






IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF FRANKLIN COUNTY, OHIO 
GENERAL DIVISION 

ROBERT MARTIN STANG, D.O. , 

Appellant, Case No. 06 CVH-03-42 17 
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RENDERED THIS 1 / DAY OF MAY 2006. 

REECE, J. 

The instant case was initiated on March 29,2006, and was designated as an "H" case, 

classified under the "All other cases" category and placed on a 12-month track pursuant to L0c.R. 

37. On April 18,2006, Defendants Sharon Murphy, Lance Talmage, M.D., Charles Woodbeck, 

Annette Jones, and Ohio State Medical Board (hereinafter collectively "Defendants") filed a 

Motion for Change of Classification and Issuance of Administrative Appeal Case Schedule. 

Defendants maintain Plaintiff Robert Martin Stang, D.O.'s (hereinafter "Plaintiff') pleading, 

filed on March 29,2006, is in fact a Notice of Appeal of a decision issued by Defendant Ohio 

State Medical Board, and the instant action should be classified as an "Administrative Appeal" 

and designated an "F" category case. Defendants contend the erroneous classification.may be 

partly due to the fact that Plaintiff is a pro se litigant and has used conhsing language in his 

pleading. However, Defendants contend, the pleading clearly demonstrates that i t  is an attempt 



to appeal the administrative decision issued by Defendant Ohio State Medical Board on 

December 14,2005. 

On May 1,2006, Plaintiff submitted to the Court a letter, requesting that the Court deny 

Defendants' "motion to reschedule the upcoming trial schedule in Case Number 06CVH-03-4217 - - 

to an earlier time frame." (Pltf. May 1,2006 Letter.) Said letter is simultaneously being filed as a 

part of the record along with the instant decision. Plaintiff, who is currently incarcerated at the 

Pugsley Correctional Facility in ~ i n g s l e ~ ,  Michigan, maintains the "current schedule better allows 

[him] to be able to more adequately present [his] side of the case," as it would allow him to be "out 

of prison and be able to contact witnesses and have access to resources that would more fairly 

portray [his] position in the case." (Id.) 

V) 

Although sympathetic to Plaintiffs concerns with respect to his ability to be out o&isons 
c3- --.I 

and able to adequately prepare for and attend, in person or via telephone, the proceedings 6 e i 1 ; ~ ~  
75 

U 
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the Court nonetheless finds that Plaintiff s March 29,2006 pleading is indeed an attempt t F F a p ~ 6  
at- > aJ 

the administrative decision issued by Defendant Ohio State Medical Board. The pleading @elf 
s g 

states that "[tlhe following is a revision of a Notice of Appeal initially filed in December  MOOS." 

(Pltf. March 29,2006 pleading, at unnumbered page 1 .) The pleading fhrther requests that the 

Court "overturn the decision of the State Medical Board of Ohio to permanently revoke [Plaintiffs] 

Osteopathic Medical License." (Id., at unnumbered page 3.) 

Pursuant to L0c.R. 35.01, a case attempting to appeal an administrative decision should 

be classified as an "Administrative Appeal" and designated an "F" category case. Accordingly, 

the Court hereby GRANTS Defendants' April 18,2006 Motion for Change of Classification and 

Issuance of Administrative Appeal Case Schedule. 



Pursuant to L0c.R. 59, "[all1 Administrative Appeals (F) shall be placed on the appeals 

track," which consists of a sequence of events that are to scheduled to take place within 

designated time periods, determined by the number of weeks that have elapsed since the filing of 

the Notice of Appeal (starting date). L0c.R. 59.01. Pursuant to the sample appeals track 

schedule set forth in L0c.R. 59, and the designated time frames therein, the Court hereby issues 

the following Case Schedule using the date of this Decision and Entry as the starting date for 

time calculation purposes: 

Filing of Record June 14,2006 

Dispositive Motions June 28,2006 

Filing of Record, if extension granted July 12,2006 

Filing of Appellant's Brief July 26,2006 

Filing of Appellee's Brief August 9,2006 

Filing of Appellant's Reply Brief August 16,2006 
and non-oral hearing date 

In light of his status as a pro se litigant, the Court hereby informs Robert Martin Stang, 

D.O., that he is now designated as the Appellant herein. With respect to Appellant's concerns 

about his ability to be out of prison and attend the proceedings in this case, the Court notes the 

appeals track case schedule above does not include an oral argument hearing date. If such a 

hearing is requested, and if deemed necessary is then granted, the Court will address Appellant's 

concerns about his ability to attend at that time. Appellant could also retain an attorney to 

represent him at such a hearing, if an oral argument hearing is granted. The Court further 



informs Appellant that the above case schedule can be modified, if necessary and appropriate, 

upon motion as per L0c.R. 59. 

IT IS SO ORDERED. 

Copies To: 

Clerk's Office 

Robert Martin Stang 
MDOC Number 414082 
740 East Walton Road 
Kingsley, MI 49649 
Plaintiff Pro se 

Barbara J. Pfeiffer, Esq. 
Steve McGann, Esq. 
Assistant Attorneys General 
Ohio Attorney General's Office 
Health and Human Services Section 
30 East Broad Street, 26Ih Floor 
Columbus, OH 432 1 5 
Counsel for Defendants, The Ohio State Medical Board, Sharon Murphy, Lance Talmage, M.D., 
Charles Woodbeck and Annette Jones 
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ROBERT MARTIN STANG, D.O., 
mb APR 20 A 9 55 

Plaintiff, Case No. 06CVH-03-42 17 

VS. 

THE OHIO STATE MEDICAL BOARD, Judge Reece 
ET. AL., 

Defendants. 

MOTION OF DEFENDANTS SHARON MURPHY, LANCE TALMA~E,  ; ' -- 
M.D., CHARLES WOODBECK, ANNETTE JONES, AND THE OHIO G, - 
STATE MEDICAL BOARD, FOR CHANGE OF CLASSIFICATION AND - - 
ISSUANCE OF ADMINISTRATIVE APPEAL CASE SCHEDULE -- -- - 

,7 c-- .. * / -- .d 

'/, ," -2.: 
L.d -&- ' w  1 

In accordance with Loc. R. 35 and Loc. R. 59, Defendants respectfully request t& Court 

to change the above-captioned case from classification "H," the designation for "All other 

cases," to classification "F," the designation for "Administrative Appeals" and to issue a new 

case schedule in accordance with the administrative appeal track set forth in Loc. R. 59. The 

basis for this motion is that the pleading filed in this case by plaintiff on March 29, 2006 is in 

fact a "Notice of Appeal" of a decision of the Ohio State Medical Board. A Memorandum in 

Support follows. 

Respectfully submitted, 

JIM PETRO (0022096) 
Ohio Attorney General 

~u- Y ~Q,-?i.-e/ 
BARBARA J. PI&IF'F$~ ( 
STEVE McGANN (007b47 
Assistant Attorneys General 



MEMORANDUM IN SUPP RT . 3 -  ~ O I C A L  BOARD 
OFJHIO 

On December 14, 2005 the Ohio State Medical Board issue an order permanently 

ZOOb APR 20 ~ A 9 55 
revoking plaintiffs license to practice medicine. Per plaintiffs own admissions, he received this 

order on December 22,2005 while in prison. More than three months later, on March 29,2006, 

plaintiff filed the pleading which initiated the instant Common Pleas Court case. 

According to plaintiffs pleading, the relief which he seeks is to have this court "overturn 

the decision of the State Medical Board of Ohio" to permanently revoke his licensee to practice 

osteopathic Medicine and instead, suspend his Ohio Osteopathic Medical License until such time 

as he meets certain conditions as set forth in his pleading. (Unnumbered Page 3 of plaintiffs 

March 29,2006 pleading.) 

Some of the wording contained in plaintiffs pleading is confusing and may be due to the 

fact that plaintiff is pro se which in turn may have led to the erroneous classification in this 

matter. However, a reading of the pleading itself clearly demonstrates that plaintiff is attempting 

to appeal a decision of the Ohio State Medical Board. For example, plaintiff starts out the 

substantive portion of his pleading as follows: "The following is a revision of a Notice of 

Appeal initially submitted in December of 2005" (unnumbered page 1 of plaintiffs March 29, 

2006 pleading, emphasis added). 

In particular, plaintiffs pleading states in pertinent part as follows: 

I wish to have an order placed by this court reversing the 
decision of the State Medical Board of Ohio to permanently revoke 
my Osteopathic Medical License. I wish for this court to instead 
suspend my Ohio Osteopathic Medical License until such time as: 

1) My MICHIGAN and NEW JERSEY Osteopathic 
Medical Licenses are restored. 

2) I have satisfied all of the requirements for reinstatement 
of these licenses. 

3) I have appeared before this court and the State Medical 
Board of Ohio and demonstrated by clear and convincing evidence 



that the issues leading to the suspension of my 
Jersey Medical Licenses have been resolved a n 8  
practice medicine in the United States andfor other locations. 

(Unnumbered page 1 plaintiffs March 29,2006 pleading.) 
ZOOb APR 20 A 9 55 

Finally, at the end of plaintiffs appeal, he states in relevant part: 

I am respectfully requesting that this court . . . overturn the 
decision of the State Medical Board of Ohio to permanently revoke 
my Osteopathic Medical License. I would request that my license 
to practice Osteopathic Medicine in ,your state be suspended until 
the conditions that I alluded to on the first page be met. . . :I do 
not believe this request is unreasonable. 

(Unnumbered page 3 of plaintiffs March 29,2006 pleading.) 

Franklin County Local Rule 35 is titled "Classification of cases, deadlines, timing." 

Franklin County Local Rule 35.01 states as follows: 

All cases filed after January 1, 1990, shall be classified in 
the following categories, and the classification shall be reflected in 
the case number. . . . The classifications are: 

Professional Tort (A) 
Product Liability (B) 
Personal Injury (C) 
BWC Appeals @) 
Foreclosures (E) 
Administrative Appeals (F) 
Complex Litigation (G) 
All other cases (H) 

The time limits in these case flow management rules shall be 
calculated from the date of filing of the initial document invoking 
the jurisdiction of the Common Pleas Court. (Emphasis Added.) 

In addition, Franklin County Local Rule 59 sets forth a specific "appeals track" for 

administrative appeals, which is both procedurally and time wise significantly different than the 

trial track set forth initially in this matter. Specifically, in administrative appeals, Local Rule 59 



sets forth a tirneline for the filing of the record, and briefs as o osed to d' co 
S ~ & E  M E D I C ~ L  i f 8 ~ ~ f f  adlines and 

a trial date. 
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It is clear from a careful reading of plaintiffs March 29, 2006 pleading that it constitutes 

\ 

an attempt, albeit untimely, to appeal a decision of the Ohio State Medical Boardbmd that the 

March 29,2006 pleading was misclassified by the Clerk's Office. 

CONCLUSION 

For all of the foregoing reasons, Defendants respectfully request this Court to change the 

caption of the instant case from classification "H," the designation for "All other cases," to 

classification "F," the designation for "Administrative Appeals" and reissue an "appeals track" 

timeline in accordance with Franklin County Local Rule 59. 

Respectfully submitted, 

JIM PETRO (0022096) 
Ohio Attorney General 

--b - L& 
BARBARA JJ$FEfF&k@29609) 
STEVE MeGANN (00Y5476y 
Assistant Attorneys General 
Ohio Attorney General's Office 
Health and Human Services Section 
30 East Broad Street, 26th Floor 
Columbus, Ohio 4321 5 
(6 14) 466-8600 Fax (6 14) 466-6090 
bpfeiffer@,ag.state.oh.us 
smcgann@,a~.state.oh.us 

COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANTS, 
THE OHIO STATE MEDICAL BOARD, 
SHARON MURPHY, LANCE TALMAGE, 
M.D., CHARLES WOODBECK AND 
ANNETTE JONES 



I hereby certify that a true and accurate copp8) h f l j & g d m g ~ n d a n t s '  Motion for 
Change of Classification Issuance of Administrative Appeals Case Schedule has been sent to 
Robert Martin Stang, MDOC Number 514082, 7401 East Walton Road, Kinglsley, Michigan 
49649 this _j3 -& day of April, 2006. 

-& d~tu( I 
BARBARA J. ($F 
Assistant Attorney 



IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS, FRANKLIN COUNTY, OHIO 

sralr ntFlgfi\ OO'RD 
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ROBERT MARTIN STANG, D.O., : A 9 5 b  
Plaintiff, 

mb APR 20 
Case No. 06CVH-03-42 1 7 

VS. 

THE OHIO STATE MEDICAL BOARD, 
ET. AL., 

Defendants. 

Judge Reece 

ENTRY STAYING DEFENDANTS' ANSWER DATE -- 
Upon good cause shown, it is hereby ordered that the Answer due date of all Defendants 

in response to the service of summons in this matter is stayed until a determination is made 

regarding the propriety of the current classification of this case pursuant to the "Motion of 

Defendants Sharon Murphy, Lance Talmage, M.D., Charles Woodbeck, Annette Jones, and the 

Ohio State Medical Board, for a Change of Classification and Issuance of Administrative Appeal 

Case Schedule" and further order of this court. 

Pursuant to Civ. R. 58, the clerk is hereby ordered to enter this judgment upon the journal 

and to serve upon all parties a copy of this entry in accordance with Civ. R. 5(B). 

IT IS SO ORDERED. 

Entered this day of ,2006. 

GUY REECE, Judge 



March 16, 2006 

To: Franklin County Court of C o r n  Pleas 
Attn: John 0' Grady, Clerk 
Civil Division, Hall of Justice 
369 South High Street 
Columbus, Ohio 43215-4579 

From: Plaintiff Robert Martin Stang, D.O. 
MDOC Number 514082 
7401 East Walton Road 
Kingsley, Michigan 49649 

Re: Civil Litigation Against The Following Defendants: 
State Medical Board of Ohio 
Sharon Murphy 
Zlance Talmge, M.D. 
Charles Woodbeck 
Annette Jones 
A l l  Defendants Jointly And Separately A s  Noted m e  
A l l  Defendants A s  Noted Above With Address of: 
77 South High Street 
Columbus, Ohio 43215-6127 

The follawing is a revision of a Notice of Appeal in i t i a l ly  suhnitted in  
December of 2005: 

To whom it may concern: ir: 
N 
0 - s 
cr --i 

My name is Robert Martin Stang, D.O. I have had an order of perrrrane* " 
revocation of my Ohio Osteopathic Medical License based a the llexamkMt$~$ 

I .  ~3 of the State of Ohio Medical Board, Sharon Muqhy, Lance Talmage, M.D,, 
Charles Wmdbeck, and Annette Jones. I did not receive th i s  decisiog at-&* 
prison location until  Decenikr 22, 2005, I wish t o  have an order pl%JedGt' 
by this court reversing the decision of the State Medical Board of Ogo to= 
permanently revoke my Osteopathic Medical License. I wish for this @urt 
t o  instead suspend my Ohio Osteopathic Medical License until  such t+ as:= 

1) My MICHIGAN and NEW JERSEY Osteopathic Medical Licenses are restored. 
2) I have satisfied a l l  of the requirements for reinstatemnt of these 

licenses. 
3) I have a p a r e d  before this court and the State Medical Board of 

Ohio and demonstrated by clear and convincing evidence that the 
issues leading t o  the suspension of my Michigan and New Jersey 
Medical Licenses have been resolved and that I can safely practice 
medicine i n  the United States and/or other locations. 

There would be NO r i sk  whatsoever t o  the citizens of Ohio i f  my license t o  
practice Osteopathic Medicine in  the State of 0hio was simply suspended. 
I f  this court and the State Medical Board of Ohio are not convinced of 
my ab i l i ty  t o  safely practice Osteopathic Medicine, then they can simply 
not reinstate the license. However, by suspending a s  oppsed t o  permanently 
revoking the license, I am a t  least  given the opprtunity t o  demonstrate 
that  I can safely practice Osteopathic Medicine in  the State of Ohio. 



Under the current scenario, I have not been given an adeqwte opportunity 
t o  present my side of the case due t o  reasons beyond my control, It is 
clear that  a l l  of the defendants, particularly D r .  Talmge and M s .  M-y, 
had made their  decision prior t o  examination of my side of the story and 
have made a concerted effort t o  prevent my side of the story from being 
adequately presented. I am bankrupt and i n  a Michigan prison. I cannot 
afford an attorney a t  the present time and cannot mysically appear t o  
defend myself until  a t  least November 8, 2006, This is when I would be 
released from the Michigan Department of Corrections. To be fa i r ,  I 
would need a t  least  a time period unti l  the mnth of December of 2006 
t o  be able t o  adequately research my case and be able t o  defend myself; 
my resources in the prison l a w  library are limited t o  Michigan and a 
few Federal laws. 

I would also l ike  for  it t o  be noted that defendant Annette Jones chose t o  
r e p r t  the decision of the State of Ohio Medical Board t o  the National 
Pract i t imer ' s  Data Bank while she was fully aware that an appeal was 
i n  process. The version that  was reported t o  the aforementioned organization 
was biased, t o  say the least! This r e p r t  is libellous and needs t o  be 
rescinded or a t  least, revised. 

A nLzmber of allegations have been mde about me. A substantial portion of 
these allegations are exaggerated, erribellished, twisted, and i n  some cases, 
completely untrue. In a plea agreement with the Michigan Board of Osteopathic 
Medicine, I had t o  sign a blanket statement that a l l  of the allegations were 
t r u e .  In exchange for  my signature, an agreement was mde for  the restoration 
of my Michigan Osteopathic Medical License under Sections 333.16245 and 
333.16247 of the Michigan Penal Code. My license t o  practice Oste-ic 3 Medicine in  Michigan is t o  be restored a f te r  a three (3) year su~pens%~m 
provided that I : Z- - 7 3  7 

- 7  z5 
' L 2  

1) Appear before the Michigan Board of Osteopathic Medicine and 2 ?_Ti 
c -  -. 

demonstrate that I am f i t  t o  resume the practice of Osteapathlc 3s 
Medicine Q a3 

2) Pay a $2,500 fine - 0 . . 3 
3) Complete an inpatient treatment program for  sexual abuse o .g 0 
4) Am under the care of a psychologist and a psychiatrist for  thee 

treatment of previously undiagnosed Type I1 B i p l a r  Disorder 
that greatly contributed t o  any deviant actions 

5) Have a physician chaprone when treating patients between the 
ages of 10 and 15 

In sp i te  of anything that I had t o  sign for  the State of Michigan in a 
plea agreement, nothing precludes me from having the right t o  challenge 
the accusations and t o  cross examine witnesses i n  the State of Ohio. 
To date, I have not been permitted t o  do this. 

The defendants have also failed t o  acknowledge that  two (2 )  other states, 
Michigan AND New Jersey have opted t o  SUSPEND as  opposed t o  revoke my 
Osteopathic Medical Licenses. The penalty imposed by the State of Ohio 
is tbo harsh i n  light of the fact that TWO other s ta tes  have considered 
ALL of the evidence, including extenuating circumstances, that  contributed 
t o  my actions. The defendants have failed t o  provide any evidence that I 
am a threat t o  adult patients. Further, they have failed t o  note that I 
have provided them with evidence that I am not a threat t o  patients of 



ANY age while I am being treated for the Bipolar Disorder. Bipolar disorder 
is a medical and mental condition with which other physicians in Ohio have 
been allowed t o  practice; to  deny me the same opprtunity would be 
discriminatory. 

The defendants have mde a deliberate attempt to  withhold evidence that is 
favorable t o  my case. My psychological r e p r t  from D r .  Steven Miller was 
not released t o  a l l  board rnerribers for their  review as I instructed. My 
rebuttal t o  M s .  Murphy's allegations and statements was not achowledged. 
M s .  Murphy is NUT, t o  my knowledge, licensed t o  practice psychiatry or 
psychology i n  the State of Ohio or anywhere else i n  the United States. 
In spite of this, she has made the statement that my alleged actions were 
"so vile and reprehensible that wen with the treatment of any psychiatric 
or psychol'ogical condition he may have, the Board could not be assured that 
allowing Dr.  Stang t o  practice Osteopathic Medicine and Surgery in this 
state  would not present an unacceptable risk of harm t o  the citizens of 
Ohio. " 

I have offered to  be examined by an independent psychologist and psychiatrist 
t o  substantiate my diagnosis of Biplar  Disorder; a condition with which v, 

other physicians i n  Ohio have been allowed t o  practice with t r e a t m e .  
Given the fact that I have provided the defendants with evidence t h s  I 2 
can practice Osteopathic Medicine safely with treatment, M s .  Murhphy3 - 
allegations and statements are libellous and could be construed as -- 

Y, g I practicing psychology and/or psychiatry without a license t o  do so., zz 
Given M s .  Murphy's lack of medical training, she should not be so quick,$ 
t o  make statements almut my abil i ty to  practice medicine without f a e r  , 
psychological and psychiatric evaluations. She my now think that $;-can 0 
never practice Osteopathic Medicine safely but has no medical evidese t& 
support her claim. How does she know that treatments are not availmle t%t 
can stabilize conditions like mine and allow sameone t o  safely practice 
Osteopathic Medicine? She may have preconceptions n w  that I can never 
safely practice Osteopathic Medicine that could be challenged with 
evidence both now and in the future. To blankly state that I can 
NEVER safely practice Osteopathic Medicine and Surgery on anyone without 
further evidence is extreme; the action of the defendants is excessive 
and not necessary t o  protect the citizens of Ohio. 

I am respectfully requesting that this court place a restraining order on 
and overturn the decision of the State Medical Board of Ohio t o  permanently 
revoke m y  Osteopathic Medical License. I would request that my license to  
practice Osteopathic Medicine in your state be suspended until the 
conditions that I alluded to  on the f i r s t  page be met, The suspension would 
protect the citizens of Ohio from perceived p t e n t i a l  harm but  would allow 
for a decision t o  be more fairly made on the basis of ALL available 
evidence. I do not believe that this  request is unreasonable. 

In closing, I thank you for your time t o  consider this matter. If you 
require anything further from me, please feel  free t o  contact me a t  the 
location indicated on the f i r s t  page. If  you wish t o  speak t o  m e  personally 
prior t o  the date of my ,full release from the Michigan Department of Corrections 
of Nwember 7, 2006, please send an order t o  Warden Thomas Phillips a t  the 
same address authorizing a telephone conversation with me a t  a specified date 
and time. 



Sincerely, 

Robert M. Stang, D.O. \J 
MDoC #514082 
Lock 1A-078 
Pugsley Correctional Faci l i ty  
7401 E a s t  Walton Road 
Kingsley, M I  49649 
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 Accordingly, the Board advised Dr. Stang of his right to request a hearing in this 
matter. (State’s Exhibit 1A) 

 
B. On July 27, 2005, the Board received a written hearing request submitted by 

Dr. Stang. (State’s Exhibit 1B)  
 
II. Appearances 
 

A. On behalf of the State of Ohio: Jim Petro, Attorney General, by Tara L. Berrien, 
Assistant Attorney General. 

 
B. On behalf of the Respondent: Dr. Stang, having been apprised of his right to attend 

the hearing or to be represented by counsel, did not appear in person or by 
representative.  Instead, Dr. Stang presented his defense in writing. 

 
 

PROCEDURAL MATTERS 
 
On November 14, 2005, the Board received a letter from Dr. Stang requesting that the hearing in 
this matter be continued until after his release from prison sometime after November 2006. (See 
Respondent's Exhibit A-1)  The untimely request is denied.   
 
In the alternative, Dr. Stang requested that arrangements be made to allow him to participate in 
the hearing by telephone. (See Respondent's Exhibit A-1)  On November 16, 2005, upon 
receiving Dr. Stang’s letter, the Hearing Examiner contacted Diane Graham, secretary to the 
warden at Pugsley Correctional Facility, in an attempt to make arrangements for Dr. Stang to 
participate in the hearing by telephone.  After discussing the matter with the warden, Ms. 
Graham advised that such arrangements would not be possible.  Accordingly, Dr. Stang’s written 
documents were admitted into evidence at hearing. 
 
 

EVIDENCE EXAMINED 
 
I. Testimony Heard 
 

None presented 
 

II. Exhibits Examined 
 

A. Presented by the State 
 

1. State’s Exhibits 1A-1G: Procedural exhibits.  
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2. State’s Exhibit 2: Certified copies of documents regarding Dr. Stang maintained 
by the State of Michigan Department of Community Health, Bureau of Health 
Professions, Board of Osteopathic Medicine & Surgery.  

 
3. State’s Exhibit 3: Certified copies of documents regarding Dr. Stang maintained 

by the State of Michigan Third Judicial Court, Criminal Division.  
 

B. Presented by the Respondent 
 
Respondent’s Exhibits A-1 and A-2: A packet of documents submitted by Dr. Stang. 
[Note: Respondent’s Exhibit A-2 is a forensic psychological evaluation of Dr. Stang 
and is sealed to protect patient confidentiality.] 
 

 
SUMMARY OF THE EVIDENCE 

 
All exhibits and transcripts of testimony, even if not specifically mentioned, were thoroughly 
reviewed and considered by the Hearing Examiner prior to preparing this Report and 
Recommendation. 
 
1. On September 2, 2004, an Administrative Complaint was filed with the Michigan Board of 

Osteopathic Medicine and Surgery [Michigan Board] in the matter of Robert Martin 
Stang, D.O.  Factual allegations contained in the Administrative Complaint include the 
following: 

 
a. Dr. Stang maintained a private practice in Michigan where he specialized in sports 

medicine.  Dr. Stang also worked as a cross-country and track coach and served as a 
medical adviser in several school districts. 

 
b. Dr. Stang “regularly engaged in inappropriate behavior with teenage boys for sexual 

gratification.”  More specifically, Dr. Stang “spanked the boys, and was spanked by 
them, with a wooden paddle, bare hands or a belt, both while clothed and unclothed.”  
Dr. Stang also “rubbed his genitals against the boys’ buttocks to the point of 
ejaculation.” 

 
c. Dr. Stang met two brothers, DW and EW, while serving as a track coach at their 

school.  The brothers were in seventh and sixth grade, respectively.  Dr. Stang 
performed sports physicals and continued to treat both DW and EW over the next 
several years.  Dr. Stang spent a lot of time with DW and EW and bought clothing 
and other presents for them.  DW and EW spent the night at Dr. Stang’s home on 
several occasions. 

 
d. On numerous occasions, Dr. Stang spanked DW and EW and had DW and EW 

spanked him.  The spankings were done when Dr. Stang and the boys were fully 
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clothed, when they were just wearing underwear, and when their buttocks were bare.  
The spankings took place both at Dr. Stang’s home and at his office. 

 
e. Dr. Stang asked DW and EW to find friends who would be willing to participate in 

these spanking activities.  DW is aware of numerous other boys that Dr. Stang 
recruited for spanking activities. 

 
f. Dr. Stang told DW that Dr. Stang “engaged in this spanking activity to ‘get a buzz’ 

and to ‘become aroused.’” 
 
g. Eventually, Dr. Stang began rubbing his genitals against the buttocks of DW and EW 

to the point where Dr. Stang would ejaculate.  Dr. Stang paid DW and EW for this 
activity. 

 
h. Dr. Stang engaged in similar activity with other boys whose ages ranged from twelve 

to fourteen years old.   
 
i. TR2, age twelve or thirteen, saw Dr. Stang in his office for a sports physical.  

Thereafter, Dr. Stang continued to treat TR2 on a regular basis.   
 
j. At nearly every appointment, Dr. Stang “cuddled” with TR2 and instructed TR2 not 

to tell anyone.  TR2 stated that he had seen Dr. Stang cuddling other boys on the 
cross-country team.   

 
k. TR2 also participated in spanking activities with Dr. Stang and other boys.  Dr. Stang 

bought TR2 expensive presents and paid all expenses for TR2 and TR2’s brother to 
attend a summer sports camp. 

 
l. TR2 spent the night at Dr. Stang’s home on several occasions.  On one occasion, 

Dr. Stang had TR2 spank him as he lay across TR2’s lap.  Eventually, Dr. Stang 
removed his underwear and had TR2 spank him on his bare buttocks.  Dr. Stang 
placed a towel between his unclothed body and TR2’s lap.  Nevertheless, TR2 was 
aware that Dr. Stang’s penis was erect.  At the end of the spanking, Dr. Stang went 
into the bathroom where he stayed for ten to fifteen minutes.  When he emerged, he 
instructed TR2 not to tell anyone what had happened. 

 
 (State’s Exhibit [St. Ex.] 2 at 3-8) 
 
2.  On September 9, 2004, the Michigan Board issued an Order of Summary Suspension of 

Dr. Stang’s license to practice osteopathic medicine and surgery in the State of Michigan. 
(St. Ex. 2 at 7)  

 
3.  On October 14, 2004, in the Third Judicial Circuit Court, Criminal Division, Wayne 

County, Michigan, Dr. Stang pleaded guilty to two misdemeanor counts of Fourth Degree 
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Criminal Sexual Conduct, in violation of the Michigan Penal Code, MCL 750.520E1A-A.  
Subsequently, on November 9, 2004, Dr. Stang was found guilty and sentenced to 16 to 24 
months confinement, to be followed by inpatient sexual abuse treatment.  The court also 
sentenced Dr. Stang to pay $5,000 in restitution to one of the victims. (St. Ex. 3) 

 
4.  On February 3, 2005, the Michigan Board issued a Consent Order and Stipulation, in which 

Dr. Stang admitted that the allegations set forth in the Administrative Complaint were true.  
The Consent Order and Stipulation dissolved the September 9, 2004, summary suspension 
of Dr. Stang’s certificate to practice in that state.  Moreover, the Consent Order and 
Stipulation suspended Dr. Stang’s certificate for a period of three years and, if and when 
Dr. Stang is reinstated, fined Dr. Stang in the amount of $2,500.00, to be paid at the time of 
reinstatement. (St. Ex. 2 at 2-5) 

 
5.  In a letter to the Board, which was received by the Board on November 14, 2005, Dr. Stang 

stated that, despite the fact that he had signed the Michigan Board’s Consent Order and 
Stipulation admitting the allegations set forth in the Administrative Complaint, 
“NOTHING inappropriate happened in the medical office during the course of medical 
care.” (Respondent’s Exhibit [Resp. Ex.] A-1 at 2) 

 
6.  Moreover, Dr. Stang advised in his letter that he had been diagnosed with “bipolar disorder, 

a treatable medical disorder that would explain a great deal of the alleged behavior.” 
Dr. Stang testified that he has been treated for this disorder and his condition has stabilized. 
(Resp. Ex. A-1 at 1-2, 5, 13)   

 
 Dr. Stang included a report of a forensic psychological evaluation performed on him by 

Steven R. Miller, Ph.D.  The report of Dr. Miller’s evaluation includes a detailed description 
of Dr. Stang’s Sexual Addiction Inventory, and other historical, social, and psychological 
findings.  Moreover, Dr. Miller set forth Axis I diagnoses as follows: 

 
 Bipolar II Disorder [Cycling Neurotic Depressions and Hypo-mania]; 

Paraphilia, Fetish [“Paddling” or “Spanking” Fetish] together with 
Pedophilic tendencies pertaining exclusively to adolescent males from 
approximately 13 to 18 years of age.  Rule out possible PTSD caused by 
childhood sexual abuse. 

 
(Resp. Ex. A-2 at 32-33)  Dr. Miller also noted that Dr. Stang has no personality disorders 
[Axis II diagnoses] and concluded that Dr. Stang’s prognosis is “quite good.” (Resp. 
Ex. A-2 at 33-35) 

 
7.  Dr. Stang further advised that medical boards in other states had considered his bipolar 

disorder and had decided to merely suspend his certificates to practice in those states.  He 
asked that the Board do the same. (Resp. Ex. A-1 at 2, 4, 7-13) 
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8.  Dr. Stang is currently incarcerated at the Pugsley Correctional Facility in Kingsley, 
Michigan. (Resp. Ex. A-1 at 1) 

 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

1. On September 9, 2004, the Michigan Board of Osteopathic Medicine and Surgery 
[Michigan Board] issued an Order of Summary Suspension suspending the license of 
Robert Martin Stang, D.O., to practice osteopathic medicine and surgery in that state.   

 
2.  On October 14, 2004, in the Third Judicial Circuit Court, Criminal Division, Wayne 

County, Michigan, Dr. Stang pleaded guilty to two misdemeanor counts of Fourth Degree 
Criminal Sexual Conduct, in violation of the Michigan Penal Code, MCL 750.520E1A-A.  
Subsequently, on November 9, 2004, Dr. Stang was found guilty and sentenced to 16 to 24 
months confinement, to be followed by inpatient sexual abuse treatment.   

  
3. On February 3, 2005, the Michigan Board issued a Consent Order and Stipulation 

dissolving the September 9, 2004, summary suspension; suspending Dr. Stang’s license for 
a period of three years; and, if and when Dr. Stang is reinstated, fining Dr. Stang in the 
amount of $2,500.00.   

 
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 

1. The guilty plea of Robert Martin Stang, D.O., and the judicial finding of guilt as described 
in Findings of Fact 2 constitutes “[a] plea of guilty to, a judicial finding of guilt of, or a 
judicial finding of eligibility for intervention in lieu of conviction for, a misdemeanor 
committed in the course of practice,” as that clause is used in Section 4731.22(B)(11), Ohio 
Revised Code. 

 
2. Dr. Stang’s plea of guilty and the judicial finding of guilt as described in Findings of Fact 2 

constitute “[a] plea of guilty to, a judicial finding of guilt of, or a judicial finding of 
eligibility for intervention in lieu of conviction for, a misdemeanor involving moral 
turpitude,” as that clause is used in Section 4731.22(B)(13), Ohio Revised Code. 

 
3. The Michigan Board of Osteopathic Medicine and Surgery [Michigan Board] Order of 

Summary Suspension of Dr. Stang’s certificate to practice osteopathic medicine and 
surgery in that state, as described in Findings of Fact 1, constitutes “[a]ny of the following 
actions taken by the agency responsible for regulating the practice of medicine and surgery, 
osteopathic medicine and surgery, podiatric medicine and surgery, or the limited branches 
of medicine in another jurisdiction, for any reason other than the nonpayment of fees:  the 
limitation, revocation, or suspension of an individual’s license to practice; acceptance of an 
individual’s license surrender; denial of a license; refusal to renew or reinstate a license; 
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these matters. In the matters before the Board today, Dr. Talmage served as Secretary and Mr. Albert served as 
Supervising Member. 

Dr. Davidson stated that, if there were no objections, the Chair would dispense with the reading of the proposed 
findings of fact, conclusions and orders in the above matters. No objections were voiced by Board members 
present. 

The original Reports and Recommendations shall be maintained in the exhibits section of this Journal. 

ROBERT MARTIN STANG, D.O. 

DR. STEINBERGH MOVED TO APPROVE AND CONFIRM MS. MURPHY'S PROPOSED 
FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS, AND ORDER IN THE MATTER OF ROBERT MARTIN 
STANG, D.O. DR. ROBBINS SECONDED THE MOTION. 

A vote was taken on Dr. Steinbergh's motion to approve and confirm: 

Vote: Mr. Albert 
Dr. Egner 
Dr. Talmage 
Dr. Varyani 
Dr. Buchan 
Dr. Kumar 
Mr. Browning 
Ms. Sloan 
Dr. Robbins 
Dr. Saxena 
Dr. Steinbergh 

- abstain 
- aye 
- abstain 
- aye 
- aye 
- aye 
- aye 
- aye 
- aye 
- aye 
- aye 

The motion carried. 
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