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II. Exhibits Examined 
 

A. Presented by the State: 
 

1. State’s Exhibits 1A-1I:  Procedural exhibits. 
 
2. State’s Exhibit 2:  Certified copy of the Minutes of the Nevada Medical Board 

Meeting of June 3-4, 2005. 
 
B. Presented by the Respondent: 

 
1. Respondent’s Exhibit A:  Dr. Coniglio’s curriculum vitae. 
 
2. Respondent’s Exhibit B:  April 14, 2006, letter to Dr. Coniglio’s counsel from 

Gregory Collins, D.O. 
 
3. Respondent’s Exhibit C:  January 26, 2006, letter to the Board from Charles 

Riggio, M.D. 
 
4. Respondent’s Exhibit D:  February 2, 2006, letter to Dr. Coniglio’s counsel 

from Linnea Aina, Chief Clinical Officer of Wyoming County Community 
Health System in Warsaw, New York.   

 
5. Respondent’s Exhibit E:  Copy of a January 11, 2001, letter to Barbara 

McClain, Credentialing Manager for Rochester Blue Cross and Blue Shield in 
Rochester, New York, from Erle E. Peacock Jr., M.D., J.D. 

 
6. Respondent’s Exhibit F:  Copy of a January 31, 2006, North Carolina Medical 

Board Consent Order concerning Dr. Coniglio.  
 
 

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. The Respondent, Gerald Anthony Coniglio, M.D., obtained his medical degree in 1972 from 

the State University of New York at Buffalo, School of Medicine.  From January 1973 until 
July 1974, Dr. Coniglio participated in an anesthesiology residency at Upstate Medical 
Center in Syracuse, New York; from July 1974 through July 1975, Dr. Coniglio participated 
in a general surgery residency at St. Joseph’s Hospital in Syracuse; and from July 1977 
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through July 1981 he participated in an orthopedic residency at Southwestern Michigan 
Area Health Education Center in Kalamazoo, Michigan.  Subsequently, from July 1984 
through July 1985, Dr. Coniglio participated in a spinal and adult reconstructive fellowship 
at the Orthopaedic Hospital of the University of Southern California School of Medicine.  
Finally, Dr. Coniglio was board certified in Emergency Medicine in 1977 and in Orthopedic 
Surgery in 1984.  (Respondent’s Exhibit [Resp. Ex.] A) 

 
 Dr. Coniglio holds medical licensure in Ohio, New York, Arizona, Michigan, Minnesota, 

North Carolina, and California.  In addition, he is a licensed attorney in the State of New 
York.  (Resp. Ex. A) 

 
2.  Dr. Coniglio noted the following work history in his curriculum vitae:   
 

• From 1981 through 1984, Dr. Coniglio worked as a solo practitioner in Lockport, 
New York.  In July 1984, Dr. Coniglio left that practice to enter a fellowship at the 
University of Southern California. 

 
• After completing his fellowship in July 1985, Dr. Coniglio worked as a locum tenens 

orthopedic surgeon in San Diego, California, from October 1985 through 
February 1986, and in Woodland Hills, California from April through October 1986.   

 
• From 1986 through 1989, Dr. Coniglio practiced in the cities of Rhinebeck, Kingston, 

and Castle Point, New York.   
 
• From 1989 through 1994, Dr. Coniglio practiced in Lincolnton, Charlotte, and 

Morganton, North Carolina.  During this period, Dr. Coniglio also served overseas as 
an orthopedic surgeon for the U.S. Army from 1990 through 1991 during Operation 
Desert Storm.   

 
• In 1994, Dr. Coniglio moved to Michigan, where he practiced in Saginaw and 

Marlette from 1994 through December 2000.   
 
• Since January 2001, Dr. Coniglio has been engaged as a solo orthopedic practitioner 

at Wyoming County Community Hospital in Warsaw, New York.  He maintains 
offices in Warsaw and in Mt. Morris, New York.   

 
 (Resp. Ex. A) 
 
3. Sometime prior to June 2005, Dr. Coniglio applied for a medical license in the State of 

Nevada.  Dr. Coniglio testified that he had done so because his wife “liked Nevada and the 
California mountains[]” and had wanted to move west.  (Hearing Transcript [Tr.] at 14) 
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The Nevada Board Action 
 
4. During its meeting on June 4, 2005, the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners 

[Nevada Board] considered Dr. Coniglio’s application for a license to practice medicine in 
Nevada.  The minutes of that meeting concerning the Nevada Board’s consideration of his 
application state as follows: 

 
 Upon returning to Open Session, Dr. Baepler questioned [Dr. Coniglio], who 

appeared before the [Nevada] Board to respond to questions concerning his 
affirmative responses to Questions 12, 14, 19 and 31 on his application for 
licensure.   

 
 Dr. Coniglio explained the circumstances surrounding the claims of 

malpractice against him and the difficulties he had with interpersonal 
relationships at various hospitals he had worked in. 

 
 Mrs. Kirch moved to return to Closed Session.  Ms. Stoess seconded the 

motion, and it passed. 
 
 Upon returning to Open Session, Dr. Baepler moved that the Board deny 

Gerald Coniglio, M.D.’s application for licensure based upon the excessive 
number of malpractice claims against him which have been settled on his 
behalf, some in large amounts, and his continued pattern of receiving adverse 
reports from nearly every facility in which he has practiced, many concerning 
interpersonal relationships and others concerning standard-of-care issues in 
the communities where he has practiced.  Mrs. Kirsch seconded the motion, 
and it passed unanimously, with the Chair voting in favor of the motion.  

 
 (State’s Exhibit [St. Ex.] 2 at 33)   
 
5.  Dr. Coniglio testified at the present hearing that he had thoroughly disclosed all pertinent 

information to the Nevada Board when he applied for licensure there.  At hearing, 
Dr. Coniglio identified a collection of documents as being a copy of his Nevada application 
materials.  Dr. Coniglio noted that the material that he had presented to the Nevada Board is 
approximately one and one-half inches thick.  (Tr. at 48-49)  However, Dr. Coniglio’s 
Nevada application was not offered into evidence.  (Tr. at 48) 

 
6.  Dr. Coniglio testified at the present hearing that he would have liked to have discussed with 

the Nevada Board its concerns about an “excessive number of malpractice claims” against 
him, but that he was never given the opportunity to do so.  Dr. Coniglio testified, “I don’t 
think I had a chance to discuss it.  * * *  I mean, I explained it all and I thought we could 
discuss it further, but it * * * was very quick.  It was like about a minute or two and that 
was it.”  (Tr. at 17-18)   
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Evidence Presented by Dr. Coniglio concerning Malpractice Claims 
 
7.  According to Dr. Coniglio, out of a total of fourteen malpractice actions that he has had, 

approximately ten or eleven of them had arisen “out of * * * a difference of opinion 
regarding spinal surgery of the lumbar spine” and had been filed by one attorney in North 
Carolina.  The difference of opinion centered on Dr. Coniglio’s outspoken opposition to 
spinal fusion surgery in certain cases.  (Tr. at 16-19, 21-24)   

 
 Dr. Coniglio explained that, early in his career, he had become very interested in lumbar 

spine surgery and did fellowship training in the area of degenerative disk disease of the 
lumbosacral spine.  Dr. Coniglio further testified that during this training he observed that 
patients who had had spinal fusion surgery seemed to have worse results than patients who 
had not.  Dr. Coniglio testified that he studied “very intensively” the subject of spinal 
fusion.  Further, Dr. Coniglio testified that he also sought out and studied with Alf 
Nachemson, M.D., in Europe.  Dr. Coniglio stated that Dr. Nachemson is a Nobel Prize 
winner1 and an opponent of spinal fusion surgery.  (Tr. at 19)   

 
 Dr. Coniglio testified that, based on his research and experience, he had determined that 

performing spinal fusion surgery to treat pain due to degenerative disk disease “wasn’t 
necessarily * * * a good thing.”2  Dr. Coniglio testified that, today, he remains “more 
convinced of that than ever.”  (Tr. at 21-22) 

 
 Dr. Coniglio further testified he had thought that he had “discovered something, a clinical 

factor that [he] should try to disseminate in some way.”  Dr. Coniglio testified that, while 
working in North Carolina, he had become very busy treating patients who suffered from 
degenerative disk disease.  Some of those patients had had previous spine surgery, others had 
not.  Moreover, Dr. Coniglio testified: 

 
 I started doing things like taking apart spine fusions * * *.  I had learned how 

to do that and I learned how to work around nerves that had spinal fusions and 
things like this and take out hardware and take out the compressive irritating 
bone on people's nerves and things like this.  And I'd learned—I saw them 
improve and I got a lot of people coming to me for that. 

 
 (Tr. at 23)  Furthermore, Dr. Coniglio testified that patients had come to him seeking 

second opinions and that he had spoken out against spine fusion.  Dr. Coniglio testified that 
he had instead advocated an approach whereby he would assist the natural healing process 
by removing the disk and inserting bone grafts into the disk space.3  Dr. Coniglio stated 

                                                 
1 Note that the Hearing Examiner was unable to verify Dr. Nachemson’s status as a Nobel Prize winner at 
http://nobelprize.org/nobel_prizes/lists/all/. 
 
2 Dr. Coniglio stated that this opinion applies only to spinal fusion surgery to treat degenerative disk disease, and not 
other lumbar spine disorders such as scoliosis, spondylosis, or trauma fractures.  (Tr. at 22) 
3 Dr. Coniglio discussed this approach at length at Tr. at 25 through 29. 
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that this “annoyed certain people[.]”  Dr. Coniglio testified that he began looking for a 
better place to work and was “recruited back to Michigan.”  (Tr. at 16-17, 23-24) 

 
 Dr. Coniglio testified that, some time after his return to Michigan, a series of ten or eleven 

malpractice lawsuits had been filed against him in North Carolina by one attorney.  
Dr. Coniglio testified that three or four had involved his having redone or revised surgery 
previously performed by other doctors.  Dr. Coniglio further testified that other lawsuits 
concerned allegations that he had not performed a spinal fusion in the standard way or that 
he had not performed spinal fusion when he should have.  (Tr. at 29-30, 50)   

 
 Dr. Coniglio testified that, for each of the North Carolina cases, there had been expert 

witnesses willing to testify in support of his care had the cases gone to trial.  However, 
Dr. Coniglio testified that, although he had wanted to fight the lawsuits in court, his 
malpractice insurance company settled all of them without his consent for between $50,000 
and $280,000 each, “without any admission of guilt[.]”  (Tr. at 30, 35, 53-54)   

 
8.  In support of his testimony, Dr. Coniglio presented a copy of a letter sent by his North 

Carolina attorney, Erle E. Peacock, Jr., M.D., J.D., to Barbara MacClain, Credentialing 
Manager for Rochester Blue Cross and Blue Shield.  (Resp. Ex. E) 

 
 In his letter, Dr. Peacock discussed the North Carolina lawsuits against Dr. Coniglio.  

Dr. Peacock stated that in his judgment and in the judgment of “the best orthopedic surgeons 
in the country * * * there was no deviation from the standard of practice which the patients 
had a right to expect.”  Dr. Peacock further stated,  

 
 In my judgment, if the Mutual Insurance company indemnifying Dr. Coniglio 

had been willing to defend him in the first case, the rest would have been 
dropped without trial.  Unfortunately, Medical Mutual Insurance Company 
was afraid to try the case, largely, I think, because they did not have 
confidence in Dr. Coniglio as a witness, and, as a result, the rest of the cases 
were settled also. 

 
 (Resp. Ex. E)  Finally, Dr. Peacock urged Ms. MacClain to “take a second look at [Dr. 

Coniglio’s] application for a position with Rochester managed care organizations covered by 
Rochester Blue Cross and Blue Shield.”  (Resp. Ex. E)  (Note that the State did not have an 
opportunity to cross-examine Dr. Peacock.) 

 
9.  According to Dr. Coniglio, in addition to the North Carolina lawsuits, he had had three 

malpractice cases in Michigan.  In one case, the patient had fractured and dislocated an 
ankle.  Dr. Coniglio testified that he fixed the fracture and that it had been in a satisfactory 
position and alignment per radiology.  Nevertheless, Dr. Coniglio testified that, five days 
later, the surgery was re-done by another physician.  Dr. Coniglio testified that the 
malpractice insurer settled that matter without his consent.  (Tr. at 31-33)   
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 Dr. Coniglio further testified that a second case involved a pilon fracture.  Dr. Coniglio 
testified that he repaired the fracture but that the patient had taken a long time to heal after 
surgery due to multiple medical problems.  Dr. Coniglio further testified that, “[e]ven 
though it was healing, it was termed a delayed union,” and that the matter had settled for 
$50,000.00.  (Tr. at 34-35)   

 
 Dr. Coniglio testified that the third Michigan case had involved a patient with an open 

fracture of the femur.  Dr. Coniglio testified that he had been covering for another doctor 
and had intended to put a rod on the femur, when the doctor he was covering for “suddenly 
came to the hospital* * * and in the middle of the operation walked in and decided he 
wanted to send it to another institution.”  Dr. Coniglio testified that everything had been 
“under control” and that he believes that the other doctor “got nervous because of the 
bleeding from the open wound.”  Ten days later, the patient developed necrosis in the 
wound area.  Dr. Coniglio testified that both he and the doctor for whom he had been 
covering were sued, as was the emergency room doctor.  Dr. Coniglio testified that the 
matter settled, again without his consent.  (Tr. at 35-37) 

 
Evidence Presented by Dr. Coniglio concerning Adverse Reports 
 
10.  Another reason identified by the Nevada Board as a basis for its denial of Dr. Coniglio’s 

application had been a “continued pattern of receiving adverse reports from nearly every 
facility in which [Dr. Coniglio] has practiced, many concerning interpersonal relationships 
and others concerning standard-of-care issues in the communities where he has practiced.”  
(St. Ex. 2 at 33) 

 
 Dr. Coniglio acknowledged that there had been one incident, while he was working 

at Saginaw General Hospital (where he worked from 1994 to 2000), in which he had gotten 
into a “heated discussion” after somebody suggested he do a spinal fusion on a patient, and 
Dr. Coniglio “expressed [his] indignation at that.”  When asked to explain what the Nevada 
Board meant when it stated that there had been a “continued pattern of receiving adverse 
reports from nearly every facility in which he had practiced,” Dr. Coniglio replied that 
there had been one other incident during internship “when I fell asleep in a conference after 
I was awake all night for 24 hours.”  Dr. Coniglio testified that those are the only issues 
that he could recall.  (Tr. at 42-45) 

 
 Dr. Coniglio further testified that, in his “younger years,” he had been “an extremely 

obsessive compulsive person” and would “get into arguments with people because I thought 
they were attacking me.”  He said he is less argumentative now, explaining that “I think I 
just matured more, became more philosophical and accepted things more[.]”  He said he 
now tries to be calm and has not had problems like this for years.  (Tr. at 38-39, 57)   

 
 With regard to adverse reports concerning “standard-of-care issues,” Dr. Coniglio testified 

that he believes that that had referenced the North Carolina malpractice lawsuits, and that he 
is aware of no other such issues.  (Tr. at 45) 
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Additional Information 
 
11.  Dr. Coniglio said that, over the course of his career, he had performed between 400 and 

500 back surgeries.  Dr. Coniglio noted that, over a 25-year career, that is not a large 
number.  (Tr. at 59)   

 
12. Dr. Coniglio testified that he currently is under consideration to become the Chief of 

Surgery at Wyoming County Community Hospital in Warsaw, New York.  He added that 
the leadership administration of Wyoming County Community Hospital is aware of both 
the Nevada Board’s action and the Ohio Board’s proposed action.  (Tr. at 59)   

 
13.  Linnea Aina, Chief Clinical Officer of the Wyoming County Community Health System, 

wrote that Dr. Coniglio “has not had any utilization review or quality of care concerns 
since he has been on staff at Wyoming County Community Hospital.”  (Resp. Ex. D)  
(Note that the State did not have an opportunity to cross-examine Ms. Aina.)   

 
14.  The hearing record includes letters written in support of Dr. Coniglio.  One of these letters 

was written by Gregory Collins, D.O., an emergency medicine physician and Medical 
Director at Wyoming County Community Hospital.  Dr. Collins wrote, “I am aware of 
Dr. Coniglio’s malpractice history.  After careful review, I believe that this is an aberration 
and completely inconsistent with his performance at our facility and my direct personal 
observations of his work.”  (Resp. Ex. B)  (Note that the State did not have an opportunity 
to cross-examine Dr. Collins.)   

 
 In addition, Charles Riggio, M.D., wrote a letter in support of Dr. Coniglio.  Dr. Riggio 

indicated that he had in the past served as Medical Director at Wyoming County 
Community Hospital, and that he had helped recruit Dr. Coniglio to work for that 
institution.  Dr. Riggio indicated that he was therefore “intimately connected” with 
Dr. Coniglio’s “history and interpersonal relationship” and had spoken with “all of the 
persons who have had something to say about him as a result of the credentialing process.”  
Based upon this information, Dr. Riggio wrote that he considers Dr. Coniglio’s malpractice 
history “an aberration having arisen because Dr. Coniglio was intellectually honest and 
motivated to treat surgical back pain conservatively, honestly, and in the best interest of his 
patients and the public.”  Dr. Riggio further wrote that, based on his own observations, he 
believes that Dr. Coniglio is an “excellent physician with very high ethical standards and 
technical capabilities as good as any” Dr. Riggio has seen.  (Resp. Ex. C)  (Note that the 
State did not have an opportunity to cross-examine Dr. Riggio.)   

 
Evidence Regarding Actions Taken or Pending in Other States 
 
15. Dr. Coniglio presented a copy of a January 31, 2006, Consent Order between Dr. Coniglio 

and the North Carolina Medical Board [North Carolina Board].  Pursuant to the Consent 
Order, the North Carolina Board reprimanded Dr. Coniglio based upon the Nevada Board 
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action.  (Resp. Ex. F)  (Note that the North Carolina Board action is not a subject of this 
matter, and that this matter concerns the Nevada Board action only.)   

 
16.  Dr. Coniglio testified that, as of the date of the hearing, the medical boards of California, 

Arizona, Minnesota, and New York have not instituted any action against him.  (Tr. at 64-
66)  However, Dr. Coniglio testified that the medical board in Michigan has called for him 
to appear at a “compliance conference.”  (Tr. at 64-66) 

 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
Gerald Anthony Coniglio, M.D., applied for a license to practice medicine in the State of Nevada.  
The Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners [Nevada Board] considered Dr. Coniglio’s 
application during its meeting on June 4, 2005.  The minutes of that meeting indicate that the 
Nevada Board denied Dr. Coniglio’s application for a medical license, based upon the excessive 
number of malpractice claims settled on his behalf, and his continued pattern of receiving adverse 
reports from nearly every facility in which he practiced.  The Nevada Board further indicated that 
many of the adverse reports had concerned interpersonal relationships and others had concerned 
standard-of-care issues in the communities where Dr. Coniglio had practiced. 
 
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 
The Nevada Board’s denial of the medical license application of Gerald Anthony Coniglio, M.D., 
as set forth in the Findings of Fact constitutes “[a]ny of the following actions taken by the agency 
responsible for regulating the practice of medicine and surgery * * * in another jurisdiction, for 
any reason other than the nonpayment of fees:  * * * denial of a license * * *,” as that clause is 
used in Section 4731.22(B)(22), Ohio Revised Code. 
 

* * * * * 
 
The issues raised by the Nevada Board in denying Dr. Coniglio’s Nevada application are 
troubling.  First, the Nevada Board stated that Dr. Coniglio had had an excessive number of 
malpractice claims.  Although the number of malpractice claims Dr. Coniglio faced may simply 
be the result of the circumstances that Dr. Coniglio described, it may also reflect problems with 
Dr. Coniglio’s practice.  Second, the Nevada Board stated that Dr. Coniglio has received adverse 
reports from nearly every facility where he has worked.  Dr. Coniglio testified at hearing that he 
has had only one or two such reports, which contradicts the Nevada Board’s statement.  However, 
it seems unlikely that the Nevada Board was simply making that up.  Moreover, Dr. Coniglio’s 
curriculum vitae indicates that he has moved his practice a number of times, which would be 
consistent with the situation described by the Nevada Board.  Accordingly, the Board is warranted 
in imposing a limitation to assure that, should Dr. Coniglio decide to commence practice in Ohio, 
he will be monitored to ensure that his practice does not present a risk to the public.  
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PROPOSED ORDER 
 
It is hereby ORDERED that: 

 
A. LIMITATION AND RESTRICTION OF CERTIFICATE:  The certificate of Gerald 

Anthony Coniglio, M.D., to practice medicine and surgery in the State of Ohio shall be 
LIMITED and RESTRICTED as follows:   

 
1. Refrain from Commencing Practice in Ohio:  Dr. Coniglio shall not commence 

practice in Ohio without prior Board approval.   
 
2. Conditions for Approval of Commencement of Practice in Ohio:  The Board shall 

not grant approval for Dr. Coniglio to commence practice in Ohio unless all of the 
following minimum requirements have been met: 

 
a. Hold Current Certificate to Practice in Ohio:  Dr. Coniglio shall hold a 

current certificate to practice medicine and surgery in the State of Ohio. 
 
b. Notify Board in Writing:  Dr. Coniglio shall notify the Board in writing that he 

intends to commence practice in Ohio. 
 
c. Practice Plan; Monitoring Physician:  Prior to his commencement of practice 

in Ohio, Dr. Coniglio shall submit to the Board and receive its approval for a 
plan of practice in Ohio.  The practice plan, unless otherwise determined by the 
Board, shall be limited to a supervised structured environment in which 
Dr. Coniglio’s activities will be directly supervised and overseen by a 
monitoring physician approved by the Board.  Dr. Coniglio shall obtain the 
Board’s prior approval for any alteration to the practice plan approved pursuant 
to this Order. 

 
 At the time Dr. Coniglio submits his practice plan, he shall also submit the 

name and curriculum vitae of a monitoring physician for prior written approval 
by the Secretary or Supervising Member of the Board.  In approving an 
individual to serve in this capacity, the Secretary or Supervising Member will 
give preference to a physician who practices in the same locale as Dr. Coniglio 
and who is engaged in the same or similar practice specialty.   

 
 The monitoring physician shall monitor Dr. Coniglio and his medical practice, 

and shall review Dr. Coniglio’s patient charts.  The chart review may be done 
on a random basis, with the frequency and number of charts reviewed to be 
determined by the Board.   

 
 Further, the monitoring physician shall provide the Board with reports on the 

monitoring of Dr. Coniglio and his medical practice, and on the review of 
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Dr. Coniglio’s patient charts.  Dr. Coniglio shall ensure that the reports are 
forwarded to the Board on a quarterly basis and are received in the Board’s 
offices no later than the due date for Dr. Coniglio’s quarterly declaration.   

 
 In the event that the designated monitoring physician becomes unable or 

unwilling to serve in this capacity, Dr. Coniglio must immediately so notify the 
Board in writing.  In addition, Dr. Coniglio shall make arrangements acceptable to 
the Board for another monitoring physician within thirty days after the previously 
designated monitoring physician becomes unable or unwilling to serve, unless 
otherwise determined by the Board.  Furthermore, Dr. Coniglio shall ensure that 
the previously designated monitoring physician also notifies the Board directly of 
his or her inability to continue to serve and the reasons therefore. 

 
B. PROBATIONARY CONDITIONS: Upon commencing practice in Ohio, Dr. Coniglio’s 

certificate shall be subject to the following PROBATIONARY terms, conditions, and 
limitations for a period of at least three years: 
 
1. Obey Laws in Ohio:  Dr. Coniglio shall obey all federal, state, and local laws; and all 

rules governing the practice of medicine in Ohio. 
 
2. Declarations of Compliance:  Dr. Coniglio shall submit quarterly declarations under 

penalty of Board disciplinary action or criminal prosecution, stating whether there has 
been compliance with all the conditions of this Order.  The first quarterly declaration 
must be received in the Board’s offices on or before the first day of the third month 
following the month in which Dr. Coniglio commences practice in Ohio.  Subsequent 
quarterly declarations must be received in the Board’s offices on or before the first 
day of every third month. 

 
3. Personal Appearances:  Dr. Coniglio shall appear in person for an interview before 

the full Board or its designated representative during the third month following the 
month in which Dr. Coniglio commences practice in Ohio, or as otherwise directed 
by the Board.  Subsequent personal appearances must occur every three months 
thereafter, and/or as otherwise requested by the Board.  If an appearance is missed or 
is rescheduled for any reason, ensuing appearances shall be scheduled based on the 
appearance date as originally scheduled.   

 
4. Comply with Practice Plan:  Dr. Coniglio shall practice in accordance with the plan 

of practice approved by the Board, as set forth in paragraph A.2.c., above.   
 
5. Absence from Ohio:  In the event that Dr. Coniglio should leave Ohio for three 

continuous months, or reside or practice outside the State, Dr. Coniglio must notify 
the Board in writing of the dates of departure and return.  Periods of time spent 
outside Ohio will not apply to the reduction of this period under the Order, unless 
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