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Hearing Date: April 9, 2009 
 

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 
 

All exhibits and the transcript, even if not specifically mentioned herein, were thoroughly reviewed 
and considered by the Hearing Examiner prior to preparing this Report and Recommendation. 
 
Background 
 
1.  Zuhayr T. Madhun, M.D., has been licensed by the Board to practice medicine and surgery in 

Ohio since at least 1992.  Other than the present matter, there has been no disciplinary action 
taken or pursued by the Board against Dr. Madhun nor has his license ever been limited or 
restricted.  (St. Ex. 3)  

 
2.  Dr. Madhun was employed at University Hospitals in Cleveland from 1992 until 2001.  

Thereafter, he entered private practice with Anne Carrol, M.D., in the Cleveland area for less 
than one year and then began his current solo practice, which he currently operates.  
Dr. Madhun has two offices in the Cleveland area.  His primary areas of practice are “diabetes 
and endocrinology.”   He stated that his practice focuses on three big issues: diabetes and 
pregnancy, thyroid cancer, and diabetes in general.  (Transcript [Tr.] at 25-28) 

 
Patient 1 
 
3.  Patient 1 was a married female patient who was diagnosed with Type 1 Diabetes Mellitus in 

1997 by a colleague of Dr. Madhun at University Hospitals.  The colleague referred Patient 1 to 
Dr. Madhun in 1997 due to Patient 1's desire to become pregnant despite her diabetes.  
Dr. Madhun saw Patient 1 on a quarterly basis and successfully controlled Patient 1's diabetes 
through a successful first pregnancy.  Dr. Madhun developed “a cordial relationship and 
friendship” with Patient 1 during that period.  (Tr. at 25-28; St. Ex. 2) 

 
4.  Patient 1 remained Dr. Madhun’s patient once he began his private practice in 2001.  

Dr. Madhun again saw Patient 1 on a quarterly basis and was able to control her diabetes 
successfully through her second pregnancy.  During her pregnancies, Patient 1 had office visits 
with Dr. Madhun on a biweekly basis, on average.  (St.  Ex. 2; Tr. at 30) 

 
5.  In December 2003, Patient 1 had an office visit with Dr. Madhun to discuss her deteriorating 

glycemic control despite insulin pump therapy.  Dr. Madhun testified that, despite possible 
long-term complications, Patient 1’s condition would “be taken care of” and was “temporary.”  
In that office visit, Dr. Madhun stated that he and Patient 1 hugged “and got close to each 
other” and that he gave Patient 1 a kiss.  (Tr. at 34-36; St. Ex. 2) 
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6.  After the December 2003 office visit, Dr. Madhun and Patient 1 began emailing one another.  

In December 2003, Patient 1 also gave Dr. Madhun an “expensive collection of flowers” for a 
Christmas and New Year’s gift.  (St. Ex. 2) 

 
Email Correspondence  
 
7.  Following the December 2003 office visit, Dr. Madhun and Patient 1 began emailing one another 

on a regular basis regarding both her condition/treatment and personal exchanges.  Dr. Madhun 
used his personal email account for these exchanges.  (St. Ex. 6; Tr. at 23) 

 
8.  In an email dated December 11, 2003, Patient 1 stated in part: 

 
I regret that it has taken me five years since we first met, to show you that I’m a 
real person.  I have wanted you to know * * *.  But where is the line between 
professional and personal relationship?   
 
You are my hero and don’t forget I love you.  Will you ever kiss me again?  
That was a surprise I’m not sure that I understand. 

 
  (St. Ex. 6 at 1) 
 
9.  Dr. Madhun testified that, following Patient 1's December 11, 2003 email, he was surprised by 

Patient 1 saying that she loved him, and he realized that Patient 1 had possibly had personal 
feelings for him for some period of time.  (Tr. at 38) 

 
10. In January 2004, Dr. Madhun and Patient 1 had a sexual encounter, as described below. 

Following the emails in December 2003 and January 2004, and the first sexual encounter in 
January 2004, the emails between Dr. Madhun and Patient 1 became increasingly more 
personal and contained statements about possibly making arrangements to meet outside of 
Dr. Madhun’s office.   Such emails included the following statements by Patient 1:   

   
• February 9, 2004:  “I can’t wait to be with you, I am aroused more than last time * * *.” 
 

• February 11, 2004: “Where do you want to meet?  I can hardly wait to see you.” 
 

• February 17, 2004:  “I still adore you and want to be next to you, I wonder how you 
feel and miss you!” 

 

• March 12, 2004:  “I love you . . . We will figure out how to be together.” 
 

• March 13, 2004:  “I love you and miss you dearly” 
 

• March 14, 2004:  “I want to figure out how and when we can meet, when I get back 
from Florida.  Friday afternoon good for you? * * * I will always be yours, don’t forget 
it!” 

 

• March 22, 2004:  “My passion for you is strong and will last until we can be together 
*** I miss you !!!  And want you to be mine again.” 
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• March 23, 2004:  “I am practicing being patient, so we can continue our love affair, 
somehow someway * * *.” 

 

•  April 14, 2004:  “Our love affair means so much to me, I want you to know I am yours 
more than ever.  You are in my thoughts and dreams, in my heart and in songs, I only 
wish you were in my arms and in my bed * * *.  And more in my life.  It will happen!” 

   
(St. Ex. 6 at 5, 8, 9, 22-23, 25, 36, 49)  The emails also included the following from Dr. Madhun: 
 

•  February 19, 2004:  “I will call you in am * * * I need u.” 
 

•  March 6, 2004:   “I miss you again and again.” 
 

•  March 27, 2004:  “Yes.  I am interested * * * in you and in our relationship * * *.” 
 

•  April 8, 2004: “I just want to say I am all yours * * *.” 
 

•  July 26, 2004:  “* * * Why do women know how to express themselves better than men 
* * *  I could not say it better.  * * * I share the feelings.  * * *  I love you ***.” 

 
(St. Ex. 6 at 12, 14, 39, 48, 97) 

 
Sexual Activity Between Dr. Madhun and Patient 1 
 
11. Between January 2004 and June 2004, Dr. Madhun and Patient 1 met a total of three times and 

engaged in sexual contact, including sexual intercourse.  These three meetings were mutually 
arranged and each took place outside Dr. Madhun’s office, at hotels in and around the 
Cleveland area.  The first meeting took place in January 2004 and the last in June 2004.  The 
exact date of the third meeting is uncertain.  Dr. Madhun admitted to a fourth meeting with 
Patient 1 at a local restaurant but denies that any sexual activity took place at that meeting.  (Tr. 
at 39-40; St. Exs. 2 & 3 at Response 9) 

  
12. Dr. Madhun acknowledged that his sexual contact with Patient 1, while she was still his patient, 

constituted sexual misconduct under the American Medical Association’s Principles of 
Medical Ethics (St. Ex. 1A) and that it was unethical.  However, he stated that he did not 
believe that the physician-patient relationship with Patient 1 was harmed as a result of their 
personal and sexual relationship.  (Tr. at 69-71) 

 
Termination of Physician-Patient Relationship and Subsequent Relationship 
 
13. Dr. Madhun testified that Patient 1's last office visit with him was on June 8, 2004.  (Tr. at 97; 

St. Ex. 3, p.10)  In possible contradiction of that statement, Dr. Madhun advised in a written 
statement to the Board dated March 23, 2006, that he had last seen Patient 1 in his office in 
September 2004.  Between June 8, 2004 and October 11, 2004, Patient 1 had  appointments 
with others in Dr. Madhun’s office, such as the diabetes nurse educator, regarding diabetes 
care.  (Tr. at 97; St. Ex. 2) 
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14. Beginning in June 2004, there were one or more discussions between Patient 1 and 

Dr. Madhun about Patient 1’s finding another physician.  During that time period, Dr. Madhun 
gave Patient 1 the names of at least two other physicians for her to consider.  Patient 1 did not 
choose another physician until October 2004.  Dr. Madhun alleges that the physician-patient 
relationship with Patient 1 terminated on the last date he saw her in his office in June 2004.  
(Tr. at 66, 96; St. Ex. 3 at Response 13(b)) 

 
15. Dr. Madhun stated at the hearing that he had told Patient 1 in an email that they needed to 

end their personal relationship.  When asked to specifically identify that email, Dr. Madhun 
noted an email to Patient 1 on May 18, 2004, in which he wrote that “it will be a good idea 
for [Patient 1] to change doctors.”  Dr. Madhun acknowledged, however, that his sexual 
relationship with Patient 1 continued at least until June 2004.  (St. Ex. 6 at 63; Tr. at 46-51) 

 
16. In October 2004, Patient 1 wrote and delivered to Dr. Madhun an undated letter in which she 

stated that “[t]he time has come for our relationship to end.”  Patient 1 wrote that she intended 
“to devote [her]self 110%” in good faith to being “the best, decent, honorable, and loving wife 
that [she] can be.”  She further wrote that Dr. Madhun had meant a lot to her as a doctor and 
friend.  She requested that Dr. Madhun not contact her “in any way in the future.”  (St. Ex. 4) 

 
17. Patient 1 wrote and delivered a second letter to Dr. Madhun dated October 11, 2004, in which 

she stated that her husband had forced her to write the first letter because he had found all of 
her previous emails and phone records regarding Dr. Madhun and gave her the choice of a 
“divorce or a complete break with Dr. Madhun.”  She stated that she chose to stay with her 
husband.  She apologized for ruining “their chances to be together” and stated that her husband 
felt that Dr. Madhun “took advantage of [her], and preyed upon [her] vulnerabilities, ” although 
she did not agree with her husband.  (St. Ex. 5)  

 
18.  Dr. Madhun complied with Patient 1's October 2004 request not to contact her again.  Via a 

letter dated October 11, 2004, Patient 1 requested that Dr. Madhun send her complete medical 
file to a new physician in the Cleveland area, and Dr. Madhun’s office complied with this 
request.  (St. Ex. 7) 

 
Interviews with Board Investigator 
  
19. On February 22, 2006, Board Investigator Brenda Harrison arrived unannounced at 

Dr. Madhun’s office and asked questions about his relationship with Patient 1.  Dr. Madhun 
testified that, at this meeting, he told the Board Investigator that he wished to have his attorney 
present for the interview.  He further testified that, in his discussion with the investigator, he 
denied having any sexual relationship with Patient 1 until he had an opportunity to meet with 
this attorney.  (Tr. at 32-33) 

 
20. A meeting with Dr. Madhun and his attorney was promptly arranged.  On March 15, 2006, Ms. 

Harrison met with Dr. Madhun in the office of Jay Milano, Dr. Madhun’s attorney.  In that 
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interview, Dr. Madhun admitted to engaging in sexual activity, including sexual intercourse, 
with Patient 1 between the period January 2004 to June 2004, when Patient 1 was a patient of 
Dr. Madhun’s.  In October 2008, Dr. Madhun confirmed to the Board in written responses to 
interrogatories that there had been at least three occurrences of sexual activity with Patient 1 
between January and June 2004.  (St. Ex. 3, Response no. 9) 

 
21. At the March 15, 2006 interview, Ms. Harrison requested that Dr. Madhun prepare a written 

statement about his professional and personal relationship with Patient 1, including his sexual 
activity with Patient 1.  Dr. Madhun prepared and submitted a statement dated March 23, 2006, 
and submitted it to the Board.  (St. Ex. 2) 

 
Testimony of Isaam Diab, M.D. 
 
22. Isaam Diab, M.D., testified that he is a rheumatologist and has practiced on the west side of  

Cleveland for the past 18 years.  He is in a practice group of approximately 45 primary-care 
physicians and 45 to 50 multi-specialty physicians.  He stated that he has known Dr. Madhun 
for the last 15 years through patient referrals and consultations, and that Dr. Madhun shares 
office space with his group.  (Tr. at 107-108) 

 
23. Dr. Diab prefaced his testimony by stating that he is aware of Dr. Madhun’s admitted sexual 

contact with Patient 1 and that he (Dr. Diab) does not condone this conduct and “absolutely” 
believes that Dr. Madhun’s conduct was wrong and unethical.  (Tr. at 108-109) 

 
24. Dr. Diab described Dr. Madhun’s practice as a “big endocrinology practice” in which he works 

in multiple hospitals in the Cleveland area consulting on many of Dr. Diab’s diabetic patients.  
He stated that he found Dr. Madhun to be an “excellent physician” who is dedicated to his 
practice and patients.  Dr. Diab testified that Dr. Madhun’s practice is unique due to the 
“continuity of care and treatment” and “continuous contact” that Dr. Madhun must have with 
his diabetes patients.  Dr. Diab further stated that there is a “lack of trained endocrinologists on 
the [west] side of Cleveland” and that the diabetic patients of his group “will suffer * * * 
gravely” and “are the loser[s]” if Dr. Madhun is removed from practice as a result of this 
situation.   (Tr. 109-115) 

 
25. Finally, Dr. Diab stated that he would be willing to act as a mentor or give guidance to 

Dr. Madhun if such were required by the Board as part of Dr. Madhun’s sanction.  (Tr. at 114) 
 
Testimony of Raymond E. Stachurski1 
 
26. Raymond E. Stachurski is a 53-year-old male who has been a patient of Dr. Madhun since he 

was placed on a liver-transplant list in 2000.  Mr. Stachurski testified that he has since received 

                                                 
1After his right to confidentiality was explained, this patient of Dr. Madhun waived his confidentiality right and requested that his 
named be used in these proceedings.  
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a liver transplant and remains under the care of Dr. Madhun.  He stated that he has office visits 
with Dr. Madhun every 90 days and that Dr. Madhun is in contact with him about once every 
two weeks to monitor his blood levels and make insulin adjustments.  He stated that he must 
use large amounts of insulin due to his condition, but is “very insulin intolerant.”  He stated that 
Dr. Madhun must closely monitor him because “if [his insulin levels] get out of whack, there’s 
a very good possibility that [he] may not survive.”  (Tr. at 121-123) 

 
27. Mr. Stachurski further stated that, of the five doctors that he currently sees, Dr. Madhum “is, by 

far, the most attentive to [his] needs” and “one of the better doctors [he] ever met.”  He stated 
that Dr. Madhun has a unique concern for and dedication to his patients, and he has at times 
gotten phone calls from Dr. Madhun on Sundays and late in the evening to discuss his 
condition or to make insulin adjustments.  (Tr. 123-126) 

 
28. Mr. Stachurski stated that, if Dr. Madhun were removed from the practice of medicine for any 

period of time, Mr. Stachurski is not sure that another physician could take over his care and  
control his condition without harm to his health.  He testified that Dr. Madhun’s removal from 
practice may affect whether he lives or dies.  (Tr. at 125) 

 
Testimony of Anne M. Carrol, M.D. 
 
29. Anne M. Carrol, M.D. testified that she is a sole practitioner with a general internal-medicine 

practice in Beachwood, Ohio.  She stated that she first met Dr. Madhun when they did their 
residencies together approximately 20 years ago at Case Western Reserve University and that 
they briefly shared office space in 2003 or 2004.  They also currently refer patients to one 
another.  (Tr. at 131-132, 139-140) 

 
30. Dr. Carrol described Dr. Madhun as “a superb physician” to whom she and other area 

physicians have referred patients with high-risk pregnancies due to diabetic complications.  She 
stated that she is not aware of another endocrinologist in the Cleveland area to whom she could 
refer these patients.  She also stated that there would be a unique burden on patients if 
Dr. Madhun were removed from his practice for any period of time.  (Tr. at 133-139) 

 
31. Dr. Carrol stated that she would be willing to serve as a mentor to Dr. Madhun or otherwise 

monitor his practice if that is required by the Board.  (Tr. at 139) 
 
Additional Testimony by Dr. Madhun 
 
32.  Dr. Madhun testified that due to the proliferation of lawsuits involving OB/GYN’s and the 

high-risk nature of diabetes during pregnancy, most OB/GYN’s have been referring pregnant 
patients with diabetes to endocrinologists such as himself.  He further stated that there is a 
severe shortage of endocrinologists in the Cleveland area who accept diabetic pregnancy 
referrals.  He stated that there is probably only one other endocrinologist on the west side of 
Cleveland who takes these referrals and that he is the only one on the east side who will take 
them.  In the context of this testimony, Dr. Madhun also emphasized the constant need to 
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closely monitor diabetic, pregnant patients, particularly in the last trimester.  Dr. Madhun also 
cited a shortage of physicians in the Cleveland area who specialize in treating thyroid cancer,  
with three others on the west side of Cleveland and three on the east side of Cleveland.  (Tr. at 
71-80) 

 
33.  Dr. Madhun testified that, in lieu of any license suspension for him in this matter, that the 

Board consider permitting him to continue his practice without compensation.  He proposes 
this alternative so that his patients, especially the diabetic pregnant patients, may continue to 
receive needed medical treatments in the face of a shortage of other endocrinologists in the area 
to treat them.  His proposal further requests that during any such period: his office staff be paid; 
office overhead expenses be paid; and the portion of medical fees which previously was paid to 
him as compensation would be paid to charity.  He further stated that he would be willing to 
complete any specific education regarding dealing with patients or accept supervision by 
another physician if either is required by the Board.  (Tr. at 80-85)  

 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
1.   During late 1998 and continuing through into October 2004, Zuhayr T. Madhun, M.D., in 

the course of his medical practice, treated Patient 1 (as identified in a confidential patient 
key admitted under seal) for Type 1 Diabetes Mellitus.  Despite his ongoing physician-
patient relationship with Patient 1, Dr. Madhun engaged in sexual contact with Patient 1 on 
at least three separate occasions between January 2004 and June 2004, inclusive. 

 
 At the hearing and in his interrogatory responses to the Board, Dr. Madhun contended that the 

physician-patient relationship terminated on June 8, 2004, Patient 1's last office visit in which 
she saw Dr. Madhun.  Despite that contention, there was no formal termination of the 
physician-patient relationship at that point, and, despite Dr. Madhun’s suggestion that Patient 
1 find another physician, Patient 1 continued to have appointments with staff in Dr. Madhun’s 
office and did not terminate the physician-patient relationship until October 2004. 

 
2. During an unannounced interview with a Board Investigator on February 22, 2006, 

Dr. Madhun requested to have an attorney present for the interview, and stated that, until he 
had an opportunity to meet with his attorney, he denied having any sexual relationship with 
Patient 1.  During a second interview with a Board Investigator on March 15, 2006, at 
which Dr. Madhun’s attorney was present, Dr. Madhum admitted to engaging in sexual 
activity with Patient 1, including sexual intercourse on three occasions between January 
2004 and June 2004, inclusive, when Patient 1 was his patient.  Dr. Madhun subsequently 
confirmed such activity with Patient 1 in a written statement to the Board dated March 23, 
2006, and in interrogatory responses to the Board dated October 8, 2008. 
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 
1. R.C. 4731.22, in pertinent parts, states as follows: 
 

* * * 
 

(B) The board, by an affirmative vote of not fewer than six members, shall, to 
the extent permitted by law, limit, revoke, or suspend an individual's certificate 
to practice, refuse to register an individual, refuse to reinstate a certificate, or 
reprimand or place on probation the holder of a certificate for one or more of 
the following reasons: 
 

* * * 
 
(18) Subject to section 4731.226 of the Revised Code, violation of any 
provision of a code of ethics of the American medical association, the 
American osteopathic association, the American podiatric medical association, 
or any other national professional organizations that the board specifies by rule.  

 
* * * 

 
2. The American Medical Association’s (AMA’s) Principles of Medical Ethics in effect for 

2004-2005, in pertinent part, state as follows: 
 
    Sexual Misconduct in the Practice of Medicine 
 
    Sexual contact that occurs concurrent with the patient-physician 

relationship constitutes sexual misconduct.  Sexual or romantic 
interactions between physicians and patients detract from the goals 
of the physician-patient relationship, may exploit the vulnerability of 
the patient, may obscure the physician’s objective judgment 
concerning the patient’s health care, and ultimately may be 
detrimental to the patient’s well-being. 

 
    If a physician has reason to believe that non-sexual contact with a 

patient may be perceived as or may lead to sexual contact, then he or 
she should avoid the non-sexual contact.  At a minimum, a 
physician’s ethical duties include terminating the physician-patient 
relationship before initiating a dating, romantic, or sexual 
relationship with a patient. 

 
* * * 

 
3.  The undisputed sexual contact that occurred between Dr. Madhun and Patient 1 while she was 

a patient, as set forth in Finding of Fact 1 above, clearly constitutes a violation of the AMA’s 
Principles of Medical Ethics in effect during the period in which Dr. Madhun engaged in these 
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activities.  Indeed, Dr. Madhun conceded that his conduct was unethical and in violation of the 
AMA’s Principles of Medical Ethics.   

 
  His violation of these provisions constitutes a “violation of any provision of a code of ethics of 

the American medical association, the American osteopathic association, the American 
podiatric medical association, or any other national professional organizations that the board 
specifies by rule,” as that language is used in R.C. 4731.22(B)(18). 

 
4.  Dr. Madhun’s denial to the Board Investigator in the February 2006 interview that he had a 

sexual relationship with Patient 1 while she was his patient, as set forth in Finding of Fact 2 
above, does constitute  “[m]aking a false, fraudulent, deceptive, or misleading statement * * * 
in relation to the practice of medicine and surgery, osteopathic medicine and surgery * * *” as 
that language is used in R.C. 4731.22(B)(5). 

 
  Dr. Madhun’s denial to the Board Investigator in the February 2006 interview that he had a 

sexual relationship with Patient 1 while she was his patient, as set forth in Finding of Fact 2 
above, also constitutes a “failure to cooperate in an investigation conducted by the board 
under division (F) of this section,” as that language is used in R.C. 4731.22(B)(34).   

 
  It is noted that Dr. Madhun’s violations of these provisions are mitigated by the facts that his 

original denial was in conjunction with his request to have counsel present at the interview and 
that, within a short time following his original denial, he did in fact provide an admission to the 
Board of his sexual relationship with Patient 1, with the assistance of counsel, and he 
cooperated in good faith with all aspects of the Board’s pursuit of administrative charges since 
that admission. 

 
 

Rationale for the Proposed Order 
 
It is undisputed that Dr. Madhun engaged in sexual contact, including three separate incidents of 
sexual intercourse over a six-month period, with Patient 1 while she was his patient.  As noted, Dr. 
Madhun has admitted that such conduct constituted sexual misconduct under the AMA’s Principles 
of Medical Ethics and was unethical.  At least one reason for the prohibition against sexual contact 
between a physician and patient is that the sexual contact may exploit the vulnerability of the patient.  
Such is present in the instant matter as evidenced by Patient 1's initial email to Dr. Madhun in which 
she stated, “You are my hero and don’t forget I love you.”   Indeed, a patient’s feelings toward 
his/her physician can be confusing as a result of the care and treatment provided. 
 
Dr. Madhun’s personal relationship with and sexual contact involving Patient 1 was not an isolated 
incident but instead involved three separate incidents of sexual contact over a several-month period 
with a patient he knew was married.  The duration of the contact should have permitted time for 
Dr. Madhun to reflect on the impropriety of such activity with one of his patients.  Accordingly, 
despite his assertions of the scarcity of endocrinologists in the Cleveland area, this Hearing Examiner 
feels that some suspension of his certificate is warranted. 
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Regarding Dr. Madhun’s false or misleading statements to the Board Investigator and his failure to 
cooperate in the investigation of this matter, this Hearing Examiner agrees that Dr. Madhun did deny 
his sexual relationship with Patient 1 in the initial interview in February 2006.  The evidence 
suggests, however, that this denial was done in conjunction with his request to have counsel present 
during the interview.  Indeed, in a follow-up interview conducted a few weeks later with his counsel 
present, Dr. Madhun freely admitted the existence of his sexual relationship with Patient 1 and 
provided specific details thereof.  Further, since that point the evidence suggests that he fully 
cooperated with the investigation, including but not limited to, providing a written statement to the 
Board Investigator and responses to Board interrogatories.  The Board should take into account such 
mitigating factors with respect to the second violation. 
 
With regard to the appropriate sanction, the Hearing Examiner notes that this case has similarities to 
the Matter of Macheret (December 2008), in which the Board ordered a one-year suspension.  Here, 
however, the Hearing Examiner has recommended only a six-month suspension due to the evidence 
regarding the potential extreme hardship for patients.   
 
 
 

PROPOSED ORDER 
 
It is hereby ORDERED that: 
 
1.  REVOCATION, STAYED; SUSPENSION; The certificate of Zuhayr T. Madhun, 

M.D., to practice medicine and surgery in the State of Ohio shall be REVOKED.  Such 
revocation is STAYED, and Dr. Madhun’s certificate shall be SUSPENDED for an 
indefinite period of time, but not less than 180 days.   

 
2.      CONDITIONS FOR REINSTATEMENT OR RESTORATION: The Board shall not 

consider reinstatement or restoration of Dr. Madhun’s certificate to practice medicine and 
surgery in Ohio until all of the following have been met: 

 
a. Application for Reinstatement or Restoration: Dr. Madhun shall submit an 

application for reinstatement or restoration, accompanied by appropriate fees, if 
any.   

   
  b. Professional Ethics Course(s): At the time he submits his application for 

reinstatement or restoration, Dr. Madhun shall provide acceptable documentation 
of successful completion of a course or courses dealing with professional ethics.  
The exact number of hours and the specific content of the course or courses shall 
be subject to the prior approval of the Board or its designee.  Any courses taken in 
compliance with this provision shall be in addition to the Continuing Medical 
Education requirements for relicensure for the Continuing Medical Education 
acquisition period(s) in which they are completed. 
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In addition, at the time Dr. Madhun submits the documentation of successful 
completion of the course or courses dealing with professional ethics, he shall also 
submit to the Board a written report describing the course(s), setting forth what he 
learned from the course(s), and identifying with specificity how he will apply 
what he has learned to his practice of medicine in the future. 

 
c. Personal Ethics Course: At the time he submits his application for reinstatement 

or restoration, Dr. Madhun shall provide acceptable documentation of successful 
completion of a course or courses dealing with personal ethics.  The exact number 
of hours and the specific content of the course or courses shall be subject to the 
prior approval of the Board or its designee.  Any courses taken in compliance with 
this provision shall be in addition to the Continuing Medical Education 
requirements for relicensure for the Continuing Medical Education acquisition 
period(s) in which they are completed. 

 
In addition, at the time Dr. Madhun submits the documentation of successful 
completion of the course or courses dealing with personal ethics, he shall also 
submit to the Board a written report describing the course(s), setting forth what he 
learned from the course(s), and identifying with specificity how he will apply 
what he has learned to his practice of medicine in the future 

 
  d. Additional Evidence of Fitness to Resume Practice: In the event that Dr. 

Madhun has not been engaged in the active practice of medicine and surgery for a 
period in excess of two years prior to application for reinstatement or restoration, 
the Board may exercise its discretion under Section 4731.222 of the Revised Code 
to require additional evidence of his fitness to resume practice. 

 
3.  PROBATION: Upon reinstatement or restoration, Dr. Madhun’s certificate shall be 

subject to the following PROBATIONARY terms, conditions, and limitations for a period 
of at least two years: 

 
      a.  Obey the Law: Dr. Madhun shall obey all federal, state, and local laws, and all 
   rules governing the practice of medicine and surgery in Ohio. 
 

             b.     Quarterly Declarations: Dr. Madhum shall submit quarterly declarations under 
          penalty of Board disciplinary action and/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 the first day of 
          the third month following the month in which Dr. Madhun’s certificate is restored 
                    or reinstated.  Subsequent quarterly declarations must be received in the Board’s 
          offices on or before the first day of every third month. 
 

         c.    Personal Appearances: Dr. Madhun shall appear in person for an interview  
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        before the full Board or its designated representative during the third month 
                following the month in which Dr. Madhun’s certificate is restored or reinstated, or 
                as otherwise directed by the Board.  Subsequent personal appearances must occur 
                every six 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.   

 
             d.   Violation of Terms of Probation: If Dr. Madhun violates the terms of his 
                           probation in any respect, the Board, after giving him notice and the opportunity to 
                           be heard, may institute whatever disciplinary action it deems appropriate, up to 
                           and including permanent revocation of his certificate. 
 
     4.  TERMINATION OF PROBATION: Upon successful completion of probation, as 

evidenced by a written release from the Board, Dr. Madhun’s certificate will be fully 
restored. 

 
     5.  REQUIRED REPORTING AND DOCUMENTATION OF REPORTING: 
 
  a. Required Reporting to Employers and Hospitals: Within 30 days of the 

effective date of this Order, Dr. Madhun shall provide a copy of this Order to all 
employers or entities with which he is under contract to provide health care 
services (including but not limited to third party payors) or is receiving training, 
and the Chief of Staff at each hospital where he has privileges or appointments.  
Further, Dr. Madhun shall provide a copy of this Order to all employers or entities 
with which he contracts to provide health care services, or applies for or receives 
training, and the Chief of Staff at each hospital where he/she applies for or obtains 
privileges or appointments.  In the event that Dr. Madhun provides any health care 
services or health care direction or medical oversight to any emergency medical 
services organization or emergency medical services provider, within 30 days of 
the effective date of this Order, Dr. Madhun shall provide a copy of this Order to 
the Ohio Department of Public Safety, Division of Emergency Medical Services.   

 
 This requirement shall continue until Dr. Madhun receives from the Board written 

notification of his successful completion of probation as set forth in paragraph 4, 
above.  
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