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II. Appearances 
 

A. On behalf of the State of Ohio:  Jim Petro, Attorney General, by Dominic J. Chieffo, 
Assistant Attorney General.   

 
B. On behalf of the Respondent:  James M. McGovern, Esq. 

 
 

EVIDENCE EXAMINED 
 
I. Testimony Heard 
 

A. Presented by the State 
 

1. Erdulfo Paz Paat, M.D., as upon cross-examination 
2. Detective Daniel Ciryak 
3. Officer Franco Lanza 
4. Patient 1 
 

B. Presented by the Respondent 
 

1. Timothy A. Sidor, M.D. 
2. Patient 2 
3. Patient 3 
4. Patient 4 
5. Patient 6 
6. Sharon M. Brown 
7. Gagan C. Mallik, M.D. 
8. Patient 5 
9. Erdulfo Paz Paat, M.D. 
10. Susan Paat 

 
II. Exhibits Examined 
 

A. Presented by the State 
 

1. State’s Exhibits 1A through 1L and 1N through 1W:  Procedural exhibits.  
(Note:  State’s Exhibits 1R, 1V, and 1W have been sealed to protect patient 
confidentiality.)   

 
* 2. State’s Exhibit 1M:  Confidential Patient Key.   

 
 3. State’s Exhibit 2:  Copy of a May 9, 2003, Certified Copy of Journal Entry 

maintained by the Parma [Ohio] Municipal Court in City of Parma v. Erdulfo P. 
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Paat, Case Number 03CRB01198(1) [Parma v. Paat].  (Note:  Portions of this 
document have been redacted.  See Hearing Transcript at 41-49) 

 
 4. State’s Exhibit 3:  Transcript of the April 3, 2003, Arraignment in Parma v. 

Paat.  (Note:  Portions of this document have been redacted.  See Hearing 
Transcript at 49-52) 

 
 5. State’s Exhibit 4:  Transcript of the May 7, 2003, Sentencing in Parma v. Paat.   
 
* 6. State’s Exhibit 5:  Copy of an undated letter to Patient 1 from Dr. Paat.   
 
* 7. State’s Exhibit 6:  Copy of records of the Parma Police Department.  (Note:  

The Hearing Examiner numbered the pages post hearing.) 
 

B. Presented by the Respondent 
 

* 1. Respondent’s Exhibit 1:  Dr. Paat’s original patient record concerning Patient 1.  
(Note:  This exhibit will be available for inspection by Board members at the 
offices of the Board.)   

 
* 2. Respondent’s Exhibit 2:  Copy of Dr. Paat’s patient record for Patient 1.  (Note:  

The Hearing Examiner numbered the pages post hearing.) 
 
 3. Respondent’s Exhibit 3:  Photographs of Dr. Paat’s office. 

 
Note:  Exhibits marked with an asterisk (*) have been sealed to protect patient 
confidentiality. 
 

 
PROFFERED MATERIALS 

 
The following document was neither admitted to the hearing record nor considered by the 
Hearing Examiner, but is being sealed and held as proffered material: 
 

Board Exhibit A:  Unredacted original page 148 of the Hearing Transcript.  See Procedural 
Matters, below. 
 

 
PROCEDURAL MATTERS 

 
Page 148 of the Hearing Transcript contained a patient telephone number and name at lines 1 
and 2, respectively.  The Hearing Examiner redacted this information from the transcript.  The 
unredacted original page was marked as Board Exhibit A, sealed to protect patient confidentiality, 
and will be held as proffered material.   
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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. 
 
Background Information 
 
1. Erdulfo Paz Paat, M.D., testified that he had obtained his medical degree in 1966 from Far 

Eastern University in Manila, Philippines.  Dr. Paat further testified that he had 
participated in an internship at a government hospital in Manila for about one year, and 
then moved to the United States in 1968.  Dr. Paat testified that, after moving to the 
United States, he had completed a one-year rotating internship at St. Thomas Hospital in 
Akron, Ohio.  Following that, Dr. Paat entered a residency in internal medicine, which he 
completed at Lakewood Hospital in Lakewood, Ohio, in 1972.  Dr. Paat further testified 
that he had been licensed to practice medicine in Ohio in 1972, and that he is not licensed 
in any other state.  Finally, Dr. Paat testified that he is not board certified.  (Hearing 
Transcript [Tr.] at 26-29) 

 
 Dr. Paat testified that, after completing his residency and obtaining his Ohio license, he 

had worked at Suburban Community Hospital in Cleveland, Ohio, until 1973.  Dr. Paat 
then worked as an emergency room physician at Deaconess Hospital in Cleveland until 
1977.  Dr. Paat testified that, in 1977, he had begun a private practice in internal 
medicine in Parma, Ohio, and has practiced there ever since.  Dr. Paat testified that he is 
a solo practitioner, and employs two people:  one who acts as Dr. Paat’s secretary and 
medical assistant, and the other, Dr. Paat’s wife, who does administrative work.  Finally, 
Dr. Paat testified that he has privilieges at Parma Hospital and at Deaconess Hospital.  
(Tr. at 28-30) 

 
Dr. Paat’s Plea of “No Contest” to Attempted Sexual Imposition, and Subsequent 
Conviction and Sentencing 
 
2. On April 3, 2003, in the Parma [Ohio] Municipal Court, Dr. Paat pled “No Contest” to a 

charge of Attempted Sexual Imposition, a violation of Parma Codified Ordinances 606.22 
and 606.03, a misdemeanor of the fourth degree.  The court noted that an attorney had 
represented Dr. Paat during that proceeding.  The court further noted that it had ascertained 
that Dr. Paat had had sufficient time to confer with counsel, that Dr. Paat had understood 
the nature of his plea, and that Dr. Paat had entered his plea voluntarily, knowingly, and 
intelligently.  Furthermore, the court noted that the parties had stipulated to a finding of 
guilty.  Finally, the court found Dr. Paat to be guilty and scheduled the matter for 
sentencing.  (State’s Exhibit [St. Ex.] 3; Tr. at 31-35) 
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 On May 7, 2003, Dr. Paat appeared in court for sentencing.  The court sentenced Dr. Paat 
to ten days in jail, suspended the jail time, placed him on non-reporting probation for one 
month, and fined him $100.00.  The court further ordered Dr. Paat to send a letter of 
apology to the victim.  (St. Exs. 2 and 4; Tr. at 48) 

 
 At the sentencing hearing, upon being asked by the court if he had anything to say, Dr. Paat 

stated, “I regret the whole situation Your Honor.”  (St. Ex. 4 at 4; Tr. at 36-37) 
 
3. Pursuant to the court’s order that Dr. Paat send a letter of apology to the victim, Dr. Paat 

wrote the following letter to the victim, Patient 1: 
 

 I always try to give each of my patients the very best care possible.  In trying 
to give you that kind of care, apparently things were misunderstood or 
misinterpreted. 

 
 For this I am very sorry. 
 

 (St. Ex. 5) 
 
 [Note that a Certified Copy of Journal Entry from the Parma Municipal Court indicates 

that the date of the offense had been February 17, 2003.  (St. Ex. 2)  Further, police 
records connected with this court action give a date of offense of February 17, 2003.  (St. 
Ex. 6)  However, Dr. Paat’s medical records (Respondent’s Exhibits 1 and 2) and the 
testimony of witnesses at this hearing indicate that the date in issue had been 
February 18, 2003.] 

 
Testimony of Patient 1 
 
4. Patient 1, a female whose date of birth is January 14, 1952, testified that Dr. Paat had 

become her physician in January 2003.  On January 9, 2003, Patient 1 had gone to the 
emergency department at Deaconess Hospital due to abdominal pain and severe 
dehydration from vomiting.  Patient 1 was admitted to the hospital.  Because Patient 1 did 
not have a physician at that time, Dr. Paat was assigned to be her physician.  Following an 
esophagogastroduodenoscopy with closed biopsy that was performed by another physician, 
Patient 1 was diagnosed as suffering from, among other things, a duodenal ulcer.  Patient 1 
testified that she had seen Dr. Paat both before the procedure and after the procedure.  
Patient 1 was discharged on January 11, 2003, and instructed to follow up with Dr. Paat 
within seven to fourteen days.  (Respondent’s Exhibit [Resp. Ex.] 2 at 2, 24-26; 
Tr. at 315-316, 364-365) 

 
 Patient 1 testified that she had had a good first impression of Dr. Paat when she first saw 

him at Deaconess Hospital.  Patient 1 further testified that Dr. Paat had appeared to be a 
gentleman, was soft-spoken, listened to what she had to say, and answered all of her 
questions.  (Tr. at 366-367) 
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 However, Patient 1 testified that, after the endoscopic procedure, she had awoken and 

found Dr. Paat examining her.  Patient 1 testified that Dr. Paat’s hands were underneath her 
gown, on her stomach, and he was asking her if she had any pain.  Patient 1 further 
testified, “And it was like near my breast and he moved his hand down and was talking to 
me, and I was asleep when this was happening.  I woke up when he was examining me.”  
(Tr. at 316-317) 

 
 Patient 1 testified that she “wasn’t sure” if the incident at Deaconess had been 

inappropriate.  Patient 1 further testified that she had been surprised that Dr. Paat had been 
examining her while she had been asleep; however, she had just undergone a procedure and 
had been under the effects of medication.  Patient 1 speculated that she could have been 
drifting in and out of sleep.  Nevertheless, Patient 1 testified that she had thought “the 
whole thing was peculiar.”  Moreover, Patient 1 testified, “I wasn’t for sure if what I was 
seeing or feeling was really what I was feeling and seeing, because like I said, I was under 
medication.”  Finally, Patient 1 testified that she had thought about the incident and 
“discarded it.”  (Tr. at 374-380) 

 
5. Patient 1 testified that she next saw Dr. Paat on February 18, 2003, concerning a severe 

earache and a rash on her scalp and forehead that Dr. Paat later diagnosed as shingles.  
Patient 1 further testified that she had been told at Deaconess Hospital to follow up with 
Dr. Paat after her discharge, but had not yet done that.  Patient 1 testified that she had 
called Dr. Paat’s office and had been seen later that day.  Finally, Patient 1 testified that she 
had not had any reservations about seeing Dr. Paat again after the (possibly imaginary) 
incident at Deaconess.  (Tr. at 317-318, 384-385) 

 
6. Patient 1 testified that, when she went to Dr. Paat’s office, she had been wearing jeans and 

a long sleeve “sweater shirt.”  Patient 1 testified that she had worn that top “because it’s 
easy to push up to take blood pressure, so I wouldn’t have to take it off.”  Patient 1 testified 
that that top is loose fitting.  (Tr. at 319-321) 

 
 Patient 1 testified that, upon arriving at Dr. Paat’s office, the receptionist had weighed her 

and taken her temperature.  The receptionist then told Patient 1 that Dr. Paat would be in to 
see her, and left the examining room.  (Tr. at 319) 

 
 Patient 1 testified that she had been sitting at the end of the examining table when Dr. Paat 

came in.  Dr. Paat took her blood pressure, looked into her ear, and examined her rash.  
Patient 1 testified that Dr. Paat had asked her if she had a rash anywhere other than her 
scalp and forehead, and that she had told him that she did not.  Patient 1 testified that he 
then went to her right side and lifted up the back of her top up to the level of her brassiere 
strap.  Patient 1 testified that he had placed his stethoscope at various places on her back, 
and then unfastened her brassiere.  Patient 1 testified that she had not thought that to be 
inappropriate at that time; however, this had been the first time in her life that a physician  
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had unfastened her brassiere.  Patient 1 testified that, on previous occasions when she had 
been required to disrobe for a medical examination, she had been asked to disrobe and put 
on a gown prior to the examination.  (Tr. at 391-397) 

 
 Patient 1 testified that Dr. Paat had not informed her what he was going to do prior to 

unfastening her brassiere, and had not asked for her permission to unfasten her brassiere.  
(Tr. at 323) 

 
 Patient 1 testified that, after unfastening her brassiere, Dr. Paat walked to her front, and 

placed both of his hands underneath her top.  Patient 1 further testified: 
 

 He didn’t lift [her top] up or wasn’t looking at me; he just had his hands up 
under it and he had both hands on my breasts.  And then, when he moved 
them, he pinched the nipples and then brought his hands out from under it.  
And I said, is there anything wrong?  And he kind of looked surprised that I 
asked.  Then he walked back over to the clipboard and said something about 
my blood pressure or something, and I was fumbling around, trying to get my 
bra.  I was just shocked.  And I was trying to fumble to try to get my bra strap 
refastened, and the he walked—he just walked—he said, I’ll help you.  He 
refastened my bra and I left. 

 
 (Tr. at 321-323)  Patient 1 testified that, when Dr. Paat had removed his hands from her 

breasts, he had done so with a sort of pulling motion and had closed his fingers on her 
nipples as he pulled away.  Moreover, Patient 1 testified that Dr. Paat had not been using a 
stethoscope when his hands were on her breasts, and had not examined the front of her 
chest with a stethoscope during that visit.  (Tr. at 323-324, 403-404) 

 
 Patient 1 testified that her reaction to what Dr. Paat had done had been “shock.”  Patient 1 

was unsure precisely how long Dr. Paat had had contact with her breasts, but stated that it 
had been more that one second and less than five seconds.  (Tr. at 398-401) 

 
7. Patient 1 testified that, when she left Dr. Paat’s office, she spoke briefly to the receptionist.  

Patient 1 testified,  
 

 I was a little flustered, and she said something about an appointment.  And 
I said, I’ll have to call you.  And I was just like I was shocked.  So I 
started to go out the door and she said on, you forgot your co-payment.  
And I said, Oh, okay, and I paid the co-payment and I walked out the door 
and left. 

 
 (Tr. at 326-327)   



Report and Recommendation 
In the Matter of Erdulfo Paz Paat, M.D. 
Page 8 

 
8. Patient 1 testified that she never returned to Dr. Paat’s office.  However, Patient 1 

acknowledged that she had subsequently contacted Dr. Paat’s office concerning pain from 
her shingles, and believed that that had occurred later during the same day as the visit.  (Tr. 
at 327-329) 

 
 Dr. Paat’s medical records for Patient 1 contain three notes of telephone conversations with 

Patient 1:   
 

a. The first is a Telephone Record slip number 115743 dated February 18, 2003, at 
2:05 p.m., and states “ear infection?  Rash.”  An additional note in a column 
labeled, “Physician’s orders/Followup action” states, “Advised to be seen today” 
followed by the initial, “P.”   

 
b. The second is recorded on a 3" by 5" card, is dated February 19, 2003, and is signed 

by Dr. Paat.  The note states,  
 

 Pt called - c/o severe pain in the head [with] swelling of the [left] upper 
lid. 

 I talked [with] pt and advised to call the ophthalmologist right away. 
 Continue Valtrex and antibiotic and Zovirax oint. 
 Rx:  Vicodin ES 1 [every 6 hours as needed].  [No quantity is noted.] 
 

c. The third is a Telephone Record slip number 115745 dated February 19, 2003, at 
10:50 a.m., and states, 

 
 face & eye worse in a lot of pain 
 11:45 Pt called Hysterical 
 talked of killing herself 
 

 An arrow drawn from the word “Hysterical” points to a note in the column labeled 
“Physician’s orders/Followup action” that states “I told her to go to the ER (SB).  An 
additional note at the top of that column states, “paged Dr.” 

 
 (Resp. Ex. 1; Resp. Ex. 2 at 7) 
 
 Patient 1 testified as follows concerning her subsequent contact with Dr. Paat’s office: 
 

 [Dr. Paat had given me some prescriptions, but] he didn’t give me anything 
for pain.  And I was in so much pain, and I had called my husband and—
well, he called to see how the appointment went and I told him, I says, I’m 
in so much pain.  And I didn’t tell him about the incident at all.  And I told 
him I was in a lot of pain, and he said to call the doctor and tell him.  And I 
said, no, I want you to take me to the emergency room.  And I didn’t want to 
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tell him.  I said, no I think you should just take me to the emergency room.  
He said, you just came from the doctor, just call and get a prescription for 
pain, and I did.  

 
* * * 

 
 I called the—I talked to his receptionist, and then she said she would get 

hold of him.  And then she called me back and said she got hold of him and 
that they would be phoning in a prescription for me at the drug store. 

 
 (Tr. at 328-329)  (Tr. at 329) 
 
 Patient 1 added that she is “positive” that she had not talked to Dr. Paat at that time.  

Patient 1 further testified that she had not told the receptionist that she was going to kill 
herself.  Moreover, Patient 1 testified that she had not said anything to the receptionist that 
could have led the receptionist to believe that Patient 1 had intended to kill herself.  
Finally, Patient 1 testified that she had not been told to go to an emergency room.  
(Tr. at 408-410; 416-417) 

 
9. Patient 1 testified that, at the time of the incident with Dr. Paat, she had been married to her 

husband for only six months and, at first, could not bring herself to tell him about it.  
Patient 1 testified that the first person with whom she had discussed the incident had been 
her son, who is a police officer in another community.  Patient 1 further testified that her 
son had advised her to report the incident to the police.  Patient 1 testified that she finally 
decided to report the incident, and went to the Parma Police Department to do that.  
(Tr. at 329-330) 

 
 Patient 1 testified that she had decided to report the incident to the police because she had 

known that what Dr. Paat did was wrong and that she had “wanted it to be part of a record” 
in case Dr. Paat had done something similar before, or would do so in the future.  In 
addition, Patient 1 testified, “I just had to report it to make sure that he understood what he 
did was wrong and that he wouldn’t be able to do it again.”  (Tr. at 334-335) 

 
 Patient 1 testified that the only thing that she has asked of Dr. Paat has been a written 

apology.  Patient 1 further testified that she has not consulted with a lawyer, and stated that 
“[t]his is not about money or anything like that.”  Moreover, Patient 1 testified that she had 
not had any problem with the medical care that Dr. Paat rendered to her.  (Tr. at 335) 

 
10. Patient 1 testified that, when she had received Dr. Paat’s written apology, she had thrown it 

away because she had not considered it to be an apology.  Patient 1 testified, 
 

 He was not sorry for what he did.  And it looks like he’s just—he’s just not 
concerned about the apology at all, and it looks like he doesn’t feel like he did  
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anything wrong, which makes me feel like he would do it again.  And, it was 
an insult. 

 
 (Tr. at 336-337) 
 
11. Patient 1 testified that she has never had any other physician touch her in an inappropriate 

way.  Finally, Patient 1 testified that she has never made a complaint against any other 
physician.  (Tr. at 411) 

 
Testimony of Dr. Paat 
 
12. Dr. Paat testified that his first encounter with Patient 1 had occurred on January 9, 2003, 

when Patient 1 was a patient at Deaconess Hospital.  Dr. Paat noted that he had been on 
call in the emergency room at that time, and was assigned to be her physician.  
(Resp. Exs. 1 and 2; Tr. at 164-165, 171) 

 
 Dr. Paat testified that, prior to Patient 1’s endoscopic procedure, he had taken her history 

and performed a complete physical examination.  Dr. Paat testified that Patient 1 had been 
wearing a hospital gown at that time, and had not been wearing a brassiere.  Dr. Paat noted 
that he had contacted Patient 1’s breasts while palpating her abdomen.  Dr. Paat further 
testified that he had had to move Patient 1’s breast during the stethoscopic examination for 
Patient 1’s heart sounds.  Dr. Paat testified that he is left-handed, and that he had held the 
stethoscope with his left hand and moved her breast out of the way with his right.  Dr. Paat 
further noted that the palm surface of his right hand and fingers had touched the bottom of 
her breast.  Dr. Paat testified that Patient 1 had not complained or made any comment 
concerning that examination.  (Tr. at 172-177) 

 
 Dr. Paat testified that he had not seen Patient 1 immediately after she had had her 

endoscopic procedure.  Dr. Paat denied that he had touched any part of Patient 1’s body 
while she was asleep.  Moreover, Dr. Paat testified that, every time he had gone into 
Patient 1’s room to see her, she had been awake.  (Tr. at 177-178, 215) 

 
13. Dr. Paat testified concerning stethoscopic examinations of the heart sounds.  Dr. Paat stated 

that the stethoscope needs to be placed where the heart sounds are most audible.  Dr. Paat 
further testified that the sounds of the aortic valve are localized below the second rib, near 
the breastbone.  Dr. Paat testified that the sounds of the pulmonic valve are “localized over 
the left side on the second space below the rib.”  Dr. Paat further testified that the sounds of 
the mitral valve are localized at the midline of the space below the fifth rib, and noted that 
this is sometimes near the location of nipple.  In addition Dr. Paat testified that the sounds of 
the tricuspid valve are localized below the breastbone on each side.  Dr. Paat testified that he 
routinely listens for all of these sounds during a stethoscopic examination, which necessitates 
moving the stethoscope to different locations on the patient’s chest.  (Tr. at 158-160) 
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 Dr. Paat testified that, in listening for heart sounds, women are more difficult to examine than 
men because women’s breasts are sometimes in the way.  Dr. Paat testified that the contour of 
breasts differs from woman to woman.  Dr. Paat testified that he had been trained to move the 
breast upward or reposition the patient if the breast is in the way.  (Tr. at 160-163) 

 
14. Dr. Paat further testified that, at Patient 1’s discharge, he had instructed her to see him 

at his office in seven to fourteen days for a follow-up appointment.  However, Dr. Paat 
testified that she did not come back to see him until over one month later, on February 18, 
2003.  (Tr. at 180-181) 

 
15. Dr. Paat testified that, on February 18, 2003, he had seen Patient 1 for complaints of head 

pain, earache, and a rash on her face and head.  Dr. Paat testified that he had taken a 
history, which included a history of coronary artery disease and coronary artery bypass 
surgery, as well as myocardial infarction.  Dr. Paat further noted a recent history of peptic 
ulcer and H. Pylori, GERD, and depression.  Dr. Paat noted that Patient 1 had taken Paxil 
for depression but was then taking Celexa.  (Resp. Ex. 2 at 6; Tr. at 181-188) 

 
 Dr. Paat testified that Patient 1’s earache had led him to suspect that she probably had an 

ear infection.  Dr. Paat further testified that the rash could have been “anything infectious,” 
although it had had the appearance of shingles.  (Tr. at 188) 

 
 Dr. Paat noted in his physical examination record, among other things, that Patient 1’s 

breasts were “pendulous.”  (Resp. Ex. 2 at 3; Tr. at 193) 
 
 Following an examination, Dr. Paat rendered diagnoses of otitis media on the left side, 

herpes zoster, peptic ulcer, gastritis, coronary artery disease, and hypertension.  Dr. Paat 
testified that herpes zoster is the medical term for shingles.  Dr. Paat prescribed Valtrex, an 
antiviral drug, and Zovirax, and antiviral cream, to treat shingles, and also recommended 
that Patient 1 use L-Lysine, an over-the-counter substance.  In addition, Dr. Paat prescribed 
Augmentin and Cortisporin ointment to treat Patient 1’s ear infection.  Further, Dr. Paat 
prescribed one dose of Diflucan, an antifungal agent, in case Patient 1 got a yeast infection 
as a result of using the antibiotic.  Finally, Dr. Paat continued Celexa for Patient 1’s 
depression, and Prevacid for her ulcer.  (Resp. Ex. 2 at 3; Tr. at 194-197) 

 
16. Concerning his examination of Patient 1 on February 18, 2003, Dr. Paat testified, “I 

raise[d] her blouse and I was inspecting to see if there was any skin rash in there.  And 
after checking, auscultation, like hearing her breath sounds.  And to see if there’s any 
abnormal breath sounds, I unfasten her bra.”  Dr. Paat further testified that he had checked 
her back and her sides.  Whereupon the following exchange took place: 

 
Q. (By Mr. Chieffo):  And then you unfasten[ed] her bra? 
 
A. (By Dr. Paat):  Yeah, because I like to find out if there’s any skin rash in any parts of 

the—hiding underneath her garment, the bra. 
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Q. So you did unfasten her bra? 
 
A. Yes. 
 
Q. Did you tell her you were going to unfasten it? 
 
A. I always ask permission.  But if I had told her at that time, I cannot recall telling her. 
 
Q. Okay.  So you don’t remember whether you told her you were going to unfasten the 

bra? 
 
A. Yes, but I always ask permission. 
 
Q. But you don’t specifically recall in this case do you? 
 
A. No. 
 
Q. Did you ask her to unfasten it herself? 
 
A. Well, I always ask the permission. 
 
Q. I understand, doctor, but I’m trying to determine what happened in this particular 

case, okay? 
 
A. I could have asked her, but I cannot recall. 
 

 (Tr. at 219-222) 
 
 Dr. Paat testified that, after finishing with the auscultation of Patient 1’s lungs, he had 

moved to Patient 1’s front to listen for heart sounds.  Dr. Paat further testified that he had 
checked each of the points referred to previously in the hearing.  Dr. Paat testified that, at 
some point during this part of the examination, he had touched Patient 1’s left breast.  
Dr. Paat denied that he had touched the patient’s right breast.  (Tr. at 223-224, 229-230) 

 
 Dr. Paat testified that, after listening to Patient 1’s lungs and heart, he had palpated her 

abdomen to determine “if there was ulcer pain there.”  Dr. Paat testified that he then 
examined “the extremities, the arms, and that was it.”  (Tr. at 228) 

 
 Dr. Paat denied that he had grabbed Patient 1’s breasts with both hands or squeezed her 

nipples during the examination.  Dr. Paat testified that his hands did come in contact with 
her left breast because, during his examination of her heart sounds, he had had to lift her 
breast out of the way to check the heart sound underneath her breast.  (Tr. at 197-198) 
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17. Dr. Paat testified that, following Patient 1’s office visit, she had not appeared to be upset in 
any way.  Dr. Paat testified, “She was smiling.  When she left the office I said to call me if 
you have any worsening symptoms, but I told her to come back in to have her blood 
pressure checked to make sure that it’s back to normal.”  (Tr. at 198-199) 

 
18. Dr. Paat testified that the only thing that he had done that Patient 1 could have 

misinterpreted would have been his lifting her breast out of the way during the heart sounds 
examination.  Dr. Paat further testified that he had moved her breast in the same way that 
he does on other female patients with pendulous breasts, but that he has never before 
received a patient complaint concerning that issue.  (Tr. at 199) 

 
19. Dr. Paat testified that, following Patient 1’s February 18, 2003, visit, his next contact with 

Patient 1 had occurred the following day.  Dr. Paat testified that his office assistant had 
received a call from Patient 1, who was crying and in pain.  Dr. Paat testified that he then 
called Patient 1, and she had advised that her pain had increased, her rash had worsened, 
and her eyes were “more swollen.”  Dr. Paat testified that he had been concerned that the 
shingles may be spreading to her eyes, and that he had informed Patient 1 that she should 
contact her ophthalmologist and be seen right away.  Dr. Paat further testified that, if she 
could not get in right away, she should go to an emergency room.  Moreover, Dr. Paat 
testified that he had called in a prescription for Vicodin for Patient 1.  (Tr. at 200) 

 
 Dr. Paat testified that, during his February 19, 2003, telephone call with Patient 1, she had 

not mentioned any displeasure about her office appointment with him the previous day.  
(Tr. at 201) 

 
20. Dr. Paat testified that, on February 20, 2003, while making rounds at a nursing home, he 

had received a call from the Parma Police.  Dr. Paat further testified that the caller had 
informed him that Patient 1 had gone to the Parma Police Department and complained that 
Dr. Paat had fondled her breasts.  Dr. Paat testified that he had been “very shocked” to hear 
about Patient 1’s complaint.  (Tr. at 201-202) 

 
 Dr. Paat went to the Parma Police Department on February 20, 2003, and provided a 

written statement in which he denied Patient 1’s accusation.  Dr. Paat’s written statement 
says, in part, “I did not touch her breast” and, in the lasts sentence, “I did not fondle her 
breasts and nipples in any way.”  At hearing, Dr. Paat testified that he at first made the 
wrong choice of words, and what he had meant to convey was that he had not fondled her 
breast.  (St. Ex. 6 at 16; Tr. at 225-227) 

 
 Officer Franco Lanza of the Parma Police Department testified at the hearing.  

Officer Lanza testified that, when Dr. Paat had made his written statement, in which he had 
stated that he had not touched Patient 1’ breasts, Officer Lanza had read the statement over 
and asked Dr. Paat to be more specific.  Officer Lanza testified that Dr. Paat then added a 
sentence that stated that he had not fondled the patient’s breasts or nipples in any way.  (St. 
Ex. 6 at 16; Tr. at 304-305) 
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21. Dr. Paat testified that he was subsequently charged with and pled “No Contest” to a 

criminal charge of Attempted Sexual Imposition.  When asked why he had pled “No 
Contest” to the allegations, rather than go to trial and contest the charges, Dr. Paat testified,  

 
 First of all, it’s the publicity.  I am afraid that when a person is charged that 

he’s guilty of the charge, and that can affect my—will have affect on my 
practice and that patients could just hate me and assume that I am a bad 
person, and that’s the first one. 

 
* * * 

 
 The second one is cost and expense.  When I contacted our lawyer, he started 

charging me a lot of money.  I had to use a home equity loan to borrow the 
money to pay the first $10,000.  And then again, going to trial, it’s going to 
cost me more.  Actually, I paid $50,000; that’s including when you go to trial.  
And I am afraid that if I go to trial, that I would have no money to spend or 
leave, or eliminate savings. 

 
 (Tr. at 202-205)   
 
 Moreover, Dr. Paat testified that he is not fluent in English, and if he had gone to trial, he 

would have been confronted by people more fluent in the English language.  Furthermore, 
Dr. Paat testified “there are concerns that more probably they will believe the accuser more 
than me, because she’s—well, she’s a natural-born citizen, American citizen, and me being 
a foreigner in this country, even though I am a U.S. citizen, they would tend to believe 
more the accuser.”  (Tr. at 208) 

 
22. Dr. Paat further testified that, prior to making his plea of “No Contest,” he had been aware 

of the sentence that the court would impose.  (Tr. at 205-207)   
 
23. Dr. Paat testified that he believes that the bad publicity that he would have faced had he 

contested the charge would have been worse than the bad publicity that he has faced after 
pleading “No Contest.”  Dr. Paat further testified that he had discussed this with his wife 
and with his criminal counsel.  (Tr. at 235-238) 

 
24. Dr. Paat testified that his letter of apology to Patient 1 had been sincere  (Tr. at 208-209) 
 
Testimony of Sharon Brown 
 
25. Sharon Brown testified that she is employed by Dr. Paat as a medical assistant, and has been 

so employed for about eight years.  Ms. Brown further testified that her duties include 
answering the telephone, scheduling appointments, billing, escorting patients to the 
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examining room, weighing them, doing EKGs, and administering injections.  
(Tr. at 103-104) 

 
 Ms. Brown testified that she had been working for Dr. Paat in February 2003.  Ms. Brown 

further testified that Patient 1 had seen Dr. Paat concerning a rash on her face, and that she 
had presented and been escorted back to the examining room just as any normal patient.  
Ms. Brown noted that the only examining room in Dr. Paat’s office is directly across the 
hallway from Ms. Brown’s desk.  (Resp. Ex. 3; Tr. at 105-108) 

 
 Ms. Brown testified that, after she had escorted Patient 1 to the examining room, 

Ms. Brown had returned to her desk.  Ms. Brown testified that she had next seen Patient 1 
when Patient 1 came out of the examining room; Ms. Brown could not recall if Patient 1 
had stopped at the window to schedule another appointment.  Nevertheless, Ms. Brown 
testified that Patient 1 had not appeared to be upset in any way, nor had she complained 
about anything.  (Tr. at 108-110) 

 
26. Ms. Brown testified that, the day following Patient 1’s visit, Patient 1 had called Dr. Paat’s 

office,  
 

 and was very hysterical.  She complained of extreme pain.  I told her that I 
would page Dr. Paat and have him call her right back.  As she got more 
hysterical about the pain, she asked me a question regarding shingles.  And I 
said, to the best of my knowledge, it can be pretty painful.  If it’s too 
unbearable, why don’t you go to the emergency room, maybe they can take 
care of you quicker there.  She said something about if I had—if I have to put 
with this pain for very long, I’m going to kill myself.  She threatened suicide. 

 
* * * 

 
 I did document the phone call like I document every phone call.  Honestly, 

she did kind of scare me when she said that.  And since she was very upset, 
that’s when I recommended the emergency room.  But I did page Dr. Paat 
right away.  And to the best of my knowledge, he called her right back and 
then I guess he prescribed a pain medication for her.  I’m not sure what 
happened after my phone call. 

 
 (Tr. at 111-113) 
 
27. Ms. Brown testified that she receives a lot of telephone calls at Dr. Paat’s office.  

Ms. Brown estimated that she receives about fifteen calls during a typical afternoon, and 
perhaps even more in the morning because “[m]ornings are usually busier.”  Ms. Brown 
further testified that she makes a record of every telephone call.  Finally, Ms. Brown 
acknowledged that the serial numbers of Telephone Record slips in Patient 1’s medical 
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records—one dated February 18, 2003, at 2:05 p.m., and the other dated February 19, 2003, 
at 10:50 a.m.—are only two numbers apart.  (Resp. Ex. 1; Resp. Ex. 2 at 7; Tr. at 129-131) 

 
28. Ms. Brown testified that she is aware that Dr. Paat had pled “No Contest” to and had been 

found guilty of Attempted Sexual Imposition.  Nevertheless, Ms. Brown testified that that 
does not impact her willingness or desire to work for Dr. Paat, because she knows “what 
kind of person he is.”  Ms. Brown testified that Dr. Paat is a very caring and gentle man 
and doctor.  Ms. Brown further testified that Dr. Paat takes time with his patients and 
answers any questions that they have.  (Tr. at 110-111) 

 
29. Ms. Brown testified that she is not aware of any other complaints having been made against 

Dr. Paat concerning inappropriate conduct.  (Tr. at 110) 
 
Testimony of Detective Daniel E. Ciryak 
 
30. Daniel E. Ciryak testified that he is a detective with the Parma Police Department.  

Detective Ciryak further testified that he has worked for the Parma Police Department for 
five years, and has been a detective for almost two years.  Detective Ciryak stated that he 
investigates sex crimes and juvenile cases.  (Tr. at 247-250) 

 
 Detective Ciryak testified that he had become involved in Dr. Paat’s case after another 

police officer had taken an initial police report from Patient 1.  Detective Ciryak further 
testified that he had called Patient 1, spoken with her, and had her come to the police 
station to make a written statement.  Detective Ciryak testified that, on February 27, 2003, 
he had taken a statement from Patient 1, and that he had typed the statement himself.  
Detective Ciryak further testified that the typewritten statement accurately reflects what 
Patient 1 had related to Detective Ciryak.  Moreover, the statement that Patient 1 gave to 
Detective Ciryak is essentially the same as Patient 1’s testimony at hearing.  (St. Ex. 6 at 
5-7; Tr. at 250-255) 

 
31. Detective Ciryak testified that he had contacted the Board during the course of his 

investigation, and learned that there had been no other complaints of any nature against 
Dr. Paat.  (Tr. at 281) 

 
32. Detective Ciryak testified that, from his experience with similar cases, he would have 

expected to have seen more than one complaint from one alleged victim.  Detective Ciryak 
acknowledged that he had not found any additional victims in this matter.  (Tr. at 281) 

 
Testimony of Susan Paat 
 
33. Susan Paat testified on behalf of Dr. Paat.  Ms. Paat testified that she is the wife of 

Dr. Paat, that she has known Dr. Paat since 1970, and that they married in 1972.  Ms. Paat 
described Dr. Paat as a very kind and considerate person, and a gentleman.  (Tr. at 
419-422) 
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 Ms. Paat testified that she works in Dr. Paat’s office, helping with the business side of his 

practice.  Ms. Paat testified that, in February 2003, she had been managing the office, but 
had been doing so from home.  Ms. Paat testified that she did the accounting work, payroll, 
and met with their attorney and their accountant.  (Tr. at 422-424) 

 
34. Ms. Paat testified that Dr. Paat had told her about the allegations against him when he came 

home the night the police had contacted him.  Ms. Paat further testified that she was 
“dumbfounded and shocked.”  Ms. Paat testified that she had thought that Patient 1 “must 
have been hallucinating.”  Ms. Paat further testified that she does not believe that Dr. Paat 
would be capable of such conduct because of his passive nature.  Moreover, Ms. Paat 
testified that Dr. Paat is never an aggressor in interpersonal or romantic situations.  Finally, 
Ms. Paat testified that in Dr. Paat’s 25 years of practice there has never before been a 
complaint of that nature made against him.  (Tr. at 426-428) 

 
35. Ms. Paat testified that she had probably had some influence on Dr. Paat’s choice to plead 

“No Contest” to the criminal charge.  Ms. Paat testified that she had been “terrified” at the 
prospect of a “he said/she said” confrontation, and concerned that they would lose their 
house trying to pay for an attorney.  Ms. Paat further testified that they had not been aware 
that the consequences of Dr. Paat’s plea could include an action by the Board.  Moreover, 
Ms. Paat testified that she had also been concerned that Dr. Paat’s accent would put him at 
a disadvantage in a trial.  (Tr. at 429-431, 447) 

 
36. Ms. Paat testified that Dr. Paat’s legal problems have had a negative impact on his practice, 

and that a third-party payor “even sent him a letter saying they won’t send him any new 
patients until things are resolved.”  Ms. Paat further testified that a suspension of Dr. Paat’s 
medical license “would end the practice completely,” because they are already struggling 
to pay the bills.  (Tr. at 432-433) 

 
Additional Information 
 
37. Timothy A. Sidor, M.D., testified on behalf of Dr. Paat.  Dr. Sidor testified that he is a 

urologist who practices in Parma and in the southwest area of greater Cleveland.  Dr. Sidor 
testified that he holds privileges at Parma Hospital, Southwest General Hospital, Deaconess 
Hospital, and Medina Hospital.  Dr. Sidor further testified that he is the Chief of Medical 
Staff at Parma Hospital, and that he is the Chairman of the Medical Ethics Committee 
at that institution.  Finally, Dr. Sidor testified that he has been licensed to practice medicine 
in Ohio for about 26 years.  (Tr. at 54-55) 

 
 Dr. Sidor testified that he is familiar with Dr. Paat, and has known Dr. Paat for about 22 

years.  Dr. Sidor further testified that, during the time that he has known Dr. Paat, he has 
come to know Dr. Paat both professionally and personally.  Moreover, Dr. Sidor testified 
that he has had an opportunity to observe Dr. Paat treating patients at the patients’ 
bedsides.  Finally, Dr. Sidor testified that, as a result of his familiarity with and 
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observations of Dr. Paat, he has come to an opinion that Dr. Paat is a highly professional 
and competent physician.  (Tr. at 55-57) 

 
 Dr. Sidor testified that he has “chaired three ad hoc committees for the investigation of 

alleged sexual misconduct at Parma Hospital[,]” and has been involved with one 
investigative committee concerning the alleged behavior “of a physician toward a patient.”  
Moreover, Dr. Sidor testified that he knows Parma Hospital “like [he knows his] own 
family[,]” and that “if anybody has * * * a finger on the pulse of that institution,” he does.  
Dr. Sidor further testified: 

 
 Being on the Executive Committee for a number of years and being in the 

position that I’m at, I know who’s good, I know who’s bad, I know who the 
nurses are talking about.  I know exactly what they’re saying about each and 
every physician in that institution.  And I can tell you in the past 22 years 
throughout my entire experience at Parma Hospital I have never heard a 
disparaging word about Dr. Paat. 

 
 I have never seen him act in any way other than a very professional manner.  

He is calm, he talks to the nurses with a phenomenal amount of patience.  I 
have never seen him raise his voice.  And I can tell you that I have dealt with 
a number of docs personally who do that quite often. 

 
 I have seen him sit at the bedside and talk to patients.  I have seen him answer 

questions way beyond what the average physician would do.  He takes the 
time to listen.  This came as a total, total shock to me when he asked me to 
come down and be a character witness for him.   

 
 (Tr. at 57-59) 
 
38. Dr. Sidor testified that Dr. Paat had first told him about his “No Contest” plea and 

conviction after it had already occurred.  Dr. Sidor testified that he had informed Dr. Paat 
that Dr. Paat should have come to him immediately after the allegation was made, and that 
Dr. Sidor “would have come to bat for him immediately.”  Dr. Sidor further testified that he 
informed Dr. Paat “[t]hat in my opinion he never should have pleaded no contest, and I 
think he had questionable representation and questionable advice at the time.”  
(Tr. at 59-61) 

 
 Dr. Sidor testified that Dr. Paat’s conviction has “[n]ot in any way” changed his opinion 

concerning Dr. Paat’s reputation or ability to practice medicine.  Dr. Sidor testified that 
“[w]hat it did do was make me acutely aware how one individual can take a person’s 
27-year career and cause havoc with it,” and how “one individual can come in and through 
her interpretation of what happened [create] the potential to ruin this individual’s career.”  
Moreover, Dr. Sidor testified that it has not in any way impacted upon Dr. Sidor’s 
willingness to work with Dr. Paat as a physician.  (Tr. at 61-63) 



Report and Recommendation 
In the Matter of Erdulfo Paz Paat, M.D. 
Page 19 

 
39. Dr. Sidor acknowledged that he has not talked with Patient 1 concerning the facts that 

underlie Dr. Paat’s conviction.  (Tr. at 64) 
 
40. Gagan C. Mallik, M.D., testified on behalf of Dr. Paat.  Dr. Mallik testified that he is a 

board-certified otolaryngologist who has been licensed to practice medicine in Ohio for 
about 22 years.  Dr. Mallik further testified that he is the Chief of Staff at Deaconess 
Hospital in Cleveland, Ohio, and has held that position for twelve years.  Moreover, 
Dr. Mallik testified that he holds privileges at Deaconess Hospital and at Parma Hospital.  
(Tr. at 134-136) 

 
 Dr. Mallik testified that he has known Dr. Paat for over 20 years.  Dr. Mallik further 

testified that he has treated Dr. Paat’s patients, and that Dr. Paat has treated Dr. Mallik’s 
patients as well.  Dr. Mallik testified that he has confidence in Dr. Paat’s abilities as a 
physician.  Moreover, Dr. Mallik testified that he has received no adverse reports from his 
patients concerning Dr. Paat’s treatment, and that Dr. Paat’s patients “love him so much.”  
Furthermore, Dr. Mallik testified that he is aware of Dr. Paat’s reputation among medical 
colleagues, and that Dr. Mallik has heard nothing negative concerning Dr. Paat over the 
last 20 years.  (Tr. at 136-144) 

 
 Dr. Mallik testified that Dr. Paat had apprised him of his criminal conviction approximately 

two weeks prior to the Board hearing, and that they had discussed the facts that underlie 
that conviction.  Dr. Mallik testified that such knowledge does not change Dr. Mallik’s 
opinion of Dr. Paat as a physician.  Dr. Mallik further testified that he believes that Dr. Paat 
should have contested the charges against him, and expressed a belief that Dr. Paat had 
pled “No Contest” to the offense because “he just got nervous[.]”  Moreover, Dr. Mallik 
testified that he does not believe that Dr. Paat is capable of inappropriately touching a 
patient.  (Tr. at 139-145) 

 
41. Patient 2 testified on behalf of Dr. Paat.  Patient 2 testified that she has been a patient of 

Dr. Paat’s for over twelve years.  Patient 2 noted that he has seen Dr. Paat about four or 
five times during that period.  Patient 2 further testified that her husband is also a patient of 
Dr. Paat’s, and has been seeing Dr. Paat for 25 years.  (Tr. at 65-67) 

 
 Patient 2 testified that Dr. Paat’s examinations have on occasion required her to pull up her 

shirt.  Patient 2 further testified that she has never felt uncomfortable in any way when 
Dr. Paat examined her.  Moreover, Patient 2 testified that Dr. Paat has never done anything 
that she considers to be unprofessional.  (Tr. at 67-69) 

 
 Patient 2 testified that she is aware that Dr. Paat had pled “No Contest” to and been found 

guilty of Attempted Sexual Imposition.  Patient 2 further testified that that would not 
dissuade her or her husband from continuing to see Dr. Paat as their physician.  (Tr. at 69-70) 
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42. Patient 3 testified on behalf of Dr. Paat.  Patient 3 testified that she has been a patient of 
Dr. Paat’s for about 25 years.  Patient 3 further testified that her husband, mother, aunt, and 
sister have all been his patients as well.  (Tr. at 75-78) 

 
 Patient 3 testified that Dr. Paat has never done anything inappropriate to her or touched her 

in an inappropriate way.  Patient 3 further testified that Dr. Paat has been a great help to 
Patient 3 and her family.  (Tr. at 75-78) 

 
 Patient 3 testified that, on some occasions, it has been necessary for her to expose private parts 

of her body to Dr. Paat during physical examinations.  Patient 3 testified that Dr. Paat has 
never made her feel uncomfortable or done anything unprofessional on these occasions.  
Patient 3 further testified, however, that Dr. Paat has never unfastened her brassiere.  (Tr. at 
78-81) 

 
 Patient 3 testified that she is aware that Dr. Paat has faced a criminal charge, although she 

is not clear concerning the details.  Nevertheless, Patient 3 testified that she would continue 
to see Dr. Paat as her physician.  (Tr. at 78-79) 

 
43. Patient 4 testified on behalf of Dr. Paat.  Patient 4 testified that she has been a patient of 

Dr. Paat’s for “many, many years.”  Patient 4 further testified that Dr. Paat has always been 
“[v]ery professional.”  Moreover, Patient 4 testified that Dr. Paat has never done anything 
inappropriate to her or made her feel uncomfortable.  (Tr. at 83-86) 

 
 Patient 4 testified that she is aware that Dr. Paat had pled “No Contest” to and been found 

guilty of Attempted Sexual Imposition.  Nevertheless, Patient 4 testified that she would 
continue to use Dr. Paat as her physician.  (Tr. at 84-85) 

 
 Patient 4 testified that Dr. Paat has examined her heart and lungs.  Patient 4 further testified 

that Dr. Paat has never unfastened her brassiere during these examinations.  Patient 4 
testified that Dr. Paat’s assistant had had Patient 4 undress and put on a gown before 
Dr. Paat came into the room.  (Tr. at 87-92) 

 
44. Patient 6 testified on behalf of Dr. Paat.  Patient 6 testified that she has been a patient of 

Dr. Paat’s for more than ten years.  Patient 6 further testified that she is a friend of 
Dr. Paat’s wife.  Patient 6 testified that she is aware that Dr. Paat had pled no contest to and 
been found guilty of Attempted Sexual Imposition.  Nevertheless, Patient 6 testified that 
she will continue to see Dr. Paat as her physician.  (Tr. at 96-99) 

 
 Patient 6 testified that she believes that Dr. Paat is a fine doctor and a person of high 

integrity.  (Tr. at 98) 
 
 Patient 6 testified that there have been occasions when she was required to disrobe and put 

on a gown prior to being examined by Dr. Paat.  Patient 6 further testified that Dr. Paat had 
never unfastened her brassiere during an examination.  (Tr. at 100-101) 
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45. Patient 5 testified on behalf of Dr. Paat.  Patient 5 testified that she has been a patient of 

Dr. Paat’s for sixteen years, and is employed as a coder at Parma Hospital.  
(Tr. at 149-150) 

 
 Patient 5 testified that, as an employee of Parma Hospital, she is aware that Dr. Paat has a 

reputation at that facility as a very good doctor.  Patient 5 testified that she has never heard 
anything negative about Dr. Paat.  (Tr. at 151-154) 

 
 Patient 5 testified that she has been apprised of Dr. Paat’s plea of no contest to and 

conviction for Attempted Sexual Imposition.  Patient 5 further testified that this would not 
impact her decision to continue seeing Dr. Paat as her physician.  Patient 5 testified that 
Dr. Paat has been her physician for a long time, and that he has always been very 
professional with her.  She believes that he is thorough and dedicated, and that she will 
continue to see him until he retires.  Moreover, Patient 5 testified that she has had occasion 
to expose her private parts to Dr. Paat, and that he has never done anything that made her 
feel uncomfortable during these occasions.  (Tr. at 150-152) 

 
 Patient 5 testified that, on occasions when she had been required to disrobe, she had only 

disrobed from the waist up.  Patient 5 further testified, “As far as disrobing, he really 
wouldn’t take my blouse off or anything.  I would pull my brassiere strap down somewhat 
and he would listen for rales in my chest.”  Patient 5 further testified that her brassiere had 
remained on.  Moreover, Patient 5 testified that Dr. Paat has never unfastened her brassiere, 
nor has he asked her to unfasten her brassiere.  (Tr. at 154-155) 

 
46. Dr. Paat testified that he had not anticipated that the Board would take action against his 

medical license based upon his plea of “No Contest.”  (Tr. at 244-247) 
 
 Dr. Paat testified that, if he were able to do it over again, he would contest the charges and 

go to trial “to clear [his] name.”  (Tr. at 243) 
 
47. Dr. Paat testified that, in order to avoid problems in the future, Dr. Paat now has a third 

party in the room whenever he examines female patients.  Dr. Paat testified that he would 
be willing to continue doing that, should the Board permit him to keep his license.  
(Tr. at 209) 

 
 Dr. Paat further testified that, should the Board deem it necessary, he would be willing to 

undergo any sort of retraining concerning performing physical examinations that the Board 
would order.  (Tr. at 209-210) 

 
48. Dr. Paat asked that the Board allow him to keep his license so that he can continue to serve 

his patients.  Dr. Paat further testified that he is healthy, and is confident that he has “plenty 
of time” to continue to work.  (Tr. at 210) 

 



Report and Recommendation 
In the Matter of Erdulfo Paz Paat, M.D. 
Page 22 

 
FINDINGS OF FACT 

 
On May 7, 2003, in the Municipal Court for Parma, Ohio, Erdulfo Paz Paat, M.D., pled “No 
Contest” to and was found guilty of count of Attempted Sexual Imposition, in violation of 
Sections 606.22 and 666.03, Parma Codified Ordinances, a misdemeanor of the fourth degree.  
The acts underlying this finding of guilt involved Dr. Paat’s conduct toward a female patient on 
February 17 or 18, 2003. 
 
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 
1. The judicial finding of guilt concerning Erdulfo Paz Paat, M.D., as set forth in the Findings 

of Fact, 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. The judicial finding of guilt concerning Dr. Paat, as set forth in the Findings of Fact, 

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 involving moral 
turpitude,” as that clause is used in Section 4731.22(B)(13), Ohio Revised Code. 

 
* * * * * 

 
The Board’s rules state that a certified copy of a judicial finding of guilt of a criminal offense, 
such as that in evidence in this case, constitutes “conclusive proof of the commission of all of the 
elements of that crime.”  Ohio Adm.Code 4731-13-24.  The evidence shows that Dr. Paat pled 
“No Contest” to and was convicted of Attempted Sexual Imposition.  The State has therefore 
proven conclusively that Dr. Paat committed the offense with which he was charged.   
 
Nevertheless, this is a difficult and depressing case.  Testimony was presented by Dr. Paat’s wife, 
Dr. Paat’s medical assistant, other physicians, and several of Dr. Paat’s patients that indicates that 
Dr. Paat is a competent and dedicated physician, and that he is a very reserved, quiet, and passive 
man.  Some of these witnesses testified vehemently that Dr. Paat is simply not capable of the sort 
of conduct that he was convicted for.  Moreover, there is no evidence that Dr. Paat had done 
anything like that in the past.  On the other hand, Patient 1 testified that Dr. Paat did fondle her 
breasts during a medical examination in his office.  And, after she had been strenuously 
questioned and cross-examined at hearing concerning what would surely be a troubling and 
embarrassing event in her life, there is no evidence that she had had any motive for reporting this 
conduct to authorities other than a belief that she had a duty to do so, and a desire to let Dr. Paat 
know that what he had done to her was wrong. 
 
In his defense, Dr. Paat asserted that he had performed an appropriate stethoscopic examination 
of Patient 1’s chest that had required him to lift Patient 1’s left breast out of the way, and that 
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