IN THE MATTER OF o ~ BEFORE THE
SUZANNE DONITHAN | * MARYLAND STATE BOARD
| Respondent *  OF PHYSICIANS
* Case Number: 2218-0109
* #* * # #* * * * * ¥ * * *
FINAL DECISION AND ORDER

On June 19, 2018, Disciplinary Panel B (“Panel B”) of the Maryland State Board of
Physicians (the “Board”) issued charges against Suzanne Donithan under the Maryland Medical
Practice Act. See Md. Code Ann., Health Occ. §§ 14-101—14-702. Specifically, Panel B
charged Ms. Donithan with violating § 14-601 of the Health Occupations Article, which
provides:

Except as otherwise proﬁded in this ftitle, a person may not
practice, attempt to practice, or offer to practice medicine in this
State unless licensed by the Board.

The case was forwarded to the Office of Administrative Hearings (“OAH”) for an
evidentiary hearing and a proposed decision. A hearing was scheduled for January 29, 2019.
Ms. Donithan failed to appear on tilme, and the Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) issued a
proposed default order. Ms. Donithan filed exceptions, arguing that she was late to the OAH
hearing due to inclement weather. Board Disciplinary Panel A (“Panel A”) granted Ms,
Donithan’s exceptions and remanded the case back to OAH for a hearing on the merits.

On July 9, 2019, the evidentiaty hearing was held at OAH. Ms. Donithan represented
herself, and the State was represented by an Administrative Prosecutor from the Office of the
Attorney General, On October 2, 2019, the ALJ issued a Proposed Decision, upholding the

charge that Ms. Donithan violated § 14-601 by practicing medicine without a license, and



recommended the imposition of a $3000 civil fine. Neither party filed exceptions to the ALI’s
Proposed Decision.
FINDINGS OF FACT

Panel A adopts the ALJ’s Findings of Fact (§{ 1 through 12), which are incorporated by
reference into the body of this- document as if set forth in full. The ALJ’s Proposed Decision is
attached as Exhibit 1. The findings of fact were proven by the preponderance of evidence.

CONCLUSION OF LAW

Based upon the Findings of Fact, Panel A concludes that Ms. Donithan practiced
medicine in Maryland without being licensed by the Board, in violation of § 14-601 of the
Health Occupations Article.

SANCTION
Section 14-606(a) of the Health OCcupatiolns Article provides, in relevant part:

(4) ... .a person who violates § 14-601 . . . of this subtitle 1s:

* * #
(i) Subject to a civil fine of not more than $50,000 to be
levied
by a disciplinary panel.

The ALJ carefully considered the appropriate civil fine to be levied upon Ms. Donithan
and recorﬁmended $3,000-. Panel A agrees with the ALJ’s recommendation.
ORDER
Pursuant to § 14-606(a)(4)(ii) of the Health Occupétions Article, it is, Ey Disciplinary
Panel A of the Maryland State Board of Physicians, hereby
ORDERED thét, within six months from the date of this Final Decision and Oxder,

Suzanne Donithan shall pay a civil fine of $3,000. The Payment shall be by money order or
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IN THE MATTER OF . - - * BEFORE SYEPHEN W. THIBODEAT,
SUZANNE DONITHAN, 0 % AN ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE
RESPONDENY, = % OJ'IBE MARVLAND OFFICE, OF

BEFORE THE MARYLAND STATE "%  ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS
BOARD OT PHYSICIANS % QAMNo. MDELMBPL-79-9-11891

¥ WBP Case No.; 22180109

*o. * & * * ® " * * * -k " .

PROPOSTD DECISION

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
ISSURS '
SUMMARY OF THE BVIDENCE
- FINDINGS OF FACT
DISCUSSION ,
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
PROPOSED DISPOSIT TON

Qn June 18 201 8, the Mmyland State Boeud of Physwlans (Bozud or Statc) issued
Chﬂl E“»S under the Mmyldnd Medical Practice Act to Suzanue Donithan (l{capondc,ut) [or

. practmmgmedmme mmoulahccnat: Md. Code Ann, Health Oce. § 14-101 et, sc.q (20146-5

Supp. 2018). On Novenibor 7, 2018, the Board delegated proposed decision-melking authosity to

" the Office of Administrative IIem'hlgs (OAH), Md, Code Aniv, State Gov’t § 10-205(b) (2014).

hﬂt‘lﬂllya o hearing on the merits was schcdulcd far January 29, 9019. Howevet, ut tlmL time the

' Respondent failed to appenr for the hca:cmg and Assistant Ai.{omay General, Michacl 5. Bwvm,
Admmlstrauve Prosecutor , requested a Proposed Defuult Order agmm.t the Regpondent which I
issued on Febmary 4 2019, The I{espondant filed exceplions with the Bomd to the Proposul
Defﬂult Order, and on April 17, 20 19. the Bonrd deelined to order the Respondent’s default 'md
mamud remﬂndcd the case ‘back fo the OAH for 4 hearing oun the meriiy and at the conclusmn of

the hearing to issue 2 proposed dec1s1on oni the mexits to the Bourd.
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- State’s Bx. 3.
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On May 13 2019, I conducted a telephone pu,lwmmg conl.‘uem,c,, and on Tuly 9,2019,1
conducted a healmg on. ihe mﬂl,ltb atﬂ1e QAT ut 11101 Giloy Road Hunt Valley, Matylaud,
mattery, M., Brown appeared for the State, and the Raspondeut l‘cprcsentcd l{crsel‘lf. -

Procedure in this case ir; govcrhcd by the co'n‘testcd case provisions of the A{lmiuisu'utiye
_ Procedwe 'Aci', the Rules of Procedure for e Bogud, nitd the Rules of Procedure of the OAL. Md..
" Code Ann., State Gov't §§ 10-201 through 10226 (201‘4 & Supp. ;018); Code of Matyland

Regulations thMAR'),lo.Bz.oz; COMAR 28.02.01, |

ISSUES

-1, Did the Respondent practico, altémpt to practice, or affer o practice médieine in
the State of Maryland without being, 1icégmeﬂ by the Mnryrlsmd Board of Pl?ysic:iams‘?
2. If 50, is the Respondent subject ’10 n civil fine?

SUMMARY or TIH_‘ EVIDENCE

Exhibits

The State pfcscntad.ﬂle following exhibits, which were admitted Into evidence:

 State’s Ex, #1- Board Tnvestigative Report, March 14, 2018
State’y Ex. #2. Letter from Gretchen Westphal, Compliance Analyst for the Board, 1o the

, Resr,uwmbm 15 2017; copy 'of anonymous complaint regarding
R nﬂl\/{myland, wndaied '

'Rt:spoudéntj’rs Résponse ‘}'0 the Notice of Tnvestigation; December 30,20 17
Statg’s.Ex. . Txa.nscript of I:itelview of the Resp'ondcxit, Jenwary 11, 2018 | .
State’s Bx, #5- Transcript of Interview o-ﬂﬁ, October 12, 2017
State’s Ex. #6- - Transcyipt of Iuterview with October 16, 2017
State’s Bx. #7- _ Patient'rcgm"db; fram i nrious dales
éta‘te’s Ex. #8- e

Limited Bsthetician Lic_cusurc Status of the Respond_cm:, Marel) 13, 2018
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The R'espondent presenied the following exhibits, wlich were aduitted info ovidence ‘

: {
 inless oihcwme 1oted:

Resp. Bx.#1+ - . Pagell of Proposed Consent 01.(1(‘,1 proposed by the Board o the
Rbblmudent uudatcd (offered, but not admitted)

Resp, Bx. #2- Printout of a Google search related to Maryland Jaw on laser hait remoyal
from an Outlogk email, printed Tﬂlmdly 30, 2019 (alfered, bul not
cldmlttcd)

Resp. Bx, #3- " Definition of *laser bair mmoval” from “Asl A Surg [,um" website;
undated

Resp, Bx. #4~ B - osmetologist and nesthotician for the SR

Testimony -

The State presenfed the testimony of Gretchen Westphal, Compliance Analyst for the

Investigation Unit of the Board,

" The Respondent testified on Ther own behalfand presested the testimony of-.
' -Xm\ fotraer attorney.

FINDINGS O FACT

‘After considcl‘ing the evidence in the record, I fiud the following facts by 4
preponderance-of the cwdcnce

1. At allhmes mlovant to ﬂllb pmcubdmg, the Ret.popdunt WS hccnabd ag au -

esthetician® by the Maryl and.Board of (losmetologists,. ThaRespondunt. Wa's not and has never

A

! Pursusnt to COMAR (9,22,01,04, an csthetiofan Heenso authorizes the pmsuu wio possesses ihe fieense to pmwﬂe
esthetic scrvices as defined by Md, Codo Am:L Bus. Oce. and Prof §5-101(1) (2017), which.defines such services us
. follows:

“Provide eathetic sorvites” moans {o pwvldo to-an mdwldual {or wmprutmuon, (e gervics of

(1) eloansing, exorclslig, mussoging, stimulating, or perlorming my othot .,umlm pmt,cduro on
the skin or goalp by slovirical, mechanicul, or any other means;

@) applyity 1o the fhce m ulcohol ereng, lolidn, nutringent, o cosmelic pin cp.ﬁation, or
(3) removing superHuous balr by the use of a depilatory, twoerery, or WilX.

3.
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been leensed by the Mﬂl’ﬂﬂﬂ.d Bontd of Pligsicians or the Moryland Boaed of 't\fursing’ i11 any

capacity, , . | | '
2., Trom approximately June 2016 through July 2017, the Regpondent was employed

part-tire as an esthetician at—n sﬁa Tacility ing%-daxyland,

providing varions servioes including medical and cosmetic injections, laser hair removal, facials,

* esthefics, and weight-loss managemeit.

as the supervising physician aud miedical director ot

-’or=ull medical procedures,

4. " The Respondent, plong with anothier esthcticiuu,-ﬂffm'mBd seyeral
laser trcahncht:fi aii_ These included inlense pulsed light ((P1.) trealments,?

i-L.IPO,? nud laser hair temoval. 'The Respondent and Ms, Kim wero traiued ind received

certifications for the equipment they used in these procedures,

5, 'Inmany cases, the Respondent pecformed some of all of these procedurcs without

6. The Respondent and Ms.;

perform laser hujr removal without Dr)

7. The Respondent performed unsupervised lasor haix removal On-‘

-patients on at least tree occasions. '

v
[

? [PL treatmants and therpy ara used 1o imprave fho lexturs nud oolar of one’s skis, “Wiat {a Tntense Pulaod Light
(IPL) Troaiment?, hitpsy//

~webnad, com/beauty/intenso-pulsed-lighi-iroatment-overview# 1, Inét uccessed
Soptember 30, 2019, - e ;

3‘ i~L‘IPD is u tochnigue of using lasers in'order {u smooth
“I-Lipo: Body Contourltig uud Lasor Lipalysis Systom,” hitps://wrww.liposuction, com/ilipo-hitml, Inst nocesied on
Septoiaber 30, 2019, | . )
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8. The Raspondent treated Patlum (Pati et 1) with laser lmi;i: removnl on
October 23, 2016. Spemﬁcally, the Rcspondcnt pu formed lnset huir teinoval on Paticut 178
+ shoulder. ‘

9. The Respondent treated Patient (Paﬁunt‘ 7) with laser hair removal on-
Dec'ember 8, 2016 Spcciﬁcaﬂ.y, the Rcspondent pecformed a “B razilian” Inser hadr removal

procedure around Pauent 2’s bildni aven,

10. Thc Re:apondcnt treated Ptment (Pntmnt 3) with Jaser Liair removal on Iunc

29,2016, Specifically, the Respondani pmfmmcd laser hau removal on Paticnt 3, avound P ahcnt
3's chm b:lcnn, and lower leg area,

11.

In cach mstance, each of thesc patients signed a “Laser Hair Removal Consent

Form,” whlch coutamcd the following languags:

“ mxdelstm:td th tﬂ s procedure i ‘performed by a t,umﬁcd Iaber thcm )i.st

traiped apd supervised by Dr, At your first visit with " e

Dt ﬂwﬂl mect with you fo discuss the procedure explain the v cutmcnt plun

and answer al questions.that you may have, Dr .Wnay not be physically
overseeing your follow up treatments; bowever bo will bt avm

all concerns you may have.”

ifable upo request to fulfill

12.  The Respondent was wnoware of the lopal requirements to perform laser bair

removal procedures in the Stato of Mmyland, .

DISCUSSION

Charges and Law

The Respondent is charged by the Board with practiciog medicine without a license. The
Respondent is charged under the Maryland Medical Practicc Act, Md: Code Arm, Health Oce,
§§ 14-101 ¢t. seq. (2014 Repl. Vol. & 2017 Supp.). Specifically, under Health Oce. § 14-601:

‘Exoept as otherwide provided in this title, pmson may ot pnchw,

attempt to Practice, or offer to practice medicine In this State unlc«;s
licengod by the Board,

+ Atthe hoaring the Stato idunhﬁed each of the paticniy hy namo, 1 hisve wsed fuilials here to protect Lach Patient’s
) conﬁdcnﬂality

5
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Health Oce, § 14-101 defines fhe-pmotice of medicine in pertinent part as follows:

- {0)(1) “Practice medicine™ means to éngage, wuh or wlthout
compensahon, in medical:

- (iii) Tremmcnt' or

" (v) Surgety.

(2) “Practice medicise? includes doing, undertaking, pmfcmng to do, and
attempiing sany ol the following:
() Dmgnosmg, healing, treating, pmvuuung, prescribing, for,
. or reroving any physmal mental, or emotional ailmenf or
supposcd ailment of an individual:

1. By physical, mental, emotional, or other pxocu:s that is
exercised ox invoked by the.practitionor, the patiea, ot
botl; or

2. By nppluumc, lest, nhug, operslion, or uudhnc‘m[l

A pcrson who VLOldlb,S secuun 14- 601 is subject to a possible civil fine of up to ‘}.50 000,00,

Health Occ. § 14-~606(4)_(11).

The Bomd i'urthc,r regulates cosmetic medmal procedures thronph COMAR 10,3209,

S‘peciﬁcally, ‘cosmetic mcdmal deviee” and “cosmc&xc mcdmal 1)1ou,duu,” are dcﬂned as Loliows )

purs,unnt to COM.AR 10,32.09, 02B

(4) Cosmetic Medzcal Dwmc
(2)“Cosmetic medical dovice” means n device thﬂt aliers or
damages living tissue.
(b) “Cosmelie medical device” includes ay of the [‘ollowmg 1101115,
when the item i nsed for cosmetic 1)1111305.&,5' '
(@) Liser;
(ii) Device emitting light ox llﬂblle pulscd light;,
(i) Device emitiing 1adio frequency, elettic pulses, of
sound' Waves;
. (5) Cosmetic Medical Procedurc '
(a) “Cosmelw medical procedure” means a proceduse using a
cosmetic device or medical product to improye i individual’s
., appearance, | '
() “Cosmelic medicat pmcechue" includes the following:
(1) Skin weatments uqmg lasers;
(1) Skin treatments uamg intense pulsed light;
(iif) Skin treatments vsing radio ﬁcquumwb, 11u01owave or
_ electric pulses;
(iv) Skin {reatments with photatherapy; -
(v) Any treatment usmg a cosmetic medical device for the
putpose of improving an individual’s appearance.,
- 6 '
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In addition, the Boatd cutlines the necessary qualifications for dn individual who may be
“delogated or assigned” fo perforin a cosmetic midical procedure pursuant to COMAR

10.32.09,04A:

A cosmetic medical procedurs may be delegated to a phy.slcum m,mbtaut or |
assigned to any other health care provider licensed under Health
Occupations Axtiols, Annotated Code of Maryland, whoss licensing board

_has determined tht the proccdmc falls within the provider’s SGOPG of
practice,

Fmally, on October 30, 2002, the Bomd issued Declaratory Ruhng 00-1 mj_.,(udmg the'use

of lasers for haiv removal, Spccxﬁcally, the Board ruled the following:

The use of lasers for hair removal is o surgical act. Only physiciass,
certified hurse practitioners, registered nurses purstant to the Bonrd of

Nursing Declaratory Ruling 97-1, and physician assistants may uso luseis
for hair removal,

There 5 no dlspute to the cssential and material facls of {his cage on lhe issue of whether the
Respondent practiced medicine without a hcensu Tndeed, at the hearing, the Rt-,expondﬁnl aduitted
to perform;mg lager hair removal procedures on three paticnls, wlﬂmut m&purvi.slou and v.vh'houi ﬂm
Decessary Iicénsing 1'equire1nent5 As such, the Rcspondc.nt did in 'fact.' practice medicine without a
license pursuant to the rolevant statutt, 1egulatmns and dcclmtmy rulings of the Boaxd as outlined

above, The only issue in this case relates to the 1mt1muon of ihc Raspondan‘ s conduol und whut

the appropriate penalty should be,

To ﬂmt end the Board’s regulations provide some guidance; specifically COMAR
10.32.02.09C, which prov1dc,s for fines for practiciog medicine w1thoul bl h(‘c,llbc COMAR.

'10.32.02.09C(2) states that the followmg factors to determine the amount of the fine mcluda, but

are not fimited to, the following: :

The extent to which the respondent dexived any {inaneial benefit from the
'improper conduet; ‘

The willfulness of the impmpar conduct;

7.
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" The extent of getual or potcntrﬂ pubhu larm Gﬂl]bbd by the improper
conduct; and .

o The deterrent effect of the fine.

In this énse, there is no dispute that the Respondent knew she was nol a licensed dogtor, |
cert)ﬁcd nuise practitioner, wglstucd nutse, or phymnm 5 assistant, She was, however, 8
hcensed est]muc:an by the Mm"yland Bmud of Coametologlsis As guch, wlulo she was licensed .

' to provide skm treatments under Maryland law, mduduu, by “meulauucul L,Iwmwl or olher
means” pursuant to Bus. Oce. and Prof, § 5 ~101(}), such reatment did not extend to tager hait
treatments that are otherwise mgulatad by the Mavyland Bom‘d of Physicians. “The Respondent
did niot know that the laser treatments she perforted were not covered by licl* cgﬂwﬁcian’g

" license and were otherwise regulated by the Boad and that performing such procedures
constituted the practice of medicine. X consider this fist and foremost fn miy assessment of n
.propomd fine. While the Board'rugula.tiom; and stﬁLx:ltc are, clear that laser hait freatments
-constitute the practice of medicine, the law rc@tding the Rcépondcnt’s csthetician’s license
could have lc;d ler to reasonably beligve that stio t;:uu}.cl perform las.m‘ lair reatmonts with her .
hcense in particular 1.ha prowsmn in gtatule thint stotes she could provide skin freatments by |
“mechanical, elootrical, or other meﬂns.” I therefore accopt the Respondent’s L,Lum as eredible |
that she lmd 1o idea that Jaser hair 1emova1 in t]u, Stale oi Mcuyland wag considered a mochc,al
procedure that reqlited 1)1 opexr Board lwensmg

As for thc I‘nctors specxﬁcally outlmed in the Board's regulations, (lve first qutm is the
extent to wluch the Respondent denved financial benefit from hel conduet "lhdt 18 uncle'u in tha

record.. Indced, the Slatc presented: evidence fhat the Rcspondcut wotked part-lime f01 the_

— but did not present evidence as to what the, Respondent earncd for her wotl at
: - Nor did the State present ovidence to prdve the Res pondr:nt-carned

more fo}* petforming the laser hair treatnients, or exiva when she did perform the, treatients,



T terms of the Rcs{nondent’s Wiﬂﬂlhméss of the improper conduct, tie second factor for
me to consider, as outlmed above, I find no c‘.’ldbncc thaithe chpondan was au.unptm B lo
willfully practice médicine w1lhout a license,. Tndeed, she testified. mulhplc times ﬂnt she lnd no
idea that a médical 1lcense wasg requu'ed -to_PelfDIm aIty laser Im}r procedures; that the law in her

home state of Virginia is different in that estheticians are allowed o petrform the procedure

without a medical iiccﬁse; and she thougl‘ft Dr.- license covered her work n.L_
- The State provided no credible evidence that the Respondent wiltfully

attempted to practice medicine without a license,

Asto tlle actual ot potential cffcct of public harm cavsed by the Respondent’s | 11111110 per
conduct, the recmd is agein devoid of any uud(,nc(, of aulu;d or potential harma caused by the
Respondent, The State prescntcﬂ, and was ablé to prove, tln'ec'mstzmccs in which l!u-:' Rcs'p(mdcn't .

| pgrfmmed laser hajr removnl on patients. I—Iow;zvca*, there was no indication any of those patients:
.cxp.cricnced any harm or werd potuutiall)‘r harmed in any wey. Morcover, the State did not present
- evidence wgaldmg actual Or potential offect of pubhu barm gaused by the Respondent over all -
1cgaldu1g her conduc.t while wozkmg al.é— THowever, I do infer generally that
there iy an actual or potential effect of public harm for Inset haix ixca‘tmenls to be pegl‘gz.mcd by
‘mﬂicens'cd individuals such as the Rcspon&ent, based ug;on the Board’s regulations rcquiring i
mcdmal l.u,ensc to perform the procedure.

I‘mally, BS to the detertent effiecct of my fine 1mposed [ do consider such an cifwl to bo in
the Board’s interest, in pamculal due to the Respondent’s 0011&151011 1e;,a1dmg 1161 ownt Jicensing
statug and whether she was legally able to perform laser hau' removal pro ccdures-wu'hout a.

medical liccnse. Thetefore, any fing imposed should plovldc A SLIﬂlGl(}!lt delerrent against such -

-conduct in the future,
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COMAR 10.32.02,09C provides the fotlowmg in delmmuml,g y the Appmpuatc range of
fines o be nnposcd in cuses ior the unautliorized-practice of medicine: .

@ Rnugc of Fines Imposud
(a) Except as specificd in §C(3)(b) of this lb[_,lﬂdilon, thc Bomd may
impose fines as follows:
(i) For the first violation, not less thun $1,000 and 1ot Moe ﬂJdll
$30,000;,
_ (i) Por the second wolatwn, 1ot Jess than $10,000 aud 1ol more
than $40,000; and |
(iif) For the third violation, not less llmnvMS 000 aad nol more
than $50,000.

(b) If the conduet resulled in harm to avy patient, the Board may consider -

each patient seen 1o be a separate violation when imposing a fine listed in
§C(3)(a) of this regulation.

At fhe hearmg, the State provided no evidenee to Supgpest thm was El beupnd or 5\:chqucnt
violation by Lhe Respondcnt I thcrcfmc find that, based on the 1ccmd before nie, this was the
ﬁlSl. time the Respondent has violated the Jaw Wlth respect 1o the uuaulhm ized practice of
medicine. , Moreover, I do not find, basad. on the record bofore me, that Putients 1,2,and 3 were

: h‘m‘mct.i in any vi’a};' by the Respondent. No evidence was presented as to batin to those patients,
© and ﬂlc'State'djd not argue that any of the patients were hzu‘mccl. Thercfore, COMAR
10,32.02. 09C(3)(b) is inapplicable in this case, and I will nok treat: mch patient as a scparate
v1olatmn Theteforc the approptiste taoge for nsscssm], it pennlLy agmnsl the Ruspondunt fora
tust vxolatlon is betwcen $1,000,00 and $30,000.00.
At the he_afmg, the State did not recommend a monelary amount fc')r any penalty against
- the Resp&ndeh;;. Thetefore, in weighing all the factors diseussed above, X find ?thc‘ Respondent
. demonstrated that she honesily did not intend to vidlalc the law regarding unauthorized praézllica
of medicin and wag inercly-h‘ying to 'l;rncﬁce h.u;.' professidn a% an aqtﬁcticiam: She simply
misunderstood the apphcable law in Mm yltmd. Gwcn the ]ac]c ol evidence of lmlm to dny |

anent, the lack of willful conduct on the part the Rcspondt,n{ and cophizant olthc nced to ciclc{

such conduct, willful or not, in the future, I tetomumond p pbna,lty at the lowest end of the runge
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mandated by regulation - $1,000.00 for eath i)ﬁtieut the Respondent treated - fora tofal of
$3,000.00.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Based on my nnallysis hezein, I conclude that fhe Stalé has esiab‘lished fhat tho -
R'c:spondeni did pl"actioq_medioina without a license i violation of seotion 14-601 of iho |
Health Dcclllpations; axticle with rce;pco't to Patidnts 1,2, and 3, Md, Code Ann,, HezﬂL}i Qcc.
-§ f4w101(0)1~2§ COMAR 10.32.09,028. 'Therefore, I recommend that she be subject to a clvil
penally in the amount of $3,000,00, : . ‘

PROI’OS]!‘D DISPOSITION

I PROPOSE that the charges filed by the Board on June 19, 2018 apainst the Resp oudent
be UPHELYD, '

1 PROPOSE: that the Boerd fine the Respondent §3,000,00.

Ocfober 2,2019 _ . ) .Mx.)‘-—— ‘ .
Date Deeision Mailed ’ Stephen W. Thibodeas  J{o
: : Administrative Law Tudge
" SWTAln e
. 182221

NOTICE OF RIGHT TO X m‘ LXCFI"TIONS‘

Any paity may file cxcaplions, 1t wutmg, to this I’nopoaud Dcmmn with {he Board of
Physicians within fifteen days of recoipt of the ducision, Md, Code Ann, State Gov’t § 10+ 206

-(201 B) and COMAR 10,32,02 0513 The Office-of Administrative Ileatmgé. isnota pcuLy 1o any
Ieview process, - .
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Copies Mnilcd To: E

Michael 3. Brown, Bsquire
Assistant Attorney General ‘
Office of the Attorney General

Health Ocenpations Prosecution and Litigation Dmsmn
'300 West Preston Sireet, Suite 201

B/tlmmu MD 2120}

Christine A, Barrelly, Bx¢euiive Director

~ Compliance Administration
Maryland Board of Physicians

4201 Patterson Avenuve

Ballimore,-MD 21215

Rosalind Spellman, Administrative Ofticer

Health Qcenpations Progecution and Liligation Division
Office of the Atiorney General

300 West Preston Street, Room 201

Baltimore, MD 21201 _

Nicholas Johavsson, Principal Counsel

Health Occupations Prosecution and thu,d,uon Division
Office of the Attorney General

300 ‘West Presion Street, Room 201

Baltimore, MD 21201 -~
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