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EVIDENCE EXAMINED 
 
I. Testimony Heard 
 

Presented by the Respondent 
 
1. Patient KT 
2. Miguel Angel Marrero, M.D. 
 

II. Exhibits Examined 
 

A. Presented by the State 
 

1. State’s Exhibits 1A-1K Procedural exhibits. 
 
2. State’s Exhibit 2: Certified document regarding Dr. Marrero’s licensure status 

in the State of Ohio.  
 
3. State’s Exhibit 3: Certified copy of a Final Adjudication and Order pertaining to 

Dr. Marrero maintained by the State Board of Medicine of the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania, Department of State, Bureau of Professional and Occupational 
Affairs.  

 
B. Presented by the Respondent 

 
Respondent’s Exhibit A: Dr. Marrero’s curriculum vitae. 
 

 
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.  Miguel Angel Marrero, M.D., started his undergraduate education at the University of 

Puerto Rico, and completed it at Michigan State University in 1980.  In 1986, 
Dr. Marrero obtained a medical degree from the Case Western Reserve University School 
of Medicine in Cleveland, Ohio.  Thereafter, he completed an internship at the New York 
University Medical Center, Department of Obstetrics and Gynecology, in New York 
City.  In 1990, Dr. Marrero completed a residency in obstetrics and gynecology at the 
Indiana University Medical Center.  In 1992, he completed a fellowship at the Mayo 
Clinic Graduate School of Medicine, Department of Obstetrics and Gynecology, in 
reproductive endocrinology and fertility.  Dr. Marrero is certified by the American Board 
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of Obstetrics and Gynecology.  He is licensed in Florida, Massachusetts, Minnesota, New 
Jersey, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Puerto Rico. (Hearing Transcript [Tr.] at 
54-56; Respondent’s Exhibit [Resp. Ex.] A) 

 
 From 1992 through 1993, Dr. Marrero was an Assistant Professor of Obstetrics and 

Gynecology at the Medical College of Pennsylvania, Allegheny General Hospital.  For the 
following three years, Dr. Marrero was associated with the Western Pennsylvania Hospital, 
Department of Obstetrics and Gynecology.  In 1996, he started a private practice in 
obstetrics and gynecology, although he discontinued the practice of obstetrics in 2000.  
Since 2000, he has also served as an Adjunct Clinical Assistant Professor at the Duquesne 
University School of Health Sciences.  He currently practices in a private practice in 
Bridgeville, Pennsylvania. (Tr. at 53-54; Resp. Ex. A) 

 
2.  On July 1, 2004, Dr. Marrero’s certificate to practice medicine and surgery in Ohio was 

suspended, by operation of law, for non-payment of renewal fees.  His certificate has not 
been reinstated. (State’s Exhibit [St. Ex.] 2)  

 
3.  On July 10, 2003, the Pennsylvania State Board of Medicine [Pennsylvania Board] issued 

an Order to Show Cause alleging that Dr. Marrero had engaged in unprofessional conduct 
in the treatment of a patient.  A hearing was held on January 12, 2004. (St. Ex. 3 at 8)  
Subsequently, the Pennsylvania Board hearing examiner made Findings of Fact, which 
included the following:  

 
a. In 1995, ST and KT, husband and wife, consulted Dr. Marrero regarding fertility 

issues.   
 
b. In 1996, while still a patient of Dr. Marrero, KT became Dr. Marrero’s office 

manager.   
 
c. In 1999, Dr. Marrero engaged in a sexual relationship with KT even though both he 

and KT were married and living with their respective spouses.   
 
d. In September 1999, Dr. Marrero and KT traveled to Toronto together, saw Phantom 

of the Opera, saw the Skyport, and shopped for toys for KT’s children.   
 
e. On September 11, 1999, in an effort to persuade KT to remain employed as his office 

manager, Dr. Marrero increased her annual salary from approximately $37,000 to 
$52,000.   

 
f. On October 13, 1999, KT told Dr. Marrero that she was having trouble at home and 

that her husband desired that KT sever all ties with Dr. Marrero. 
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g. During the course of 1999, Dr. Marrero engaged in a continuous course of 
unprofessional and harassing conduct wherein he would send e-mails and other 
messages to KT professing his deep affection and love for her, as well as sending 
photographs of himself to KT. 

 
h. From August 1999 through January 2000, Dr. Marrero repeatedly contacted the 

home of KT and ST and made romantic overtures toward KT, professing his love for 
her by letters, e-mails, and phone calls. 

 
i. Since KT and ST shared an e-mail address and an answering machine, all of 

Dr. Marrero’s romantic overtures were accessible to and received by ST as well 
as KT. 

 
j. On October 24, 1999, KT advised Dr. Marrero that she would be resigning from her 

position as office manager, effective November 5, 1999. 
 
k. In an effort to persuade KT to remain in his employment, Dr. Marrero offered to 

increase KT’s salary to $104,000 in return for KT working approximately four days 
per week.  KT advised Dr. Marrero that she would not accept his offer. 

 
l. By letter dated December 3, 1999, Dr. Marrero advised KT that, if she were to leave 

his care, the only physicians who could treat her problems resided in Florida, Oregon, 
Tennessee, or Wisconsin. 

 
m. Throughout 1999, Dr. Marrero sent voice mails and e-mails to ST, including a 

photograph of KT and Dr. Marrero holding hands.  On December 3, 1999, 
Dr. Marrero telephoned ST at home and left a message advising ST that Dr. Marrero 
and KT were having an affair. 

 
n. In June 2000, KT left her husband and remained in the employ of Dr. Marrero. 
 
o. On January 23, 2001, during support hearings in Pennsylvania courts with respect to 

the children of KT and ST, Dr. Marrero admitted under oath that his affair with KT 
had commenced in August 1999 and that his sexual relationship with KT had 
continued since that time.   

 
p. Since November 1999, Dr. Marrero has continued to provide care and treatment to 

KT, including but not limited to treating her for reproductive issues, endocrinology, 
infertility and endometriosis surgery, as well as prescribing various medications, 
without maintaining medical records regarding such care.   
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q. Dr. Marrero has an outstanding reputation in the medical community for his 
competency as an imminent obstetrician and gynecologist specializing in fertility and 
reproduction. 

 
 (St. Ex. 3 at 9-12)   
 
 In the Conclusions of Law, the Pennsylvania Board hearing examiner found that 

Dr. Marrero was “guilty of immoral and unprofessional conduct in his professional 
relationship with ST and KT, who were his patients.”  The Pennsylvania Board hearing 
examiner also found that Dr. Marrero had failed to maintain proper medical records 
regarding his treatment of KT. (St. Ex. 3 at 13)  

 
 In discussion, the Pennsylvania Board hearing examiner noted that both Dr. Marrero and KT 

had provided testimony during the course of the hearing that was not credible.  In fact, the 
Pennsylvania Board hearing examiner noted that Dr. Marrero had submitted conflicting 
testimony while under oath in two different forums. (St. Ex. 3 at 21)  The Pennsylvania 
Board hearing examiner issued an Order proposing a stayed suspension, probation of three 
years, and a civil penalty of $4,000.00. (St. Ex. 3 at 23) 

 
 On January 26, 2005, the Pennsylvania Board affirmed the Order of the hearing examiner 

and placed Dr. Marrero’s certificate on probation for three years.  However, the Pennsylvania 
Board increased the civil penalty from $4,000 to $10,000.  In addition, the Pennsylvania 
Board ordered that Dr. Marrero complete a course on physician-patient boundaries within 
twelve months.  Finally, in considering the matter, the Pennsylvania Board found it to be 
mitigating that KT was also an employee. (St. Ex. 3 at 4-5)  

 
4. KT testified at hearing on behalf of Dr. Marrero.  KT testified that she is now Dr. Marrero’s 

wife and continues to serve as his office manager.  KT testified regarding the events that led 
to the Pennsylvania Board action. (Tr. at 15-17)  More specifically, KT testified that: 

 
a. KT started seeing Dr. Marrero as a patient in 1992, and started working in 

Dr. Marrero’s office in January 1997. (Tr. at 16-17) 
 
b. KT last saw Dr. Marrero as a patient in June 1999.  KT acknowledged that there 

had been no discussion at that time regarding the end of the physician-patient 
relationship; nor did she see a new physician at that time.  Moreover, KT admitted 
that Dr. Marrero had continued to prescribe medications for her after June 1999.  
KT provided somewhat confusing and inconsistent testimony regarding the dates 
and circumstances under which Dr. Marrero prescribed these medications. 
(Tr. at 17, 32-42, 49) 

 
c. In June or July 1999, Dr. Marrero and his family were vacationing in Italy.  While 

Dr. Marrero was out of the country, Dr. Marrero’s office staff resigned.  KT was the 
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only staff member remaining.  KT and Dr. Marrero communicated frequently by 
telephone and e-mail during this time. (Tr. at 18-20, 26-29)  At this point, 
Dr. Marrero offered to increase KT’s salary.  KT testified that Dr. Marrero had 
offered the additional money because she was the only employee left in the office.  
KT accepted the increase in salary. (Tr. at 20, 30) 

 
d. KT’s relationship with her husband, ST, had been deteriorating at that time. (Tr. at 22-23) 

 
e. KT’s father died in August 1999.  Dr. Marrero attended the funeral and kissed KT on the 

cheek.  KT testified that it had not been a romantic kiss. (Tr. at 47-49) 
 
f. In September 1999, Dr. Marrero and KT attended the annual meeting of the Society 

for Assisted Reproductive Medicine in Toronto, Canada.  KT and Dr. Marrero traveled 
separately.  Nevertheless, they attended some functions together.  KT further testified 
that this was the first time she had attended a professional function with Dr. Marrero. 
(Tr. at 20-21, 30-31) 

 
g. KT testified that Dr. Marrero had given her a letter in December 1999 officially 

terminating the physician-patient relationship.  KT testified that he had given her the 
letter because they had had an argument, although she could not recall what that 
argument had entailed. (Tr. at 42-43)  Later, however, KT testified that they had not 
had an argument but may have had a disagreement about office business. (Tr. at 45) 

 
h. On the same day during which Dr. Marrero had given KT the letter terminating their 

physician-patient relationship, he also left a voice message for ST stating that 
Dr. Marrero had been having an affair with KT for most of the past year. (Tr. at 43-44)  
Dr. Marrero told KT that he had left the message because he had “lost his temper, he 
was upset about something.”  KT could not recall why Dr. Marrero had been upset at 
that time.  When asked if they had ever discussed the telephone message, KT stated: 
“You know what?  No.  Because there were so many things going on with—once I left 
my husband and everything, we never—we just—it was unfortunate that Dr. Marrero 
left that message and it was something we chose to leave in the past.” (Tr. at 45-46) 

 
i. KT testified that her sexual relationship with Dr. Marrero began in July 2000. (Tr. at 23) 
 
j. In 2001, Dr. Marrero testified at the custody hearing regarding KT’s children.  

Dr. Marrero testified under oath that his sexual relationship with KT had begun in 
August 1999. (Tr. at 31-32)  KT testified that Dr. Marrero had made this statement 
because her lawyer had told Dr. Marrero: 

 
[I]f they ask you anything regarding anything with an affair or anything, 
you have to say August 1999 because you did give her a kiss on the 
cheek.  He did not distinguish between a sexual affair or anything 
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romantic.  He said that since Dr. Marrero gave me a kiss on the cheek, 
he should testify that that was when an affair or anything romantic 
started. 
 

 (Tr. at 50) 
 

k. KT married Dr. Marrero in September 2005. (Tr. at 23) 
 
5. Dr. Marrero testified that he had increased KT’s salary during the summer of 1999 because 

his office staff had resigned while he and his family were in Italy.  He stated that both he 
and his wife had agreed to increase KT’s salary because they were so dependent upon her 
and did not want her to resign. (Tr. at 65-69) 

 
6. Dr. Marrero filed for a divorce from his wife in November 1999. (Tr. at 76) 
 
7.  Dr. Marrero testified that he had given KT the December 1999 letter terminating their 

physician-patient relationship because he and KT had had an argument.  Dr. Marrero 
testified that he could not recall the details of the argument, but he remembered that KT 
was leaving the practice.  He stated that he had been “severing the relationship officially,” 
even though he had not seen her as a patient in the recent past. (Tr. at 61-62) 

 
8.  When asked why he had left a message for ST claiming that KT and Dr. Marrero had been 

engaged in a sexual relationship, Dr. Marrero testified: 
 

 We had a big argument.  She had a big argument with me.  She was upset 
about many things and so was I.  And she quit at that point. 

 
 And I was very upset and just to—against, you know, my good judgment, I 

just call her husband at the time and I left this nasty message that, basically, 
give the idea that we been having a relationship, you know, sexual 
relationship for a long time when that was not really true. 

 
 And in retrospect that was kind of like me being vindictive in a way because 

when she left—see she was the only one who knew the billing system there.  
I was—I was going to be crushed financially for the next several months 
because by the time you hire somebody and you train them and I could not 
do it.  Nobody in the office knew how to do that except her. 

 
 So unfortunately, I did that.  Yes, I did.  But that was not true. 
 

 (Tr. at 74-75)  Later, however, Dr. Marrero acknowledged that, several months before that 
time, he had been aware that KT was planning to leave the practice. (Tr. at 84)   
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9.  Dr. Marrero testified that KT had returned to his office in the summer of 2000, prior to the 

beginning of their sexual relationship. (Tr. at 92) 
 
10.  Dr. Marrero acknowledged that he had written prescriptions for KT in approximately 2001.  

He stated that he had done so when her treating physicians were unavailable to refill her 
regular medications. (Tr. at 62-65)  Dr. Marrero further testified that he had not recorded 
these prescriptions in a medical record because he had not been KT’s physician at that 
time.  Therefore, he concluded, it would have been inappropriate to document the 
prescriptions in a medical record. (Tr. at 91)   

 
11.  In the present matter, Dr. Marrero testified that the sexual relationship had not begun until 

2000.  Dr. Marrero also testified, however, that in August 2001 he had testified during the 
custody and support hearing that his sexual relationship with KT had begun in 
August 1999.  Dr. Marrero explained that he had done so on the advice of his and KT’s 
attorney, who had told him to make that statement. (Tr. at 71-74,89-90)  Dr. Marrero 
testified as follows:  

 
 [The attorney said], you know, they’re going to ask you when the 

relationship started.  Doesn’t matter when it started.  We are talking in 2001, 
and we already had a relationship, you know, and her husband at that time 
was very, very upset with her and also with me. 

 
 And he said, you know, when was the earliest that you could possibly 

remember that you have any relation—you know, anything with her? 
 
 I said, like, what?  Like a kiss or something? 
 
 Yeah, a kiss, that will qualify. 
 
 I say, well, as far as I can remember, I know that her father die in the middle 

of August of 1999, and she was crying, she was you know, having a hard 
time at that point and I remember when I—people were lining up and they 
give her hugs and kisses and I gave her a hug and a kiss on the cheek.  So I 
give her a kiss there. 

 
 He said, well, a kiss does count, so you have to say that it was in August.  

And that is what I said, August. 
 
 I did ask him, you know, but that is not really an affair, you know. 
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 And he said, well, they are not defining what an affair is.  So if they ever ask 
about that, we can, basically, straighten it out but I just want to know when 
the first time you had any contact with her and so that was in August. 

 
 (Tr. at 72-73) 
 
12.  KT testified that she has never heard any complaints regarding Dr. Marrero’s care and 

treatment of patients.  Moreover, she has never known Dr. Marrero to act in a 
professionally unethical manner or to engage in inappropriate behavior with the patient. 
(Tr. at 23-24) 

 
FINDINGS OF FACT 

 
On January 26, 2005, the Pennsylvania State Board of Medicine [Pennsylvania Board] issued an 
Order placing the license of Miguel Angel Marrero, M.D., on probation for a period of three years 
and imposing a civil penalty of $10,000.  Further, the Pennsylvania Board ordered Dr. Marrero to 
complete a course on physician-patient boundaries within twelve months.  The Pennsylvania 
Board based its order, in part, on its conclusion that Dr. Marrero had been guilty of immoral and 
unprofessional conduct in his relationship with ST and KT, who were his patients. 
 
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 

The Pennsylvania Board Order regarding Miguel Angel Marrero, M.D., as described 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, 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. 
 

* * * * * 
 
The evidence is undisputed that Dr. Marrero engaged in inappropriate and unprofessional 
behavior with KT and ST, a husband and wife, who were his patients.  Not only did 
Dr. Marrero engage in sexual activity with KT, but he also harassed both KT and ST in their 
home by sending e-mail messages, leaving telephone messages, and sending pictures of 
himself and a picture of himself holding hands with KT.  Dr. Marrero’s conduct is even more 
troublesome because, even at hearing, he failed to demonstrate any remorsefulness for his 
behavior or any awareness of its inappropriateness.  Moreover, he provided testimony under 
oath that was wholly incredible; for example, Dr. Marrero’s testimony about the attorney’s 





 
 
 
 
 
EXCERPT FROM THE DRAFT MINUTES OF JANUARY 11, 2006 
 
 
REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Dr. Robbins announced that the Board would now consider the findings and orders appearing on the 
Board's agenda.  He asked whether each member of the Board had received, read, and considered the 
hearing records, the proposed findings, conclusions, and orders, and any objections filed in the matters of: 
Rashid Ayyub, M.D.; Robert S. Coleman, Jr., M.D.; and Miguel Angel Marrero, M.D.  A roll call was 
taken: 
 
ROLL CALL: Mr. Albert - aye 
 Dr. Egner - aye 
 Dr. Talmage - aye 
 Dr. Varyani - aye 
 Dr. Buchan - aye 
 Dr. Kumar - aye 
 Mr. Browning - aye 
 Ms. Sloan - aye 
 Dr. Davidson - aye 
 Dr. Saxena - aye 
 Dr. Steinbergh - aye 
 Dr. Robbins - aye  
 
Dr. Robbins asked whether each member of the Board understands that the disciplinary guidelines do not 
limit any sanction to be imposed, and that the range of sanctions available in each matter runs from 
dismissal to permanent revocation.  A roll call was taken: 
 
ROLL CALL: Mr. Albert - aye 
 Dr. Egner - aye 
 Dr. Talmage - aye 
 Dr. Varyani - aye 
 Dr. Buchan - aye 
 Dr. Kumar - aye 
 Mr. Browning - aye 
 Ms. Sloan - aye 
 Dr. Davidson - aye 
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 Dr. Saxena - aye 
 Dr. Steinbergh - aye 
 Dr. Robbins - aye  
 
Dr. Robbins noted that, in accordance with the provision in Section 4731.22(F)(2), Revised Code, 
specifying that no member of the Board who supervises the investigation of a case shall participate in 
further adjudication of the case, the Secretary and Supervising Member must abstain from further 
participation in the adjudication of these matters.  In the matters before the Board today, Dr. Talmage 
served as Secretary and Mr. Albert served as Supervising Member. 

 
Dr. Robbins stated that, if there were no objections, the Chair would dispense with the reading of the 
proposed findings of fact, conclusions and orders in the above matters.  No objections were voiced by 
Board members present. 
 
The original Reports and Recommendations shall be maintained in the exhibits section of this Journal. 
 

......................................................... 
 
MIGUEL ANGEL MARRERO, M.D. 

 
Dr. Robbins directed the Board’s attention to the matter of Miguel Angel Marrero, M.D.  He advised that 
objections were filed to Hearing Examiner Murphy’s Report and Recommendation and were previously 
distributed to Board members.  
 
Dr. Robbins continued that a request to address the Board has been timely filed on behalf of Dr. Marrero.  
Five minutes would be allowed for that address. 
 
Dr. Marrero was accompanied by his attorney, Terri-Lynne Smiles. 
 
Ms. Smiles advised that she knows that the Board really wants to hear Dr. Marrero and what he has to say, 
but she wants to make a few points first.  She noted that this is a bootstrap action from Pennsylvania.  The 
Pennsylvania Board did not suspend Dr. Marrero at all.  It imposed a fine, with no time out of practice.  In 
light of that, as well as in light of this Board’s history of the way it has handled similar cases, the 
recommendation of permanent revocation is inappropriate.  It really should not apply in this case.  This is 
not a situation that is anywhere near the severest call for that sort of penalty. 
 
Ms. Smiles stated that the second point she wants to make is that the Pennsylvania report read a bit like a 
script for a soap opera.  She asked that the Board look at the actual operative facts in this case:  
Dr. Marrero did not see KT, his current wife, as a patient after June 1999.  Beyond that, if you construe all 
of the evidence in the worst possible way for Dr. Marrero, what you come up with is that they did not begin 
to have an affair until sometime after that point, perhaps August 1999.  Dr. Marrero and KT, who are the 
ones who ought to know, have consistently maintained throughout this and through Pennsylvania 
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proceedings that they did not begin their relationship until the middle of 2000.  Ms. Smiles asked that the 
Board keep those facts in mind as it considers this matter. 
 
Dr. Marrero stated that his wife is with him today.  Dr. Marrero apologized for his personal life coming 
before the Board today.  He thanked the Board for the opportunity to address it.  Dr. Marrero stated that he 
doesn’t contest the fact that the Pennsylvania State Medical Board took an action against his medical 
license in Pennsylvania; however, that action is currently on appeal in the Pennsylvania court system.  A 
final adjudication order has not been entered in this specific case.  Dr. Marrero stated that he also 
understands that the fact that the Pennsylvania Board has acted gives the Ohio Board the ability to 
discipline him. 
 
Dr. Marrero asked that the Board use its discretion in this matter.  He has never taken advantage of his role 
as a physician to influence any patients for his own personal goals.  He has never had sexual relationships 
with any patients.  He did not exert any undue influence over KT for her to become romantically involved 
with him.  Their marriage this past year is a testament to that.  Dr. Marrero stated that he appreciates that 
close, personal relationships can cloud a physician’s mind and judgment.  That is why he does not provide 
medical treatment for KT, and has not since their romantic relationship began.  He has renewed three 
prescriptions for her when her regular physicians were not available, but that was only on an emergency 
basis and has not been an ongoing pattern. 
 
Dr. Marrero stated that he does contest many of the facts and conclusions of the Pennsylvania matter that 
have been adopted by the Hearing Examiner in this matter.  The effect is to create an impression of him as 
an unethical, playboy physician.  Dr. Marrero stated that he deeply regrets that his actions would lead to 
this interpretation.  Dr. Marrero asked that the Board look beyond that mistaken impression and see who he 
really is:  A human being, person, who is deeply committed to his family, his patients and his profession.  
He asked that the Board take this into consideration in deciding this matter. 
 
Dr. Marrero stated that he would be happy to answer any questions Board members might have. 
 
Dr. Robbins asked whether the Assistant Attorney General wished to respond. 
 
Ms. Pfeiffer stated that she appreciates Dr. Marrero’s and Ms. Smiles’ comments about this case not being 
the more traditional case where you have an extremely vulnerable patient, or a history of many patients 
being taken advantage of.  Dr. Marrero has, in fact, married the patient who allowed herself to be 
identified.  She wasn’t trying to keep herself confidential, and is with him today.  Ms. Pfeiffer stated that it 
is all those factors that, to her, make her wonder why he and his wife came in and why they weren’t honest 
with this Board about their relationship.  She stated that the most troubling aspect of this case is what she 
believes to be the lack of credibility of both Dr. Marrero and KT.   
 
Ms. Pfeiffer stated that she would like to quote a little bit from some of the evidence.  A few sentences of 
the Pennsylvania adjudication order are pretty compelling:   
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(Dr. Marrero) and KT are not found to have provided credible testimony.  Motive and 
conflicting evidence belies the reliability of their testimony and contravenes documentary 
evidence proffered by the Commonwealth.  The documentary evidence speaks for 
itself. (Dr. Marrero) admitted to having an affair with KT in one venue,… 

 
Ms. Pfeiffer stated that that venue was in a Domestic Relations Court, after their relationship had begun.  
Dr. Marrero testified that the affair began in August 1999 and that the sexual relationship was ongoing.  
She continued reading: 
 

yet denies so in a venue with differing impact (i.e., the Medical Board in Pennsylvania) 
and consequence.  (Dr. Marrero) left a phone voicemail message stating that he was 
having an affair with KT prior to the claimed termination of the doctor patient 
relationship. 

 
Ms. Pfeiffer stated that she would like to focus on the last couple of months of 1999 and what the evidence 
showed.  The testimony was clear that near the end of 1999 both Dr. Marrero, who was married with four 
children of his own, and KT, who was married with four children of her own, were simultaneously 
experiencing marital difficulties.  Ms. Pfeiffer stated that she is sure that the decision to leave their 
marriages was one to which they gave a lot of thought.  In September 1999, KT accompanied Dr. Marrero, 
for the first time, to a conference in Toronto.  They acknowledge going to dinner together; they 
acknowledge there was a picture taken of them with their hands together.  In October 1999, KT tells 
Dr. Marrero that she is going to resign.  Dr. Marrero also testified that sometime in October or November 
1999, KT came to him and told him that her husband wants her to terminate her employment and cut all 
ties with him.  Dr. Marrero acknowledges that in his testimony.  Dr. Marrero stated that he doesn’t 
remember what he said to her, and he didn’t know why her husband wanted her to terminate the 
relationship.  Ms. Pfeiffer stated that this lends to the non-credibility of their testimony. 
 
Ms. Pfeiffer continued that in November 1999 Dr. Marrero filed for divorce.  Shortly thereafter, on 
December 3, KT and Dr. Marrero had a big argument.  KT quit and Dr. Marrero left a nasty message for 
her husband, the gist of it saying that they’ve been having an ongoing affair for the past year.   
 
Ms. Pfeiffer stated that one thing she would like to point out about that is that, in the testimony, 
Dr. Marrero said that he left this message for KT’s husband for the reason that he was upset that she was 
leaving.  Ms. Pfeiffer said that Dr. Marrero’s attorney asked why he left the message for KT’s husband.  
Dr. Marrero responded: 
 

Yeah, I remember that.  We had a big argument.  She had a big argument with me.  She 
was upset about many things and so was I.  And she quit at that point. 
 
And I was very upset and just to – against, you know, my good judgment, I just call her 
husband at the time and I left this nasty message that, basically, give the idea that we 
have been having a relationship, you know, sexual relationship for a long time when that 
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was not really true. 
 
And in retrospect that was kind of like me being vindictive in a way because when she 
left – see, she was the only one who knew the billing system there.  I was – I was going 
to be crushed financially… 

 
Ms. Pfeiffer stated that, basically, Dr. Marrero is saying that he left this message because he was upset 
because KT was going to leave.  KT’s testimony before the Hearing Examiner, however, was a bit different 
on this issue.  When asked whether she ever heard the message, KT responded that she did.  She was able 
to say what the contents of the message were, and she recognized Dr. Marrero’s voice.  When asked what 
her reason had been for resigning in December 1999, KT responded that she and Dr. Marrero had argued, 
that Dr. Marrero told her that he left the message, and so she resigned.  When asked whether KT was 
saying that she knew that Dr. Marrero left the message before she resigned, KT responded that she did.  
Ms. Pfeiffer stated that this is another example of the lack of credibility of these two witnesses.  
Ms. Pfeiffer suggested that things weren’t going well, Dr. Marrero finally filed for divorce in November, 
KT’s husband is trying to pull her back into that family relationship, and things blew up.  She stated that 
she thinks that that’s what culminated in December 1999. 
 
Ms. Pfeiffer stated that she also thinks that the testimony is clear that KT was still in a physician/patient 
relationship with Dr. Marrero at this time.  He did, by her own testimony, prescribe three medications 
subsequent to June 1999.  Ms. Pfeiffer stated that she’s unsure what the “emergency” nature was for KT’s 
acne prescription.  KT’s own testimony was that Dr. Marrero did issue three prescriptions:  Prozac, birth 
control, and an acne medication.  She commented that KT testified that each of these had to be refilled over 
the weekend.  Ms. Pfeiffer commented that KT worked in the doctor’s office and should know when her 
medications were about to expire or run out.  You plan ahead and get those prescriptions filled.  
Ms. Pfeiffer stated that this just goes to the lack of credibility of these two witnesses. 
 
Ms. Pfeiffer stated that she’s deeply troubled by the fact that Dr. Marrero didn’t come in and acknowledge 
what happened, take responsibility and take their lumps. 
 
MR. BROWNING MOVED TO APPROVE AND CONFIRM MS. MURPHY’S FINDINGS OF 
FACT, CONCLUSIONS, AND PROPOSED ORDER IN THE MATTER OF MIGUEL ANGEL 
MARRERO, M.D.  DR. KUMAR SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
Dr. Robbins stated that he would now entertain discussion in the above matter. 
 
Dr. Egner stated that when Ms. Smiles stated that this case reads like a soap opera, she disagrees; she stated 
that she believes a soap opera would be easier to follow.  Dr. Egner stated that she read every bit of 
testimony, everything in this case, and she still doesn’t have a clear idea of exactly what happened and 
what went on.  You can only conjecture.  Dr. Egner stated that she thinks that there’s a reason why the 
Board doesn’t have a clear idea of what went on and when things happened, and that’s because 
Dr. Marrero and KT have lied.  They’ve lied about details of their relationship, their physician/patient 
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relationship, and the prescriptions that were written for so long, she doesn’t know where the truth is.  Since 
Dr. Marrero is the only one about whom the Board is concerned, she will confine her comments to him.   
 
Dr. Egner stated that there are many things that make absolutely no sense to her.  Dr. Marrero completely 
denies a physician/patient relationship, but admits to writing prescriptions.  Dr. Egner asked whether that 
isn’t a physician/patient relationship.  Yet, there is no remorse or no explanation for this, except to say that 
they were emergency prescriptions.  Dr. Egner stated that they were not emergency prescriptions.  She 
added that a reasonable person, a reasonable physician would not find that these were emergency 
prescriptions. 
 
Dr. Egner continued that, as far as when his relationship began with KT and whether she was still a patient, 
the Board would have to find that she absolutely was a patient because Dr. Marrero testified to that fact, 
under oath, at a different court proceeding.  His denial of that now shows that Dr. Marrero lies and has a 
significant character flaw as a physician.  Dr. Egner commented that Dr. Marrero’s testimony that he left a 
message for KT’s husband, telling him that they were having an affair, because he was concerned about the 
billing practices in his office was the most ludicrous thing she’s ever heard.  No one in his or her right 
mind would do that or make something up like that if there wasn’t some other alternative motive.   
 
Dr. Egner stated that this whole case comes down to Dr. Marrero’s character, and it’s a terrible character.  
Is it a character that this Board wants for a physician practicing in Ohio?  She doesn’t think that it is.  
Dr. Egner stated that the Report and Recommendation is appropriate, and if the Board doesn’t go with this, 
she hopes that it goes with something that is significant. 
 
Dr. Steinbergh stated that she doesn’t really disagree with Dr. Egner.  Her interpretation of this case was 
very similar.  It was very confusing because there was a lot of dishonesty.  Dr. Marrero was a very 
unprofessional physician.  Regardless of the timing of the affair or any of these other circumstances, 
Dr. Marrero has demonstrated that he’s very unprofessional in his behavior.  Dr. Steinbergh stated that 
what concerned her also about this physician/patient relationship is that Dr. Marrero not only had a 
relationship with KT, he had a relationship with her husband as well, in the sense that Dr. Marrero was an 
infertility physician, dealing with them as a couple, dealing with their discussions with regard to their 
infertility, and treatment for their infertility.  Dr. Steinbergh stated that Dr. Marrero violated the family 
relationship, which went beyond the fact that she was an obstetric or gynecologic patient.  Dr. Steinbergh 
stated that this offended her a great deal. 
 
Dr. Steinbergh continued that she would also disagree with a comment that was made in Dr. Marrero’s 
objections.  Ms. Smiles gives examples of what she feels are more egregious cases of sexual boundary 
issues.  In the case of Dr. Heyd, Ms. Smiles indicates that the Board suspended Dr. Heyd for 60 days for 
having sex with a patient.  Ms. Smiles states in the objections that, “(a)fter breaking off the affair, Dr. Heyd 
diagnosed her pregnancy and coerced her into having an abortion.”  Dr. Steinbergh stated that she does not 
believe that that was the opinion of the Medical Board.  Dr. Steinbergh stated that she was offended by that 
language in the objections, because she suspects that this case will be appealed and that language might be 
misleading to a court.  The Board did not find what Ms. Smiles alleged.   
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Dr. Steinbergh stated that she was very discouraged by this case, but did not feel that it rose to the level of 
permanent revocation.  She stated that she would like to offer an alternative order.  Dr. Steinbergh stated 
that her proposal is to suspend Dr. Marrero’s certificate for an indefinite period of time and that conditions 
for reinstatement or restoration of his license would require some of the usual things: reapplication; 
demonstration of unrestricted license in the state of Pennsylvania; besides the course required by 
Pennsylvania, he must complete a course in both personal and professional ethics; demonstrate additional 
evidence of fitness to return to practice if he has not been engaged in the active practice of medicine for a 
period in excess of two years prior to application; and the usual requirements of reporting to other state 
licensing authorities, employers and hospitals.  Dr. Steinbergh stated that she would ask that the Order 
become effective immediately upon mailing.   
 
Dr. Robbins asked whether Dr. Steinbergh is recommending a stayed revocation. 
 
Dr. Steinbergh stated that she is not.  She would not disagree with the use of the term “stayed permanent 
revocation.” 
 
Dr. Egner asked whether Dr. Steinbergh is suggesting a minimum period of time for the suspension. 
 
Dr. Steinbergh stated that she’s not.  She stated that she would simply suspend Dr. Marrero until he gets 
done with Pennsylvania and he has an unrestricted license there.  Other conditions would be that he would 
take these other courses and meet the other standards. 
 
Dr. Buchan noted that Dr. Marrero has approximately two years of probation in Pennsylvania.  That would 
essentially restrict Dr. Marrero’s ability to gain Ohio licensure for two years. 
 
Dr. Steinbergh stated that that is correct.  She noted that Pennsylvania is different from Ohio in that they 
fine.  Ohio does not have fining authority, so its Board Orders may seem somewhat more severe.  She 
added that she believes that Dr. Marrero has served one year of the two-year probationary term in 
Pennsylvania. 
 
Dr. Kumar stated that he would concur with Dr. Steinbergh’s suggestion, although he would like a stayed 
permanent revocation in place.  He sees this case as being a lot more egregious, with Dr. Marrero’s being 
untruthful in his testimony. 
 
DR. STEINBERGH MOVED TO AMEND THE PROPOSED ORDER IN THE MATTER OF 
MIGUEL ANGEL MARRERO, M.D., BY SUBSTITUTING THE FOLLOWING: 
 

A. PERMANENT REVOCATION, STAYED; SUSPENSION: The certificate of 
Miguel Angel Marrero, M.D., to practice medicine and surgery in the State of Ohio 
shall be PERMANENTLY REVOKED.  Such permanent revocation is STAYED, 
and Dr. Marrero’s certificate shall be SUSPENDED for an indefinite period of time. 
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B. CONDITIONS FOR REINSTATEMENT OR RESTORATION: The Board shall 

not consider reinstatement or restoration of Dr. Marrero’s certificate to practice 
medicine and surgery until all of the following conditions have been met: 

 
1. Application for Reinstatement or Restoration: Dr. Marrero shall submit an 

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

 
2. Obey the Law: Dr. Marrero shall obey all federal, state, and local laws, all rules 

governing the practice of medicine and surgery in the state in which he is 
practicing, and all terms of probation imposed by the Pennsylvania State Board of 
Medicine.  

 
3. Evidence of Unrestricted Licensure in Specific State: At the time he submits 

his application for reinstatement or restoration, Dr. Marrero shall provide the 
Board with acceptable documentation evidencing his full and unrestricted 
licensure in the State of Pennsylvania. 

 
4. Professional Ethics Course: At the time he submits his application for 

reinstatement or restoration, Dr. Marrero 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 
period(s) in which they are completed. 

 
 In addition, at the time Dr. Marrero 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, setting forth what he 
learned from the course, and identifying with specificity how he will apply what 
he has learned to his practice of medicine in the future. 

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

or restoration, Dr. Marrero 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 period(s) in 
which they are completed. 
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 In addition, at the time Dr. Marrero 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, setting forth what he 
learned from the course, and identifying with specificity how he will apply what 
he has learned to his practice of medicine in the future. 

 
6. Additional Evidence of Fitness To Resume Practice: In the event that 

Dr. Marrero 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. 

 
C. REQUIRED REPORTING TO EMPLOYERS AND HOSPITALS: Within thirty 

days of the effective date of this Order, or as otherwise determined by the Board, 
Dr. Marrero shall provide a copy of this Order to all employers or entities with which 
he is under contract to provide health care services or is receiving training; and the 
Chief of Staff at each hospital where he has privileges or appointments.  Further, 
Dr. Marrero 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 applies for or obtains privileges or 
appointments.  This requirement shall continue until Dr. Marrero’s certificate to 
practice medicine and surgery in the State of Ohio is fully restored.  

 
D. REQUIRED REPORTING TO OTHER STATE LICENSING AUTHORITIES: 

Within thirty days of the effective date of this Order, or as otherwise determined by 
the Board, Dr. Marrero shall provide a copy of this Order by certified mail, return 
receipt requested, to the proper licensing authority of any state or jurisdiction in 
which he currently holds any professional license. Dr. Marrero shall also provide a 
copy of this Order by certified mail, return receipt requested, at the time of 
application to the proper licensing authority of any state in which he applies for any 
professional license or reinstatement or restoration or restoration of any professional 
license.  Further, Dr. Marrero shall provide this Board with a copy of the return 
receipt as proof of notification within thirty days of receiving that return receipt, 
unless otherwise determined by the Board.  This requirement shall continue until 
Dr. Marrero’s certificate to practice medicine and surgery in the State of Ohio is fully 
restored.  

 
EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDER: This Order shall become effective immediately upon 
the mailing of notification of approval by the Board. 

 
DR. KUMAR SECONDED THE MOTION.   
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Dr. Kumar referred to paragraph B.3. of the proposed amendment, noting that it requires Dr. Marrero to 
present evidence of unrestricted licensure in a specific state.  He noted that “probation” may not be 
considered as a restricted license. 
 
Ms. Thompson stated that it would be. 
 
Dr. Kumar stated that he would prefer to say that Dr. Marrero’s license will remain suspended as long as 
he’s on probation in Pennsylvania. 
 
Ms. Thompson stated that the language in the proposed alternative is broader.  She added that the language, 
“full and unrestricted licensure” would be generally understood. 
 
Dr. Steinbergh stated that she believes all the states would use that language. 
 
Ms. Thompson stated that it seems clear to her that “full and unrestricted” would mean that the license is 
not on probation either.  She suggested that the Board might add the phrase, “and in good standing.”  
Ms. Thompson stated that the Board does have an Attorney General’s opinion that says that “in good 
standing” means that the licensee can’t be on probation.  
 
Dr. Kumar agreed to the addition of that phrase. 
 
Dr. Egner stated that she doesn’t like Ohio’s Order being based upon his license status in another state.  
She stated that she feels that way in all of the bootstrap cases.  The Board looks at these cases in 
relationship to what Ohio’s laws are and what this Board’s criteria are for an Ohio physician.  She stated 
that she would rather that the Board have an order that is consistent with what Ohio Board members think 
his actions deem appropriate.  If the Board thinks that Dr. Marrero deserves disciplinary action, then it 
should give disciplinary action based upon what the Board knows and based on what is in accordance with 
Ohio’s laws and rules, and not subject to what Pennsylvania may or may not do. 
 
Dr. Steinbergh stated that she understands that.  The reason she proposed this order is because she believes 
it’s an appropriate order for him.  The Board has, in other cases, done orders similar to this where once this 
Board knows that that person has fulfilled the consent agreement or order in another state, the Board feels 
that that has been sufficient.  Her personal opinion is that this is sufficient in this case.  That’s why she 
brought it to the Board.  Dr. Steinbergh stated that she thinks that her proposal covers the bases.  If she can 
see that Dr. Marrero has done some ethics courses, has taken sexual boundary issue course in 
Pennsylvania, she thinks his time out is enough.  She doesn’t feel that this Board needs to do anything 
further. 
 
Dr. Davidson stated that she thinks she’s much more in Dr. Egner’s camp for a couple of reasons.  She’s 
also uncomfortable putting this back in Pennsylvania’s camp.  It would make this Board’s order hinge upon 
whatever happens in Pennsylvania after the appeal goes through.  Dr. Davidson stated that this Board 
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should make its decision based upon what the laws in Ohio are.  She also thinks to have an order with the 
ultimate sanction, permanent revocation, even though it’s stayed, with no other punishment in it, such as 
suspension time, is not something this Board has done.  She stated that that feels strange to her.   
 
Dr. Davidson added that, quite frankly, she doesn’t feel that Dr. Marrero is acknowledging any wrongdoing 
at all.  She stated that that might be consistent with his appeal and his court position, but she didn’t feel that 
he acknowledged it in his presentation today.  Because of that she doesn’t think that sending him to a 
course has much point.  He might get something out of it, but she’s doubtful.  Dr. Davidson stated that she 
has a feeling that punishment might get his attention.  Dr. Davidson stated that she is more supportive of 
the Board Order as written. 
 
Dr. Kumar stated that he understands the points that Dr. Egner and Dr. Davidson have made.  He stated 
that he would be comfortable modifying the proposed amendment to eliminate B.3., and to impose a 
definite one-year suspension. 
 
Dr. Steinbergh asked that there be a vote on her amendment.  She stated that she does want to include the 
requirement that Dr. Marrero appear before this Board to request his release.  She noted that her proposal 
doesn’t include the usual personal appearances.  She would like to add the requirement to make a personal 
appearance when he requests restoration. 
 
A vote was taken on Dr. Steinbergh’s motion to amend: 
 
Vote: Mr. Albert - abstain 
 Dr. Egner - nay 
 Dr. Talmage - abstain 
 Dr. Varyani - aye 
 Dr. Buchan - nay 
 Dr. Kumar - nay 
 Mr. Browning - nay 
 Ms. Sloan - nay 
 Dr. Davidson - nay 
 Dr. Saxena - nay 
 Dr. Steinbergh - aye 
 
The motion failed. 
 
Dr. Buchan stated that he is in favor of a sanction less than permanent revocation.   
 
DR. BUCHAN MOVED TO AMEND THE PROPOSED ORDER IN THE MATTER OF 
DR. MARRERO BY SUBSTITUTING THE FOLLOWING: 
 

A. PERMANENT REVOCATION, STAYED; SUSPENSION: The certificate of 
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Miguel Angel Marrero, M.D., to practice medicine and surgery in the State of Ohio 
shall be PERMANENTLY REVOKED.  Such permanent revocation is STAYED, 
and Dr. Marrero’s certificate shall be SUSPENDED for an indefinite period of time, 
but not less than twelve months. 

 
B. CONDITIONS FOR REINSTATEMENT OR RESTORATION: The Board shall 

not consider reinstatement or restoration of Dr. Marrero’s certificate to practice 
medicine and surgery until all of the following conditions have been met: 

 
1. Application for Reinstatement or Restoration: Dr. Marrero shall submit an 

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

 
2. Obey the Law: Dr. Marrero shall obey all federal, state, and local laws, all rules 

governing the practice of medicine and surgery in the state in which he is 
practicing, and all terms of probation imposed by the Pennsylvania State Board of 
Medicine.  

 
3. Professional Ethics Course: At the time he submits his application for 

reinstatement or restoration, Dr. Marrero 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 
period(s) in which they are completed. 

 
 In addition, at the time Dr. Marrero 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, setting forth what he 
learned from the course, and identifying with specificity how he will apply what 
he has learned to his practice of medicine in the future. 

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

or restoration, Dr. Marrero 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 period(s) in 
which they are completed. 
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 In addition, at the time Dr. Marrero 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, setting forth what he 
learned from the course, and identifying with specificity how he will apply what 
he has learned to his practice of medicine in the future. 

 
5. Additional Evidence of Fitness To Resume Practice: In the event that 

Dr. Marrero 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. 

 
E. REQUIRED REPORTING TO EMPLOYERS AND HOSPITALS: Within thirty 

days of the effective date of this Order, or as otherwise determined by the Board, 
Dr. Marrero shall provide a copy of this Order to all employers or entities with which 
he is under contract to provide health care services or is receiving training; and the 
Chief of Staff at each hospital where he has privileges or appointments.  Further, 
Dr. Marrero 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 applies for or obtains privileges or 
appointments.  This requirement shall continue until Dr. Marrero’s certificate to 
practice medicine and surgery in the State of Ohio is fully restored.  

 
F. REQUIRED REPORTING TO OTHER STATE LICENSING AUTHORITIES: 

Within thirty days of the effective date of this Order, or as otherwise determined by 
the Board, Dr. Marrero shall provide a copy of this Order by certified mail, return 
receipt requested, to the proper licensing authority of any state or jurisdiction in 
which he currently holds any professional license. Dr. Marrero shall also provide a 
copy of this Order by certified mail, return receipt requested, at the time of 
application to the proper licensing authority of any state in which he applies for any 
professional license or reinstatement or restoration or restoration of any professional 
license.  Further, Dr. Marrero shall provide this Board with a copy of the return 
receipt as proof of notification within thirty days of receiving that return receipt, 
unless otherwise determined by the Board.  This requirement shall continue until 
Dr. Marrero’s certificate to practice medicine and surgery in the State of Ohio is fully 
restored.  

 
EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDER: This Order shall become effective immediately upon 
the mailing of notification of approval by the Board. 

 
DR. KUMAR SECONDED THE MOTION.   
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Dr. Steinbergh suggested adding the usual probationary terms, requiring appearances before the Board. 
 
Dr. Buchan agreed. 
 
Mr. Browning at this time stated that he agrees conceptually that permanent revocation is too harsh a 
penalty.  He added that his sense of the Board is that legitimate concerns have been raised in Pennsylvania 
and that Ohio has not been given the level of candor that it should receive in this case.  The proposal, as a 
practical matter, just cut the penalty in half.  The odds are that the Pennsylvania judgment will stand and 
Dr. Marrero will be out a couple of years.  Dr. Steinbergh’s previous motion linked Ohio’s penalty to 
Pennsylvania’s.  Twelve months would be half of what would otherwise have stood had Dr. Steinbergh’s 
proposal been supported. 
 
Mr. Browning stated that he agrees that a separate independent judgment on the part of Ohio makes sense, 
but he would suggest that the Board stay at 24 months of suspension rather than cutting it to 12 because of 
the significance of the case and the fact that he came in and didn’t give the Board the unvarnished truth. 
 
Dr. Davidson stated that Pennsylvania’s order imposed a two-year probation, not a suspension. 
 
Mr. Browning agreed but the practical matter is the same.  He still would have been suspended in Ohio for 
two years under Dr. Steinbergh’s proposal. 
 
Dr. Steinbergh suggested that the Board table this matter to allow staff to work with Board members to 
draw up an appropriate order and bring it back to the Board to read. 
 
Dr. Buchan stated that he thinks that the Board has some consensus.  He suggested moving this forward 
with the proposed one-year suspension, and the reporting to the Secretary and Supervising Member. 
 
Dr. Buchan was asked to clarify his motion. 
 
Dr. Buchan stated that he is proposing stayed permanent revocation, twelve months suspension, and the 
conditions as follows in Dr. Steinbergh’s amendment with the elimination of her paragraph B.3.  He stated 
that there will be monitoring, but no probation.  He wants the standard language that would require 
Dr. Marrero to appear before the Board upon his request for reinstatement or restoration.  He again stated 
that there is no probationary term.  Dr. Buchan stated that he doesn’t think probationary terms would be 
necessary as long as Dr. Marrero complies with the conditions for reinstatement.  No monitoring is 
necessary. 
 
A vote was taken on Dr. Buchan’s motion: 
 
Vote: Mr. Albert - abstain 
 Dr. Egner - nay 
 Dr. Talmage - abstain 
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 Dr. Varyani - nay 
 Dr. Buchan - aye 
 Dr. Kumar - aye 
 Mr. Browning - nay 
 Ms. Sloan - aye 
 Dr. Davidson - nay 
 Dr. Saxena - aye 
 Dr. Steinbergh - nay 
 
The motion failed. 
 
Dr. Egner stated that she thinks that there needs to be more discussion.  She doesn’t know how some 
Board members feel, and whether their “nay” vote means that they want it to be more lenient or stricter.  If 
the Board is going to write a new Order, it needs a better consensus of how Board members feel. 
 
Dr. Varyani stated that there are too many things going on here.  He added that he’s in agreement with a 
lot of them, but they’re not balancing out at this time and it’s causing a lot of confusion.  He stated that the 
Board needs a stayed permanent revocation, with 24 months suspension, and personal appearances and all 
that are fine.  The Board needs a little time. 
 
Dr. Buchan stated that it seems to be a time issue now, and a couple of members have indicated that a 24-
month suspension is more reasonable. 
 
Dr. Kumar stated that it appears that nobody disagrees with a stayed permanent revocation.  He will go 
with either a one-year or two-year suspension.  What is missing are probationary terms.  He would be 
comfortable with a one-year suspension, two years’ probation, with the standard probationary terms.  This 
would get Dr. Marrero’s into Ohio’s monitoring system for three years.  Dr. Kumar stated that he believes 
the missing piece before was the probationary period. 
 
Ms. Sloan stated that she could agree with that. 
 
DR. KUMAR MOVED TO AMEND THE PROPOSED ORDER TO SUBSTITUTE AN ORDER 
INCLUDING A STAYED PERMANENT REVOCATION, INDEFINITE SUSPENSION FOR A 
MINIMUM OF ONE YEAR, CONDITIONS FOR REINSTATEMENT, PROBATIONARY 
PERIOD FOR TWO YEARS AND STANDARD PROBATIONARY TERMS LANGUAGE.  
DR. SAXENA SECONDED THE MOTION.   
 
Dr. Steinbergh stated that she opposes the length of this suspension.  She indicated that she feels strongly 
about the statements she made earlier.   
 
A vote was taken on Dr. Kumar’s motion: 
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Vote: Mr. Albert - abstain 
 Dr. Egner - aye 
 Dr. Talmage - abstain 
 Dr. Varyani - aye 
 Dr. Buchan - aye 
 Dr. Kumar - aye 
 Mr. Browning - nay 
 Ms. Sloan - aye 
 Dr. Davidson - aye 
 Dr. Saxena - aye 
 Dr. Steinbergh - nay 
 Dr. Robbins - aye  
 
The motion carried. 
 
DR. BUCHAN MOVED TO APPROVE AND CONFIRM MS. MURPHY’S FINDINGS OF FACT, 
CONCLUSIONS, AND PROPOSED ORDER, AS AMENDED, IN THE MATTER OF MIGUEL 
ANGEL MARRERO, M.D.  DR. VARYANI SECONDED THE MOTION.  A vote was taken: 
 
Vote: Mr. Albert - abstain 
 Dr. Egner - aye 
 Dr. Talmage - abstain 
 Dr. Varyani - aye 
 Dr. Buchan - aye 
 Dr. Kumar - aye 
 Mr. Browning - nay 
 Ms. Sloan - aye 
 Dr. Davidson - aye 
 Dr. Saxena - aye 
 Dr. Steinbergh - nay 
 Dr. Robbins - aye  
 
The motion carried. 
 
Following the meeting the Board drafted the following amended order, per Board motion: 
 

A. PERMANENT REVOCATION, STAYED; SUSPENSION: The certificate of 
Miguel Angel Marrero, M.D., to practice medicine and surgery in the State of Ohio 
shall be PERMANENTLY REVOKED.  Such permanent revocation is STAYED, 
and Dr. Marrero’s certificate shall be SUSPENDED for an indefinite period of time, 
but not less than one year. 
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B. CONDITIONS FOR REINSTATEMENT OR RESTORATION: The Board shall 
not consider reinstatement or restoration of Dr. Marrero’s certificate to practice 
medicine and surgery until all of the following conditions have been met: 

 
1. Application for Reinstatement or Restoration: Dr. Marrero shall submit an 

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

 
2. Professional Ethics Course: At the time he submits his application for 

reinstatement or restoration, Dr. Marrero 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 
period(s) in which they are completed. 

 
 In addition, at the time Dr. Marrero 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, setting forth what he 
learned from the course, and identifying with specificity how he will apply what 
he has learned to his practice of medicine in the future. 

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

or restoration, Dr. Marrero 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 period(s) in 
which they are completed. 

 
 In addition, at the time Dr. Marrero 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, setting forth what he 
learned from the course, and identifying with specificity how he will apply what 
he has learned to his practice of medicine in the future. 

 
4. Additional Evidence of Fitness To Resume Practice: In the event that 

Dr. Marrero 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 
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Revised Code to require additional evidence of his fitness to resume practice. 
 

C. PROBATIONARY CONDITIONS: Upon reinstatement or restoration, 
Dr. Marrero’s certificate shall be subject to the following PROBATIONARY terms, 
conditions, and limitations for a period of at least two years: 

 
1. Obey the Law: Dr. Marrero shall obey all federal, state, and local laws, and all 

rules governing the practice of medicine and surgery in the state in which he is 
practicing, and all terms and conditions imposed by the Pennsylvania Board.  

 
2. Quarterly Declarations: Dr. Marrero 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 this Order becomes effective, 
provided that if the effective date is on or after the 16th day of the month, the first 
quarterly declaration must be received in the Board’s offices on the first day of 
the fourth month following.  Subsequent quarterly declarations must be received 
in the Board’s offices on or before the first day of every third month. 

 
3. Appearances: Dr. Marrero shall appear in person for quarterly interviews before 

the Board or its designated representative during the third month following the 
month in which his certificate is restored or reinstated or as otherwise directed by 
the Board.  Dr. Marrero shall also appear upon his request for termination of the 
probationary period, and/or as otherwise requested by the Board. 

 
4. Violation of Probation; Discretionary Sanction Imposed: If Dr. Marrero 

violates 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 the permanent revocation of his certificate. 

 
D. TERMINATION OF PROBATION: Upon successful completion of probation, as 

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

 
E. REQUIRED REPORTING TO EMPLOYERS AND HOSPITALS: Within thirty 

days of the effective date of this Order, or as otherwise determined by the Board, 
Dr. Marrero shall provide a copy of this Order to all employers or entities with which 
he is under contract to provide health care services or is receiving training; and the 
Chief of Staff at each hospital where he has privileges or appointments.  Further, 
Dr. Marrero 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 
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Chief of Staff at each hospital where he applies for or obtains privileges or 
appointments.  This requirement shall continue until Dr. Marrero receives from the 
Board written notification of his successful completion of probation pursuant to 
Paragraph D, above. 

 
F. REQUIRED REPORTING TO OTHER STATE LICENSING AUTHORITIES: 

Within thirty days of the effective date of this Order, or as otherwise determined by 
the Board, Dr. Marrero shall provide a copy of this Order by certified mail, return 
receipt requested, to the proper licensing authority of any state or jurisdiction in 
which he currently holds any professional license. Dr. Marrero shall also provide a 
copy of this Order by certified mail, return receipt requested, at the time of 
application to the proper licensing authority of any state in which he applies for any 
professional license or reinstatement or restoration or restoration of any professional 
license.  Further, Dr. Marrero shall provide this Board with a copy of the return 
receipt as proof of notification within thirty days of receiving that return receipt, 
unless otherwise determined by the Board.  This requirement shall continue until 
Dr. Marrero receives from the Board written notification of his successful completion 
of probation pursuant to Paragraph D, above. 

 
EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDER: This Order shall become effective immediately upon 
mailing of notification of approval by the Board. 
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