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EVIDENCE EXAMINED 
 
I. Testimony Heard 
 

No testimony was presented 
 
II. Exhibits Examined 
 

A. Presented by the State 
 

1. State’s Exhibits 1A through 1H:  Procedural exhibits.   
 
2. State’s Exhibit 2:  Certified copies of documents pertaining to Dr. Ling maintained 

by the Alaska Department of Community and Economic Development, Division of 
Occupational Licensing.   

 
3. State’s Exhibit 3:  August 18, 2003, certification of the Board stating that an Ohio 

license had been issued to Dr. Ling on April 14, 1995; that that license had expired 
on July 1, 2002, for non-payment of renewal fees; and that that license has not been 
reinstated. 

 
4. State’s Exhibit 4:  Copy of a June 6, 2003, Public Letter of Reprimand issued to 

Dr. Ling by the Medical Board of California. 
 

B. Presented by the Respondent 
 

Respondent’s Exhibit A:  Dr. Ling’s September 29, 2003, written defense. 
 

 
 

SUMMARY OF THE EVIDENCE 
 
All exhibits and transcripts of testimony, even if not specifically mentioned, were thoroughly 
reviewed and considered by the Hearing Examiner prior to preparing this Report and 
Recommendation. 
 
1. On April 14, 1995, the Board issued to Louis A. Ling, M.D., a certificate to practice 

medicine and surgery in Ohio.  Subsequently, on July 1, 2002, Dr. Ling’s Ohio certificate 
expired for non-payment of renewal fees.  As of August 18, 2003, that certificate had not 
been reinstated.  (State’s Exhibit [St. Ex.] 3) 

 
2. On April 3, 2003, the Medical Board for the State of Alaska [Alaska Board] adopted a 

Memorandum of Agreement and Decision and Order that had been entered into between 



Report and Recommendation 
In the Matter of Louis A. Ling, M.D. 
Page 3 

the Alaska Board and Dr. Ling.  In that document, Dr. Ling admitted the following: 
 

a. On November 17, 2000, Dr. Ling signed an application for renewal of his Alaska 
medical license.  The Alaska Board received Dr. Ling’s renewal application on 
December 28, 2000. 

 
b. In his renewal application, Dr. Ling reported that a malpractice claim of $24,000 had 

been paid on his behalf on or about May 12, 1999. 
 
c. Dr. Ling did not report the malpractice payment within thirty days of the resolution of 

the claim or termination of the civil suit, as is required by Alaska law. 
 
d. Dr. Ling asserted that his failure to report the malpractice payment in a timely manner 

had been the result of Dr. Ling’s belief that his attorney had submitted the required 
report to the Alaska Board. 

 
 (St. Ex. 2) 
 
 Based upon Dr. Ling’s admissions, the Alaska Board placed a reprimand in Dr. Ling’s 

license file, and ordered that he pay a civil fine of $1,000 to the State of Alaska within 
thirty days of the date that the agreement is adopted by the Alaska Board.  (St. Ex. 2) 

 
3. On June 6, 2003, the Medical Board of California [California Board] issued to Dr. Ling a 

Public Letter of Reprimand, based upon the Alaska Board action.  (St. Ex. 4) 
 
4. In his written defense, Dr. Ling stated that the malpractice case that had given rise to the 

Alaska Board action had concluded in 1998, and that the Ohio Board had been informed of 
the malpractice case at the time.  Dr. Ling further stated that, in the five years since, he has 
been “doomed to endure endless bureaucratic harassment as a result of a failure to comply 
with, due to ignorance, a rather obscure facet of law.”  Dr. Ling further stated as follows: 

 
 First, I practiced for several years in a remote, poorly served area of Ohio, 

caring for mostly poor or indigent citizens.  I was the only board certified 
specialist serving the entire Morrow County.  During that time I lost a 
significant amount of money, which I could have made living elsewhere, but, 
I enjoyed providing the service to deserving people, many of whom would not 
have received needed specialty care had I not been there.  I also served 
without pay as a member of the Morrow County Board of Health, and of the 
Delaware/Morrow Regional Mental Health Board.  However[,] I am not 
immaculately conceived and I accomplished a difficult operation which 
resulted in a less than perfect outcome.  This was not a matter of negligence or 
malpractice, and in spite of ample evidence upon which to litigate, [I] agreed 
to settle rather than litigate because I felt it proper that my patient receive 
some compensation for the unfortunate outcome.  My lawyer assured me that 
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there was nothing else to do following the settlement.  The federal data bank 
was informed.  The next time my Alaska license was due for renewal I duly 
reported the settlement on the renewal form and was issued my new license 
forthwith.  On the complaint from the Alaska Board it clearly states that the 
information upon which the complaint was based was obtained from my 
application.  At no time was there any intent to conceal this matter.  Had my 
lawyer properly researched the Alaska and California Medical Board 
reporting requirements the matter would have been reported on time.  (This 
constitutes legal malpractice in my opinion but the legal profession has made 
establishing legal malpractice almost impossible.)  California must have 
obtained the information about the Alaska action in some sort of computer 
exchange ([t]hey had already been informed of the incident itself long 
before[]) and subsequently labeled me as a miscreant, not for malpractice, not 
for perjury, but solely because I paid a $1,000 fine for being ignorant of and 
not complying with a 30 day reporting deadline, surely a human failing, not a 
criminal act. 

 
 In 2002 I purposely did not renew my Ohio Medical License because I have 

no desire to practice in Ohio ever again, or set foot in Ohio again for that 
matter.  However, I would look with grave alarm on any action on your part 
which would in any manner jeopardize my present license in Alaska or 
California.  It is the opinion of myself and my legal counsel that I have done 
nothing which would warrant any further action on your part to further harass 
me or deny me any further legal rights including the right to reapply for an 
Ohio medical license if I should so desire. 

 
 (Respondent’s Exhibit A) 
 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
1. On July 1, 2002, the certificate of Louis A. Ling, M.D., to practice medicine and surgery in 

Ohio was suspended by operation of law for nonpayment of renewal fees.  As of 
August 18, 2003, Dr. Ling’s Ohio certificate had not been reinstated.   

 
2. On April 3, 2003, the Alaska State Medical Board adopted a Memorandum of Agreement 

and Decision and Order, which placed a reprimand in Dr. Ling’s Alaska Board licensure 
file, and required payment of a civil fine in the amount of $1,000.   

 
 The Alaska Board action was based on the following admissions by Dr. Ling: 
 

a. On November 17, 2000, Dr. Ling signed an application for renewal of his Alaska 
medical license.  The Alaska Board received Dr. Ling’s renewal application on 
December 28, 2000. 
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b. In his renewal application, Dr. Ling reported that a malpractice claim of $24,000 had 

been paid on his behalf on or about May 12, 1999. 
 
c. Dr. Ling did not report the malpractice payment within thirty days of the resolution of 

the claim or termination of the civil suit, as is required by Alaska law. 
 
d. Dr. Ling asserted that his failure to report the malpractice payment in a timely manner 

had been the result of Dr. Ling’s belief that his attorney had submitted the required 
report to the Alaska Board. 

 
3. On June 6, 2003, the Medical Board of California issued to Dr. Ling a Public Letter of 

Reprimand.  This action was based upon the April 3, 2003, Memorandum of Agreement 
and Decision and Order of the Alaska Board. 

 
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 
1. The Alaska Board Memorandum of Agreement and Decision and Order concerning 

Louis A. Ling, M.D., as set forth in Findings of Fact 2, constitutes “[a]ny of the following 
actions taken by the agency responsible for regulating the practice of medicine and surgery, 
osteopathic medicine and surgery, podiatric medicine and surgery, or the limited branches 
of medicine in another jurisdiction, for any reason other than the nonpayment of fees:  the 
limitation, revocation, or suspension of an individual’s license to practice; acceptance of an 
individual’s license surrender; denial of a license; refusal to renew or reinstate a license; 
imposition of probation; or issuance of an order of censure or other reprimand,” as that 
clause is used in Section 4731.22(B)(22), Ohio Revised Code.   

 
2. The California Board Public Letter of Reprimand issued to Dr. Ling, as set forth in 

Findings of Fact 3, also constitutes “[a]ny of the following actions taken by the agency 
responsible for regulating the practice of medicine and surgery, osteopathic medicine and 
surgery, podiatric medicine and surgery, or the limited branches of medicine in another 
jurisdiction, for any reason other than the nonpayment of fees:  the limitation, revocation, 
or suspension of an individual’s license to practice; acceptance of an individual’s license 
surrender; denial of a license; refusal to renew or reinstate a license; imposition of 
probation; or issuance of an order of censure or other reprimand,” as that clause is used in 
Section 4731.22(B)(22), Ohio Revised Code.   

 
 

PROPOSED ORDER 
 
It is hereby ORDERED that: 
 
A. Louis A. Ling, M.D., be REPRIMANDED. 
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