and bearing Respondent's signatures. (Board Ex. 10 at 

9, 10.) Both checks listed the address of the account holder as "76297 Tallassee 

Hwy, Wetumpka, AL 36092," which is the address of Respondent's former medical 

practice. The first check was made payable to ,_ Family Nevada Spendthrift 

Trust," in the amount of $300.00. It is not clear what Respondent hoped to 

accomplish by sending this check to the Internal Revenue Service. The second 

check, in the amount of $100.00, was made payable to "United States Treasury." In 

the memo line of the second check, Respondent purported that this check was 

intended to be a Form 1120 (U.S. Corporate Tax Return) payment for "Western Steel 

Inc." Both of these checks have the Employer Identification Number of Western 

Steel handwritten on them. 
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23. On April 17, 2023, the Jefferson County Circuit Court found that 

various acts of the Respondent, including his correspondence to the Internal Revenue 

Service in which he falsely represented himself as the President of Western Steel 

and attempted to revoke Western Steel's Subchapter S election, constituted acts of 

"criminal contempt," and found that Respondent had "willfully and intentionally 

violated" the Court's Final Judgment of August 20, 2013. (Board Ex. 11.) As a 

penalty for this and other acts that the Court adjudged to be criminal contempt, the 

Court sentenced Respondent to serve 85 days in the Jefferson County Jail. (Board 

Ex. 11 at 2.) 

24. The Jefferson County Circuit Court heard additional evidence of 

Respondent's violations of the Court's orders on August 16, 2023. After the hearing, 

the Court entered the following "Final Order": 

Final Order 

This Matter of Contempt of Court came before the Court on the 
16th day of August, 2023. The Plaintiff, Western Steel, Inc., was 
present, represented by the President Fred Campbell[,] the Vice 
President, Jason Spinks, and the sole stockholder of 
Western Steel, Inc. was present and the Plaintiffs were represented by 
Ralph J. Bolen, Esq. The Defendant, Steven Mark Hayden, did not 
appear. 

The Court, after hearing testimony, receiving evidence, and 
considering the same, hereby FINDS as follows: 

I . That the Defendant, Steven Mark Hayden, is in criminal 
contempt of this Court's prior Order permanently enjoining and 
prohibiting him from presenting himself as an owner, officer, 
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director of Western Steel, Inc. and from conducting or attempting 
to conduct any business whatsoever on behalf of Western Steel, 
Inc. and is enjoined from any further acts presenting himself as 
an owner, officer, director of Western Steel, Inc. and from 
conducting or attempting to conduct any business whatsoever on 
behalf of Western Steel, Inc., and has willfully and intentionally 
violated this Court's Order of August 20, 2013 (Case No. 0l-CV-
2012-209) and this Court's Order of January 6, 2021 by: 

A. Representing the Employer Identification Number of 
Western Steel, Inc. of Alabama as the same Employer 
Identification Number of Western Steel Inc. of Nevada. 

B. Representing himself as the responsible party of Western 
Steel, Inc of Alabama to the Internal Revenue Service. 

C. Interfering with clients/tenants of Western Steel, Inc. of 
Alabama by demanding the lease between Western Steel, 
Inc. of Alabama and Miller and Company. 

D. By attempting to file a quit claim deed to transfer property 
of Western Steel Inc. of Alabama. 

E. By filing a involuntary Chapter 11 Bankruptcy Petition in 
the Bankruptcy Court of Nevada. 

F. Continuing to conduct business in the name of Western 
Steel, Inc. 

G. Willfully disobeyed the August 20, 2013 lawful Orders of 
this Court. 

H. Willfully disobeyed the January 6, 2021 lawful Orders of 
this Court. 

I. Willfully disobeyed the April 17, 2023 lawful Orders of 
this Court. 

Accordingly, it is hereby ORDERED as follows: 
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1. The Defendant is REMANDED into the custody of the Jefferson 
County Sheriff for a period of 85 days ( 5 days for each violation 
of this Court's previous orders) for criminal contempt. 

The Court further FINDS that the Defendant is in civil contempt 
of this Court by refusing to return stock certificates and all records of 
Western Steel, Inc. as previously ordered. 

Accordingly, it is ORDERED as follows: 

1. The Defendant is REMANDED into the custody of the Jefferson 
County Sheriff until all records, stock certificates, books, 
checking accounts, and any other documents or materials 
concerning Western Steel, Inc. are returned to the Plaintiffs' 
attorney, Ralph J. Bolen and until such time that the Defendant, 
Steven Mark Hayden, reverses and removes all records and 
certifications that the Defendant has filed in Georgia, Nevada, 
Wyoming and/or any other State or with any other entity in 
which he alleges that he is associated with or an officer of 
Western Steel, Inc. 

The Court further FINDS as follows: 

1. That the Defendant has failed to purge himself of contempt of 
Court and his previously ordered fines continue to accumulate at 
the rate of Three Hundred Dollars ($300.00) per day until the 
Defendant purges himself of civil contempt. 

2. That the Plaintiff has incurred expenses in the amount of 
$32,100.00 and attorney fees in the amount of $4,475.00. 

3. That a judgment in the amount of Thirty Six Thousand Five 
Hundred Seventy-Five Dollars ($36,575.00), for attorney fees 
and expenses is hereby entered against the Defendant Steven 
Mark Hayden. 

Court Costs are taxed against the Def end ant. 

DONE this 23rd day of August, 2023. 

(Board Ex. 13 (boldface in original).) 
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25. In 2024, Western Steel, - and Fred Campbell filed an 

independent lawsuit in the Elmore County Circuit Court against Respondent and 

others to recover damages for their allegedly wrongful actions. In that case, on May 

2, 2025, the Elmore County Circuit Court entered the following final order: 

ORDER 

This Matter came before the Court on the 10th day of April, 2025. The 
Plaintiff, Western Steel, Inc., was present, represented by the -
- the sole stockholder of Western Steel, Inc. Fred Campbell, 
President of Western Steel Inc. ans [sic] Jessica Campbell, Secretary of 
Western Steel Inc. was present and the Plaintiffs were represented by 
Ralph J. Bolen, Esq. The Defendant, Steven Mark Hayden, appeared, 
prose. 

The Court, after hearing testimony, receiving evidence, and considering 
same, hereby FINDS as follows: 

• The Defendant, Steven Mark Hayden Sr. has represented himself 
as the President of Western Steel Inc. by filing a Motion to 
Dismiss pursuant to Rule 41 of the Alabama Rules of Civil 
Procedure. When in fact he is a Defendant and not the Plaintiff. 

• The Defendant has altered the records of Western Steel Inc. at 
the Alabama Secretary of State by changing the address of the 
registered agent, when he has no authority to do so. 

• The Defendant has altered the records of Western Steel Inc. at 
the Alabama Secretary of State by changing the corporate 
address of Western Steel Inc. when he has no authority to do so. 

• That the Defendant, Steven Mark Hayden, has purchased 
business licenses in the name of Western Steel Inc. when he has 
be [sic] enjoined and prohibited from interfering with Western 
Steel Inc. 
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• That the Defendant, Steven Mark Hayden Sr., is prohibited from 
filing any pleadings or documents in any State of Alabama case 
without prior Court approval to file. 

• That the Defendant, Steven Mark Hayden Sr., has violated prior 
Orders of this Court which permanently enjoined and prohibited 
him from presenting himself as an owner, officer, director of 
Western Steel, Inc. and from conducting or attempting to conduct 
any business whatsoever on behalf of Western Steel, Inc. and 
from any further acts presenting himself as an owner, officer, 
director of Western Steel, Inc. and from conducting or attempting 
to conduct any business whatsoever on behalf of Western Steel, 
Inc., and has willfully and intentionally violated this Court's 
Order of August 20, 2013 (Case No. 01-CV-2012-209) and this 
Court's Order of January 6, 2021, the Court's Order of April 17, 
2023, and the Court's Order of August 23, 2023 by: 

a. By filing a Motion to Dismiss pursuant to Rule 41 of the 
Alabama Rules of Civil Procedure when in fact he was the Defendant 
and not the Plaintiff, one ( 1) time. 

b. By changing the Registered agent of Western Steel Inc. at the 
Alabama Secretary of State, five ( 5) times. 

c. By changing the corporate address of Western Steel Inc. at the 
Alabama Secretary of State, two (2) times. 

d. By changing the annual report of Western Steel Inc. at the 
Alabama Secretary of State, ten (10) times. 

d. [sic] By filing pleading in Court before getting permission to do 
so in violation of the Court's Order of April 17, 2023. 

e. By purchasing business licenses in the name of Western Steel 
Inc. in violation of the October 10, 2013 Court's Order. 

f. By opening a checking account in the name of Western Steel 
Inc., one ( 1) time. 

g. Impeding or disrupting the business of Western Steel, Inc. 
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p. [sic] Willfully disobeyed the August 20, 2013 lawful Orders of 
this Court. 

q. Willfully disobeyed the January 6, 2021 lawful Orders of this 
Court. 

r. Willfully filing pleadings in this Court without prior Court 
approval, for twenty (20) times in this case. 

• That the Defendant, Steven Mark Hayden Sr., is in civil contempt 
of this Court's prior Order permanently enjoining and 
prohibiting him from presenting himself as an owner, officer, 
director of Western Steel, Inc. and from conducting or attempting 
to conduct any business whatsoever on behalf of Western Steel, 
Inc. 

The Defendant shall surrender the business licenses he has 
obtained in the name of Western Steel Inc. and the corporate stock of 
Western Steel Inc. and any other documents of Western Steel Inc. to 
the Plaintifrs attorney, Ralph Bolen. 

Accordingly, it is hereby ORDERED as follows: 

This Court further FINDS as follows: 

Defendant Hayden is a vexatious litigant whose frivolous filings and 
"motions" clog the judicial machinery and threaten the availability of a 
well-functioning judiciary to all litigants. Multiple Judges in this case 
and others around this State have spent countless hours reviewing his 
pleadings, conducting hearings, and drafting orders on his baseless 
"motions." His useless filings in this case waste the valuable time of the 
Circuit Clerk and her staff who are seeking to serve Elmore County 
citizens seeking legitimate relief in serious cases. In addition, every 
motion filed by the Defendant demands a response from the Plaintiff, 
causing the Plaintiff to incur additional, completely unnecessary legal 
fees. Each and every motion filed by the Defendant in this case is an 
attempt to stall the execution of a Judgment entered in 01-CV-2012-
2019 on August 20, 2013 and Affirmed by The Supreme Court of 
Alabama, 

Accordingly, it is hereby ORDERED as follows: 
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That the Circuit Clerk of Elmore County is not to allow the Defendant, 
Steven Mark Hayden, Sr. to file any pleadings or documents without 
the first prior approval of a Circuit Judge. 

Court Costs are taxed against the Defendant. 

This is the final order in this matter. 

DONE this 2nd day of May, 2025. 

(Board Ex. 21.) 

26. On the day on which that order was entered, Respondent was housed in 

the Jefferson County Jail, serving part of the 85-day jail sentence referred to in 

Finding of Fact Nos. 23 and 24. On that day, Respondent was assaulted by a fellow 

jail inmate. (See Board Exhibit 25 at I, 5.5) Respondent was transported to the 

University of Alabama at Birmingham, where it was determined that Respondent 

suffered a and a 

- Shortly after his initial examination in the Emergency Department, 

Respondent experienced . (Board Ex. 29 at 62.) Respondent 

readily admits that the injuries he suffered on May 2, 2025, have affected his 

memory and word finding. 

5 The Hearing Officer allowed Board Exhibit 25 to be admitted only for the purpose of 
showing that the incident occurred, and not for the purpose of assigning fault for the incident. Who 
was at fault for the May 2, 2025 jail assault is not relevant to our disposition of this case, and we 
make no finding on that issue. The medical consequences of the assault, however, are relevant to 
Respondent's ability to practice medicine with reasonable skill and safety, which Count 13 of the 
Administrative Complaint squarely places in issue. Facts evidenced within Board Exhibit 29 are 
directly relevant to this point. 
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27. Respondent's pattern of behavior as established by the record in this 

case evidences that Respondent has, for an extended period of time, labored under 

an irrational preoccupation with the property and business affairs of his uncle and 

former patient, as well as intense attachment to false beliefs that 

his actions in connection with the Nevada Trusts have ( or indeed ever had) any 

legitimacy or validity whatsoever. This pattern of behavior is irreconcilable with that 

of an individual who is cognitively fit to practice medicine with reasonable skill and 

safety to patients. Our concerns about Respondent's observable pattern of behavior 

are compounded by the effects that Respondent admits that the May 2, 2025 jail 

assault have had on his cognition. Other evidence of record, while incomplete and 

inconclusive, points to the potential existence of 

For these reasons, based on our specialized knowledge and expertise as physicians, 

we conclude as a factual matter that Respondent is presently unable to practice 

medicine with reasonable skill and safety to patients, by reason of illness or as a 

result of any mental or physical condition. 

III. Conclusions of Law 

1. The Medical Licensure Commission of Alabama has jurisdiction over 

the subject matter of this cause pursuant to Act No. 1981-218, Ala. Code§§ 34-24-

310, et seq. Under certain conditions, the Commission "shall have the power and 

duty to suspend, revoke, or restrict any license to practice medicine or osteopathy in 
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the State of Alabama or place on probation or fine any licensee." Ala. Code § 34-

24-360. 

2. Respondent was properly notified of the time, date and place of the 

administrative hearing and of the charges against him in compliance with Ala. Code 

§§ 34-24-36l(e) and 41-22-12, and Ala. Admin. Coder. 545-X-3-.03(3), (4). At all 

relevant times, Respondent was a licensee of this Commission and was and is subject 

to the Commission's jurisdiction. 

3. Before making any decision on a contested case such as this one, the 

Commission is required by law to "receive and consider" a recommendation from 

the Board. The Board's recommendation, however, is not binding upon the 

Commission. See Ala. Code § 34-24-361 (h). The Commission has received and duly 

considered the Board's non-binding recommendation to "revoke the license to 

practice medicine of Respondent, assess the maximum fine, and/or take such other 

actions as the Commission may deem appropriate based upon the evidence presented 

for consideration." 

4. The Commission has the power and duty to impose discipline upon any 

physician when the physician is shown, after notice and hearing, to have committed 

"[ u ]nprofessional conduct as defined herein or in the rules and regulations 

promulgated by the commission." Ala. Code § 34-24-360(2). Our rules generally 

define "unprofessional conduct" as "the commission or omission of any act that is 
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detrimental or harmful to the patient of the physician or detrimental or harmful to 

the health, safety, and welfare of the public, and which violates the high standards 

of honesty, diligence, prudence and ethical integrity demanded from physicians and 

osteopaths licensed to practice in the State of Alabama." Ala. Adm in. Code r. 545-

X-4-.06. The rule supplies 23 non-exclusive examples of conduct which, if 

committed by a physician, constitute "unprofessional conduct." Among those non­

exclusive examples are the following: 

(9) Conduct which is immoral and which is willful, shameful, 
and which shows a moral indifference to the standards and opinions of 
the community. 

(10) Conduct which is dishonorable and which shows a 
disposition to lie, cheat, or defraud. 

* * * 

(21) Giving false testimony in any judicial or administrative 
proceeding. 

Ala. Admin. Coder. 545-X-4-.06(9), (10), and (21). 

5. Based on the totality of the foregoing Findings of Fact-and in 

particular Findings of Fact No. 6, 9, 13, 15, 16, 17, 20, 21, 22, 24, and 25-we 

conclude that Respondent has committed acts constituting "unprofessional conduct" 

as alleged in Count One of the Administrative Complaint, in violation of Ala. Code 

§ 34-24-360(2) and Ala. Admin. Code r. 545-X-4-.06, including but not limited to 

subparagraphs (9) and (10). 
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6. Based on the totality of the foregoing Findings of Fact-and in 

particular Findings of Fact No. 9, 10, and 13-we conclude that Respondent has 

committed acts constituting "unprofessional conduct" as alleged in Count Two of 

the Administrative Complaint, in violation of Ala. Code § 34-24-360(2) and Ala. 

Admin. Code r. 545-X-4-.06, including but not limited to subparagraphs (9) and 

(10). 

7. Based on the totality of the foregoing Findings of Fact-and in 

particular Findings of Fact No. 9, 10, and 11-we conclude that Respondent has 

committed acts constituting "unprofessional conduct" as alleged in Count Three of 

the Administrative Complaint, in violation of Ala. Code § 34-24-360(2) and Ala. 

Admin. Code r. 545-X-4-.06, including but not limited to subparagraphs (9) and 

(10). 

8. Based on the totality of the foregoing Findings of Fact-and in 

particular Finding of Fact No. 12-we conclude that Respondent has committed acts 

constituting "unprofessional conduct" as alleged in Count Four of the Administrative 

Complaint, in violation of Ala. Code § 34-24-360(2) and Ala. Admin. Code r. 545-

X-4-.06, including but not limited to subparagraphs (9) and ( 10). 

9. Based on the totality of the foregoing Findings of Fact-and in 

particular Finding of Fact No. 9, fn. 2-we conclude that Respondent has committed 

acts constituting "unprofessional conduct" as alleged in Count Five of the 
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Administrative Complaint, in violation of Ala. Code § 34-24-360(2) and Ala. 

Admin. Coder. 545-X-4-.06, including but not limited to subparagraphs (9), (10), 

and (21). 

10. Based on the totality of the foregoing Findings of Fact-and in 

particular Findings of Fact No. 20, 21, 22, and 23-we conclude that Respondent 

has committed acts constituting "unprofessional conduct" as alleged in Count Six of 

the Administrative Complaint, in violation of Ala. Code § 34-24-360(2) and Ala. 

Admin. Code r. 545-X-4-.06, including but not limited to subparagraphs (9) and 

(10). 

11. Based on the totality of the foregoing Findings of Fact-and in 

particular Findings of Fact No. 23 and 24-we conclude that Respondent has 

committed acts constituting "unprofessional conduct" as alleged in Count Eight of 

the Administrative Complaint, in violation of Ala. Code § 34-24-360(2) and Ala. 

Admin. Code r. 545-X-4-.06, including but not limited to subparagraphs (9) and 

(10). 

12. Based on the totality of the foregoing Findings of Fact-and in 

particular Finding of Fact No. 24-we conclude that Respondent has committed acts 

constituting "unprofessional conduct" as alleged in Count Nine of the 

Administrative Complaint, in violation of Ala. Code § 34-24-360(2) and Ala. 
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Admin. Code r. 545-X-4-.06, including but not limited to subparagraphs (9) and 

(10).6 

13. Based on the totality of the foregoing Findings of Fact-and in 

particular Finding of Fact No. 25-we conclude that Respondent has committed acts 

constituting "unprofessional conduct" as alleged in Count Eleven of the 

Administrative Complaint, in violation of Ala. Code § 34-24-360(2) and Ala. 

Admin. Code r. 545-X-4-.06, including but not limited to subparagraphs (9) and 

(10). 

14. The Commission has the power and duty to impose discipline upon any 

physician when the physician is shown, after notice and hearing, to be "unable to 

practice medicine or osteopathy with reasonable skill and safety to patients by reason 

of illness . . . , or as a result of any mental or physical condition." Ala. Code § 34-

24-360(19)a. 

15. Based on the totality of the foregoing Findings of Fact-and in 

particular Findings of Fact No. 26 and 27-we conclude that Respondent is presently 

6 We note that the Board, in Count Nine of the Administrative Complaint, alleges that the 
Jefferson County Circuit Court's August 23, 2023 "Final Order" adjudged Respondent guilty of 
13 willful violations of the Court's previous orders. Our adjudication of Respondent's guilt as to 
Count Nine, however, does not depend upon the number of willful violations found by the 
Jefferson County Circuit Court. Whether the number of violations is 13, 17, or some other lesser 
or greater number, it is clear that the Court adjudged Respondent guilty of multiple willful and 
intentional violations of that Court's final judgment and permanent injunction of August 20, 2013, 
and adjudged Respondent to be in "criminal contempt." That is enough to sustain a finding of 
"unprofessional conduct," and the imposition of license revocation as the penalty. 
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"unable to practice medicine or osteopathy with reasonable skill and safety to 

patients by reason of illness ... , or as a result of any mental or physical condition," 

as alleged in Count Thirteen of the Administrative Complaint, in violation of Ala. 

Code § 34-24-360(19)a. 

16. We expressly find that each of our findings of guilt as to each of Counts 

One, Two, Three, Four, Five, Six, Eight, Nine, Eleven, and Thirteen of the 

Administrative Complaint is, standing alone, independently sufficient to warrant 

revocation of Respondent's license to practice medicine and/or osteopathy in the 

State of Alabama. 

17. We reach all of these decisions based on all of the facts presented, 

viewed through the lens of our professional experience, expertise, and judgment. See 

Ala. Code § 41-22-13(5) ("The experience, technical competence, and specialized 

knowledge of the agency may be utilized in the evaluation of the evidence."). 

IV. Decision 

Based on all of the foregoing, it is ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND 

DECREED: 

1. That the Respondent, Steven Mark Hayden, M.D., is adjudged 

GUILTY of unprofessional conduct in violation of Ala. Code § 34-24-360(2) and 

Ala. Admin. Code r. 545-X-4-.06, as charged in Count One of the Administrative 

Complaint; 
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2. That the Respondent, Steven Mark Hayden, M.D., is adjudged 

GUILTY of unprofessional conduct in violation of Ala. Code § 34-24-360(2) and 

Ala. Admin. Code r. 545-X-4-.06, as charged in Count Two of the Administrative 

Complaint; 

3. That the Respondent, Steven Mark Hayden, M.D., is adjudged 

GUILTY of unprofessional conduct in violation of Ala. Code § 34-24-360(2) and 

Ala. Admin. Coder. 545-X-4-.06, as charged in Count Three of the Administrative 

Complaint; 

4. That the Respondent, Steven Mark Hayden, M.D., is adjudged 

GUILTY of unprofessional conduct in violation of Ala. Code § 34-24-360(2) and 

Ala. Admin. Coder. 545-X-4-.06, as charged in Count Four of the Administrative 

Complaint; 

5. That the Respondent, Steven Mark Hayden, M.D., is adjudged 

GUILTY of unprofessional conduct in violation of Ala. Code § 34-24-360(2) and 

Ala. Admin. Coder. 545-X-4-.06, as charged in Count Five of the Administrative 

Complaint; 

6. That the Respondent, Steven Mark Hayden, M.D., is adjudged 

GUILTY of unprofessional conduct in violation of Ala. Code § 34-24-360(2) and 

Ala. Admin. Coder. 545-X-4-.06, as charged in Count Six of the Administrative 

Complaint; 
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7. That the Respondent, Steven Mark Hayden, M.D., is adjudged 

GUILTY of unprofessional conduct in violation of Ala. Code § 34-24-360(2) and 

Ala. Admin. Coder. 545-X-4-.06, as charged in Count Eight of the Administrative 

Complaint; 

8. That the Respondent, Steven Mark Hayden, M.D., is adjudged 

GUILTY of unprofessional conduct in violation of Ala. Code § 34-24-360(2) and 

Ala. Admin. Coder. 545-X-4-.06, as charged in Count Nine of the Administrative 

Complaint; 

9. That the Respondent, Steven Mark Hayden, M.D., is adjudged 

GUILTY of unprofessional conduct in violation of Ala. Code § 34-24-360(2) and 

Ala. Admin. Coder. 545-X-4-.06, as charged in Count Eleven of the Administrative 

Complaint; 

10. That the Respondent, Steven Mark Hayden, M.D., is adjudged 

GUILTY of"[b ]eing unable to practice medicine or osteopathy with reasonable skill 

and safety to patients by reason of illness ... or as a result of any mental or physical 

condition," in violation of Ala. Code§ 34-24-360(19)a. as charged in Count Thirteen 

of the Administrative Complaint; 

11. That Counts Seven, Ten, and Twelve of the Administrative Complaint 

are DISMISSED WITHOUT PREJUDICE; 
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12. That, separately and severally on account of Counts One, Two, Three, 

Four, Five, Six, Eight, Nine, Eleven, and Thirteen of the Administrative Complaint, 

Respondent's license to practice medicine and/or osteopathy in the State of Alabama 

is REVOKED; 

13. That Respondent shall, within 30 days of this Order,7 pay an 

administrative fine in the amount of $10,000.00 as to Count One of the 

Administrative Complaint, $10,000.00 as to Count Two of the Administrative 

Complaint, $10,000.00 as to Count Three of the Administrative Complaint, 

$10,000.00 as to Count Four of the Administrative Complaint, $10,000.00 as to 

Count Five of the Administrative Complaint, $10,000.00 as to Count Six of the 

Administrative Complaint, $10,000.00 as to Count Eight of the Administrative 

Complaint, $10,000.00 as to Count Nine of the Administrative Complaint, 

$10,000.00 as to Count Eleven of the Administrative Complaint, and $10,000.00 as 

to Count Thirteen of the Administrative Complaint, for a total administrative fine of 

$100,000.00; 

14. That it is the present sense of the Commission that any application for 

reinstatement pursuant to Ala. Code § 34-24-337(e)-G) filed before the 730th day 

1 See Ala. Admin. Coder. 545-X-3-.08(8)(d)(i). Respondent is further advised that "[t]he 
refusal or failure by a physician to comply with an order entered by the Medical Licensure 
Commission" may be a separate instance of "unprofessional conduct." See Ala. Admin. Code 
r. 545-X-4-.06(6). 
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following the date of this Order is very likely to be summarily denied pursuant to 

Ala. Code § 36-24-361(h)(9), and any application for reinstatement filed thereafter 

is not likely to be granted except and unless Respondent clearly establishes that all 

of the following conditions have been met: 

a. Respondent shall have successfully completed the 15 .25-hour 

Intensive Course in Medical Ethics, Boundaries, and 

Professionalism presented by Case Western Reserve University 

School of Medicine; 

b. Respondent shall have submitted unconditionally to a 

comprehensive evaluation of his fitness to practice medicine at 

Acumen Assessments, or at another similar facility approved in 

advance by the Commission, shall have completed all 

recommended follow-up evaluations and/or treatment, and the 

evaluators shall have found Respondent fit to practice medicine 

with reasonable skill and safety, subject to stated conditions; 

c. The evaluators referred to in the above subparagraph b. shall 

have been provided all relevant collateral information at least 30 

days preceding the evaluation, which collateral information shall 

include, but shall not be limited to, these Findings of Fact and 
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Conclusions of Law and copies of all exhibits specifically 

referenced herein; 

d. Respondent shall have executed valid consents authorizing all 

evaluators referred to in the above subparagraph b. to disclose all 

information and documents regarding their evaluations and 

conclusions to the Board and the Commission; 

e. Respondent, upon any reinstatement, shall be permitted practice 

medicine only pursuant to a written practice plan that complies 

with this Order and that has been approved in advance by the 

Commission, which will contain, at a minimum, specific 

information such as the proposed name of the employer; the 

proposed scope of practice or type of services to be provided; the 

proposed days/hours of work; and typical patient populations of 

the proposed practice; and 

f. Respondent shall have successfully completed a rigorous clinical 

competency assessment conducted by the Center for 

Personalized Education for Professionals ("CPEP") or a similar 

establishment approved in advance by the Commission, which 

assessment shall be properly tailored to assess Respondent's 

clinical competency to perform the work outlined in any 
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proposed practice plan with reasonable skill and safety to 

patients, and Respondent shall have successfully completed any 

remedial educational steps recommended by CPEP; 

15. That within 30 days of this order, the Board shall file its bill of costs as 

prescribed in Ala. Admin. Coder. 545-X-3-.08(I0)(b), and Respondent shall file any 

objections to the cost bill within 10 days thereafter, as prescribed in Ala. Admin. 

Code r. 545-X-3-.08(10)(c). The Commission reserves the issue of imposition of 

costs until after full consideration of the Board's cost bill and Respondent's 

objections, and this reservation does not affect the finality of this order. See Ala. 

Admin. Coder. 545-X-3-.08(10)(e). 

DONE on this the 15th day ofDecember, 2025. 

THE :MEDICAL LICENSURE 
CO1\11\1ISSION OF ALABAMA 

By: 

E-SIGNED by Jorge Alsip, M.D. 
on 2025-12-1511:09:49 CST 

Jorge A. Alsip, M.D. 
its Chairman 
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