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Betty Montgomery, President, called the meeting to order at 10:04 a.m. in the Administrative Hearing Room, 
3rd floor of the Rhodes Office Tower, 30 East Broad Street, Columbus, Ohio 43215 with the following members 
present:  Sherry Johnson, D.O., Vice President; Kim G. Rothermel, M.D., Secretary; Bruce R. Saferin, D.P.M., 
Supervising Member; Michael Gonidakis, Esq.; Amol Soin, M.D.; Michael Schottenstein, M.D.; Jonathan 
Feibel, M.D.; Harish Kakarala, M.D.; Yeshwant Reddy, M.D.; and Mark Bechtel, M.D. 

MINUTES REVIEW 

Dr. Bechtel moved to approve the minutes of the November 9, 2022 Board Meeting.  Dr. Johnson 
seconded the motion.  All members voted aye.  The motion carried. 

REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Ms. Montgomery asked the Board to consider the Reports and Recommendations appearing on the agenda: 
DeRen Huang, M.D.; and Borko Djordjevic, M.D. 

Ms. Montgomery asked all Board members the following questions: 

1.) Has each member of the Board received, read and considered the Hearing Record; the 
Findings of Fact, Conclusions and Proposed Orders; and any objections filed in each of 
the Reports and Recommendations? 

2.) Does each member of the Board understand that the Board’s 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 or Permanent Denial? 

3.) Does each member of the Board understand that in each matter eligible for a fine, the 
Board’s fining guidelines allow for imposition of the range of civil penalties, from no fine 
to the statutory maximum amount of $20,000? 

ROLL CALL: Dr. Rothermel - aye
Dr. Saferin - aye
Dr. Schottenstein - aye
Dr. Johnson - aye
Mr. Gonidakis - aye
Dr. Kakarala - aye
Dr. Feibel - aye
Dr. Reddy - aye
Dr. Bechtel - aye
Ms. Montgomery - aye

Ms. Montgomery stated that in accordance with the provision in section 4731.22(F)(2), Ohio 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 any disciplinary matters.  In the disciplinary matters before the Board today, Dr. Rothermel 
served as Secretary and Dr. Saferin served as Supervising Member. 
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During these proceedings, no oral motions were allowed by either party. 
 
DeRen Huang, M.D. 
 
Ms. Montgomery directed the Board’s attention to the matter of DeRen Huang, M.D.  Objections have been 
filed and were previously distributed to Board members.  Mr. Porter was the Hearing Examiner. 
 
A request to address the Board has been filed on behalf of Dr. Huang.  Five Minutes will be allowed for that 
address. 
 
Dr. Huang was represented by his attorney, Elizabeth Collis. 
 
Ms. Collis related something that her father, a retired physician, had said when her mother was hospitalized a 
few years ago and the doctors had difficulty diagnosing her condition.  Ms. Collis’ father had said, “the problem 
with these young physicians is they don’t want to examine your mother, they want to sit on computers and look 
at test results.  But that’s not how you diagnose a patient.  You need to ask them questions.  You need to do a 
physical examination.”  Ms. Collis stated that that is exactly what Dr. Huang did in this case. 
 
Ms. Collis continued that Patient 1 was referred to Dr. Huang because physicians elsewhere could not 
diagnose her condition.  During the appointment, Dr. Huang outlined and reviewed all the standard medical 
conditions, and then started looking at outliers such as lung cancer and breast cancer.  Dr. Huang asked 
Patient 1 if she had had a mammogram in the last year or if she did self-examinations, and she replied “no” to 
both questions.  Dr. Huang asked if he could perform a breast examination at that time, and Patient 1 
consented.  Dr. Huang asked questions about Patient 1’s sexual health because they were appropriate to 
make a diagnosis.  Ms. Collis stated that Dr. Huang erred by not having a chaperone in the examination room 
and inadequately documenting the examination.  However, Dr. Huang did not conduct the examination for any 
sexual purpose. 
 
Ms. Collis stated that Dr. Huang’s written objections to the Report and Recommendation outlines the evidence 
in the record case-by-case, showing why he conducted the examination and why it was medically necessary.  
Ms. Collis asked the Board to impose a reprimand in this case for his failure to provide a chaperone and his 
limited documentation.  Ms. Collis asked that if the Board choses to impose any suspension or revocation, a 
30-day winddown period be included to allow for the transition of Dr. Huang’s patients. 
 
Dr. Huang stated that he was born and raised in a small village.  His father’s chronic illness and his mother’s 
incredible support made Dr. Huang determined to pursue medicine.  Dr. Huang graduated from medical school 
36 years ago, married his wife 33 years ago, and has two children.  Dr. Huang stated that he has never had 
any desire for another woman.  Dr. Huang went through multiple stages of medical training, first in Shanghai, 
then Stockholm, and finally at the Cleveland Clinic. 
 
In 2017, Dr. Huang had an opportunity to establish a multiple sclerosis (MS) center.  In 2019, Patient 1 was 
referred to Dr. Huang by her primary care physician for multiple neurological symptoms, which were severe 
and persistent even after hospitalization.  Patient 1 had a pacemaker that excluded the possibility of performing 
an MRI scan, which is the key to diagnose MS.  Dr. Huang therefore spent more time in detailed history 
collection and used a questionnaire called the Expanded Disability Status Scale (EDSS), which includes 
questions about motor sensory, autonomic function, and sexual dysfunction.  This yielded a differential 
diagnosis of breast cancer.  Dr. Huang stated that Patient 1 reported not having had a mammogram in the 
previous year and she gave permission for him to perform a breast examination, which thankfully was normal.  
Dr. Huang reiterated that the purpose of the breast examination was never sexual, but rather was to rule out a 
cancer capable of generating damage to the brain. 
 
Dr. Huang stated that he has learned from this incident that establishing a good medical practice such as an 
MS center requires not only knowledge of that subspecialty, but also a good team and good documentation.  



State Medical Board of Ohio Meeting Minutes – December 14, 2022 
 

3 

Dr. Huang stated that he received his latest education and training in Ohio and it is the only state he has ever 
applied to for a medical license.  Dr. Huang hoped the Board will give him an opportunity to continue his 
service to the local community and that he has very high respect for the State Medical Board of Ohio. 
 
Ms. Montgomery asked if the Assistant Attorney General wished to respond.  Ms. Snyder stated that she 
wished to respond. 
 
Ms. Snyder stated that this is a sexual misconduct case involving one patient.  Patient 1 saw Dr. Huang, a 
neurologist, for symptoms of dizziness and lack of coordination.  Dr. Huang claims that he told Patient 1 he 
was going to perform a breast examination.  However, Patient 1 says she was not aware of what Dr. Huang 
was going to do, that she lay on the examination table and Dr. Huang reached down her shirt and touched her 
breasts without telling her why.  Ms. Snyder stated that, setting aside whether there was sexual intent, it would 
be very alarming for a woman to have that happen with no warning during what was supposed to be a 
neurological examination. 
 
Ms. Snyder continued that Dr. Huang did not record the breast examination in the patient record, which is a 
very important fact for the Board to consider.  Dr. Huang also failed to offer a chaperone or a gown for the 
examination.  Ms. Snyder stated that an intimate examination involving the touching of breasts with no offer of 
a chaperone or gown constitutes sexual misconduct.  Ms. Snyder stated that the Board must put into 
perspective where this case falls on the spectrum of sexual misconduct cases.  This case involves a single 
patient who was, based on her testimony, deeply affected by this incident. 
 
Ms. Snyder supported the Hearing Examiner’s Report and Recommendation and the finding that sexual 
misconduct occurred in this case. 
 
Before proceeding, Ms. Anderson noted that Dr. Soin has arrived in the meeting. 
 
Ms. Montgomery asked Dr. Soin the following questions: 
 

1.) Has Dr. Soin received, read and considered the Hearing Record; the Findings of Fact, 
Conclusions and Proposed Orders; and any objections filed in each of the Reports and 
Recommendations? 

2.) Does Dr. Soin understand that the Board’s 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 or Permanent Denial? 

3.) Does Dr. Soin understand that in each matter eligible for a fine, the Board’s fining 
guidelines allow for imposition of the range of civil penalties, from no fine to the statutory 
maximum amount of $20,000? 

 
Dr. Soin answered affirmatively to all questions. 
 
Dr. Bechtel moved to approve and confirm the Proposed Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and 
Proposed Order in the matter of Dr. Huang.  Dr. Reddy seconded the motion. 
 
Ms. Montgomery stated that she will now entertain discussion in the above matter. 
 
Dr. Schottenstein opined that this case boils down to a few relevant questions.  First, is Patient 1 credible?  Dr. 
Schottenstein perceived Patient 1 to be credible and he did not have the sense that her testimony was 
inconsistent or contradictory to previous statements. 
 
Second, was Patient 1 traumatized?  Dr. Schottenstein concluded that Patient 1 was traumatized, noting her 
testimony was similar to other victims of sexual misconduct:  She left the office as fast as she could, got into 
her car and locked the doors, cried and shook in the aftermath, displayed subsequent hypervigilance, was 
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afraid of running into Dr. Huang, found herself scanning the environment for danger, had avoidant behavior, 
changed the location of her medical care so she would not see Dr. Huang, was afraid Dr. Huang would find out 
where she lived and retaliate, experienced time dilation during the breast examination, and she perceived that 
she had let herself down.  Patient 1 experienced self-recrimination and felt that what happened to her was her 
fault because she did not stop Dr. Huang.  Patient 1 has stated that she does not want Dr. Huang to lose his 
medical license but she also does not want this to happen to anyone else, showing the Patient 1 is trying to 
protect the public. 
 
Third, did Dr. Huang engage in sexual impropriety?  Dr. Schottenstein opined that it is clear that Dr. Huang 
engaged in sexual impropriety and violated Board rules by not offering a chaperone or a gown. 
 
Fourth, is Dr. Huang credible?  Dr. Schottenstein stated that Dr. Huang essentially camouflaged sexual assault 
by cloaking it as an attempt to rule out a rare diagnosis in which performing a breast examination can be 
justified.  Dr. Huang has testified that he regrets not documenting the breast examination, and he perceives 
that this is the real reason he is before the Board.  Dr. Schottenstein felt that it hurts Dr. Huang’s credibility that 
he has two versions of events.  At hearing, Dr. Huang indicated that he turned around in the examination room 
and Patient 1 was completely naked from the waist up; but when questioned by the Board investigator, Dr. 
Huang stated that Patient 1 was still wearing a shirt and bra and that he had lifted the shirt and bra in order to 
conduct the examination.  When presented with that different version of events at the hearing, Dr. Huang 
stated that his recollection may be incorrect. 
 
Dr. Schottenstein stated that Anthony Redfern, office manager of Dr. Huang’s neurology practice, had held his 
position for six years.  Mr. Redfern testified that he had never encountered or experienced physicians 
performing breast examinations in that practice.  Upon learning that Dr. Huang had performed a breast 
examination, Mr. Redfern was incredulous.  According to Mount Carmel’s investigator notes, when Mr. Redfern 
informed Dr. Huang that the police wished to speak with him, Dr. Huang immediately knew which patient it was 
about.  Mr. Redfern testified that it was typically difficult for Dr. Huang to remember patient names and it struck 
him that in this instance Dr. Huang remembered the name immediately.  However, in those same investigator 
notes, Dr. Huang indicated to the police that he did not remember the patient and only remembered her after 
he looked her up.  Dr. Schottenstein questioned how Dr. Huang remembered Patient 1 at Mr. Redfern’s 
mention of the police, but failed to recall her once he got to the phone to speak with the police. 
 
The police report states, in part, “… due to the menopause, the exam included a breast exam.”  However, this 
is not what Dr. Huang stated in the hearing.  Rather, Dr. Huang stated in the hearing that the breast 
examination was due to concern about paraneoplastic syndrome.  Dr. Huang testified that he ordered a CT 
scan of the head to two reasons:  To look for indications corresponding to memory loss, and to see if there is a 
signal change from an MS lesion.  However, the medical record only indicates dementia as a reason for the CT 
scan, with no mention of MS.  Dr. Schottenstein questioned why Dr. Huang did no further work-up for MS if he 
was concerned about the possibility of MS, especially since MS is Dr. Huang’s primary subspecialty. 
 
Dr. Schottenstein continued that the MS aspect of this case is important because Dr. Huang’s concern about 
MS was the basis of the use of the EDSS questionnaire, which measures the degree of disability in a patient 
with MS.  Questions about sexual dysfunction are contained in the EDSS.  The concern about MS justified that 
use of the EDSS, which justified the asking of the sexual dysfunction questions.  However, the patient record 
does not contain the sexual dysfunction questions or answers, does not mention the EDSS, and has no EDSS 
score.  Dr. Hart, a Mount Carmel neurologist, noted that the sexual dysfunction questions in the EDSS have an 
asterisk next to them, indicating that those questions are optional.  Dr. Hart further indicated that she herself 
does not ask her patients those questions.  In contrast, Dr. Huang asked the optional questions but did not 
otherwise complete, score, or document the EDSS.  This gives the impression that Dr. Huang identified MS as 
part of the differential diagnosis after these allegations were made because consideration of MS gave him the 
pretext to justify asking those sexual questions. 
 
Dr. Huang testified that while ordering CT scans the possibility of paraneoplastic syndrome occurred to him, 
which could explain Patient 1’s multiple physical complaints.  Dr. Huang noted that paraneoplastic syndrome 
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could be indicated by the presence of lung cancer or breast cancer.  Dr. Huang maintains that he listened to 
Patient 1’s lungs and performed a breast examination as an afterthought, referenced them as added-on 
examinations performed at the end of the office visit, and this is why those examinations were not documented.  
Dr. Schottenstein stated that this makes no sense to him, stating that even if a note is finished one should go 
back and amend the note if there are additional examinations or impressions.  Dr. Schottenstein found it 
unbelievable that Dr. Huang would just forget or be in too much of a hurry to document something as rare as 
paraneoplastic syndrome or performing a breast examination as a neurologist for the first time in 14 years. 
 
Dr. Huang testified that he asked Patient 1 if she had had a mammogram in the last year and she answered 
“no.”  However Patient 1 testified that she told Dr. Huang that she had had a mammogram recently, but he told 
her there was not a mammogram in her medical record.  Patient 1 explained that she has all of her 
mammograms done at The Ohio State University Wexner Medical Center (OSU), which would explain why Dr. 
Huang did not see it in his record.  Dr. Schottenstein stated that Patient 1’s version of this exchange is 
corroborated by State’s Exhibit 4, which is a record of a normal mammogram performed at OSU on July 10, 
2018, nine months before her visit to Dr. Huang.  Dr. Schottenstein did not find it believable that Patient 1 
would have answered “no” to Dr. Huang’s question, nor was it believable that Patient 1 made up her version of 
that conversation.  This casts doubt on everything else in Dr. Huang’s testimony. 
 
Although Patient 1 disputes it, Dr. Huang testified that he left the room to get his stethoscope and tried to get 
an assistant to act as a chaperone, but he could not find an assistant.  However, Dr. Huang told the Mount 
Carmel investigator that he did not offer Patient 1 a chaperone and explained that reason by saying, “She was 
very nice.” 
 
There is agreement that there was no gown.  Mr. Redfern testified that there are no cloth gowns for that 
purpose in the neurology examination rooms.  Dr. Schottenstein stated that this is because neurologists do not 
perform breast examinations.  Defense counsel noted the recorded comments of Dr. Hart and characterized 
those comments in such a way as to say that Dr. Hart does not perform breast examinations herself but that 
she knows neurologists who do, and this is therefore a practice preference.  Dr. Schottenstein noted that the 
hearing transcript does not say that.  Dr. Schottenstein quoted from the transcript: 
 

She [Dr. Hart] feels ‘too rusty’ to do these assessments (breast exams, testicular exams). She 
stated some neurologists narrow their scope to neurology and others widen it to manage more 
things such as hypertension and pain medications – both things Dr. Hart will not manage, but 
she knows other neurologists do. She explained this was practice preference. 

 
Dr. Schottenstein observed that Dr. Hart did not say she knows other neurologists who perform breast 
examinations, even though she had the opportunity to say that.  Rather, Dr. Hart said that she knows other 
neurologists who manage hypertension and pain medication.  Dr. Schottenstein speculated that if Dr. Hart was 
asked if she knows any neurologists who perform breast examinations, she would answer “no.” 
 
Dr. Schottenstein noted another quote from Dr. Hart in the transcript: 
 

Discussed paraneoplastic syndrome – this is an immune response to cancer, if you suspect it 
you go in search of cancer. 

 
Dr. Schottenstein commented that Dr. Huang’s version of going in search of cancer is to listen to the patient’s 
lungs and perform a breast examination, and nothing else.  After hearing nothing unusual on a lung 
examination and perceiving nothing unusual on his first breast examination in 14 years, Dr. Huang was done 
looking for cancer and he was satisfied that he had ruled out paraneoplastic syndrome.  This occurred in the 
context of Dr. Huang having described the need for the breast examination as “urgent” and that it would be “a 
medical disaster for me if I let her go without doing that kind of exam.”  Dr. Huang’s level of clinical concern 
had apparently been so high that a breast examination could not wait for an appointment with a gynecologist, 
but a negative finding on that examination brought his level of clinical concern to zero with no recommendation 
to follow-up with a gynecologist or to obtain a mammogram. 
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Dr. Schottenstein quoted again from Dr. Hart: 
 

If suspect this syndrome [paraneoplastic syndrome], you would definitely order a CT 
chest/abdomen to look for tumors. 

 
Dr. Schottenstein noted an absence of a CT scan of the chest and abdomen, nor were there antibody testing, a 
pelvic examination, or a pelvic ultrasound.  Dr. Schottenstein further noted that ovarian cancer is implicated in 
paraneoplastic syndrome, but Dr. Huang did not seem concerned about an ovarian etiology.  The lack of 
follow-through and additional work-up belied the high level of urgency that Dr. Huang recounted in his 
testimony that supposedly informed the need to avoid “medical disaster” by giving the patient a breast 
examination.  Dr. Schottenstein stated that one cannot have a level of clinical suspicion of breast cancer that is 
100 out of 100, perform a breast examination for the first time in 14 years, receive a negative finding, and then 
have the level of clinical concern go down to zero. 
 
Dr. Schottenstein referenced Occam’s Razor, which states that the simplest explanation is likely to be correct.  
The simplest explanation for Dr. Huang’s behavior is that his concerns about MS, breast cancer, and 
paraneoplastic syndrome were contrived to justify asking sexually inappropriate questions and predatory 
sexual conduct under the guise of providing medical care.  This would explain why the sexual questions were 
not documented, why the EDSS is not documented or scored, why there was no offer of a chaperone or gown, 
why there was no documentation of the breast examination, and why there were no orders for additional 
medical work-up. 
 
Dr. Schottenstein stated that this appears to him to be a case of sexual predation.  Dr. Schottenstein added 
that sexual predators do not stop themselves; they must be stopped.  This is why the Medical Board is a “one-
strike” board.  Dr. Schottenstein supported the Proposed Order to permanently revoke Dr. Huang’s medical 
license. 
 
Ms. Anderson reminded the Board members that their decision must be based on the hearing record and not 
on speculation of how witnesses may have answered questions that were not asked. 
 
Dr. Bechtel shared many of Dr. Schottenstein’s concerns, noting that Patient 1 was very distraught after this 
incident, is seeing a psychiatrist, and has had her confidence in medicine destroyed.  Patient 1 initially had 
many health issues and had been hospitalized, and she was very anxious when she came into Dr. Huang’s 
examination room.  Such patients must be treated compassionately and the reasons for the necessity of a 
breast examination must be explained carefully.  Dr. Bechtel was very concerned that no chaperone or gown 
had been offered, even though a medical assistant was in the office and a paper gown rather than a cloth 
gown would have been satisfactory. 
 
Dr. Bechtel questioned why it was so urgent that a breast examination be performed immediately when Dr. 
Huang had not performed a breast examination since he was a resident 14 years prior.  Dr. Bechtel also 
questioned why the examination was not documented if Dr. Huang was so concerned about the possibility of a 
malignancy creating these neurologic symptoms.  Dr. Huang also failed to follow-up with further malignancy 
evaluations or reach out to Patient 1’s primary care physician.  Dr. Bechtel did not think it was conceivable that 
the need to rule out breast cancer was so urgent that Dr. Huang had to perform an examination immediately 
for the first time in 14 years, yet not important enough to order more testing to contact the primary care 
physician. 
 
Dr. Reddy stated that he had no doubt that this was a case of sexual misconduct.  In the best-case scenario, 
even if Dr. Huang had good intent, the way he practiced medicine on Patient 1 is not acceptable.  Dr. Reddy 
felt this could be the beginning to behaving inappropriately with other patients.  Dr. Reddy agreed with the 
Hearing Examiner’s Findings and Proposed Order. 
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Dr. Feibel appreciated Dr. Schottenstein’s comments.  Dr. Feibel stated that, like his fellow Board members, he 
is basing his decision solely on the record at hand.  Dr. Feibel stated that it is not conceivable that a physician 
would perform an intimate examination like a breast examination for the first time in 14 years and fail to 
document the reason for the examination.  Dr. Feibel stated that this case involves one patient that the Board 
is aware of.  The Board’s mission is to protect the public and Dr. Feibel felt that this case is egregious enough 
on its own merit to warrant the permanent revocation of Dr. Huang’s medical license. 
 
A vote was taken on Dr. Bechtel’s motion to approve: 
 
ROLL CALL: Dr. Rothermel - abstain 
 Dr. Saferin - abstain 
  Dr. Schottenstein - aye 
  Dr. Soin - abstain 
  Dr. Johnson - aye 
  Mr. Gonidakis - aye 
  Dr. Kakarala - abstain 
  Dr. Feibel - aye 
  Dr. Reddy - aye 
  Dr. Bechtel - aye 
  Ms. Montgomery - aye 
 
The motion to approve carried. 
 
Borko Djordjevic, M.D. 
 
Ms. Montgomery directed the Board’s attention to the matter of Borko Djordjevic, M.D.  Objections have been 
filed and were previously distributed to Board members.  Mr. Porter was the Hearing Examiner. 
 
A request to address the Board has been filed on behalf of Dr. Djordjevic.  Five minutes will be allowed for that 
address. 
 
Dr. Djordjevic was represented by his attorney, James McGovern.  Mr. McGovern stated that his client Dr. 
Djordjevic is not present today, but he is before the Board today to deliver a message from Dr. Djordjevic. 
 
Reading from Dr. Djordjevic’s written statement, Mr. Govern stated that this is the third time from Dr. 
Djordjevic’s perspective that the Board has considered his case.  The first two times, the Board issued an order 
that imposed unnecessary, unfair, and thus discriminatory terms that were designed so that older, foreign 
physicians like Dr. Djordjevic will fail.  Given the Board’s stated mission, Dr. Djordjevic sincerely hoped the 
Board will take a more reasonable approach this time.  However, given the message conveyed throughout the  
hearing process by Assistant Attorney General Brandon Puckett, whom Dr. Djordjevic was confident received 
marching orders from the Board’s staff and Secretary and Supervising Member, Dr. Djordjevic expressed 
concern that the Board will take the draconian measure of permanently denying his application for an Ohio 
medical license.  Dr. Djordjevic contended that doing so would be an injustice and contrary to the Board’s 
mission and goals. 
 
Dr. Djordjevic respectfully requested that the Board give greater weight to the evidence set forth in the 
following portions of the Summary of the Evidence: 
 

• Sections 1 and 2, regarding medical education, training, experience, and certifications, 
including extensive plastic surgery experience without adverse outcomes and spending the 
last 15 years serving as a professor of plastic surgery at a university in Belgrade, Serbia. 

• Sections 4, 5, 7 through 11, and 16, regarding Dr. Djordjevic’s problems with the Special 
Purpose Examination (SPEX) requirement, which does not evaluate the competency of 
practice in Dr. Djordjevic’s specialty. 
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• Section 15, regarding Dr. Djordjevic’s anticipated problems with the preceptor, monitoring 
physician, and practice plan requirements outlined in the Hearing Examiner’s Proposed Order, 
which are somewhat insulting given his stellar education, training, and experience related to 
plastic surgery. 

 
The statement continued that, given that the Board is not authorized by law to impose the sanction of 
abandonment of an application, Dr. Djordjevic objected to the stipulation in the Proposed Order that failure to 
pass the SPEX would result in abandonment of the application.  With respect to the window of time the Board 
elects to impose on Dr. Djordjevic to pass the SPEX, Dr. Djordjevic would appreciate having at least 24 months 
to pass, which would allow him to sit for the SPEX at least four times during that window, if necessary to pass.  
Dr. Djordjevic felt that an even more reasonable option would be for the Board, as the sponsoring board, 
specify that Dr. Djordjevic is not bound by the standard grading periods and may sit for the SPEX as many 
times as needed within a 24-month window. 
 
Dr. Djordjevic further opined that the Proposed Order’s requirements for a preceptor, monitoring physician, and 
practice plan are impractical and unnecessary.  Dr. Djordjevic indicated that any Board member practicing 
within a specialty would recognize that no board-certified plastic surgeon would be willing to spend four months 
serving as a preceptor for a physician in his 80’s.  Likewise, unless Dr. Djordjevic joined a practice group, no 
physician would be willing to monitor or directly supervise Dr. Djordjevic for two years while under probation 
because he will likely be competing with the monitoring physician for plastic surgery patients. 
 
Dr. Djordjevic respectfully requested that as an alternative to these requirements, the Board should instead 
look for available options under the Physician Licensure Assessment System (PLAS), a joint program of the 
Federation of State Medical Boards and the National Board of Medical Examiners, which provides objective 
and personalized tools for the assessment of physicians’ clinical competence.  As shown in the Board’s 
meeting minutes in the matter of Dr. Entsuah, the Board tabled that matter in August 2022 to allow the Board’s 
staff to research options to assess Dr. Enstuah’s competency within his specialty.  Then in September 2022, 
Ms. Anderson reported upon those options which included PLAS, the Center for Personalized Education for 
Physicians (CPEP), and the Lifeguard program.  Dr. Djordjevic respectfully requested that the Board table 
discussion of his case to explore those alternatives and perhaps other reasonable alternatives to the preceptor 
requirements in the Proposed Order.  Then the Board could word it’s order such that, following Dr. Djordjevic’s 
participation the program, the Board could require him to obtain approval of a practice plan during the period of 
probation.  Following that approach would enable the Board, if needed, to ensure that Dr. Djordjevic’s practice 
under his Ohio license conforms with the program’s assessment of his competency. 
 
Mr. McGovern thanked the Board for listening to him read Dr. Djordjevic’s statement. 
 
Ms. Montgomery asked if the Assistant Attorney General wished to respond.  Mr. Wilcox stated that he wished 
to respond. 
 
Mr. Wilcox asked if Dr. Djordjevic had written the statement which Mr. McGovern read.  Mr. McGovern 
answered affirmatively and stated that that was Dr. Djordjevic’s message to the Board. 
 
Mr. Wilcox noted that matter of Dr. Djordjevic’s licensure has been before the Board on two previous occasions 
and the Board has required him to pass the SPEX, which he has not been able to do.  At his hearing, Assistant 
Attorney General Brandon Puckett recommended permanently denying Dr. Djordjevic’s application.  The 
Hearing Examiner did not recommend a permanent denial, but Mr. Wilcox opined that a permanent denial 
would be appropriate given what the Board heard today.  If the Board chooses not to permanently deny, Mr. 
Wilcox asked the Board to enunciate its reasoning. 
 
Dr. Bechtel moved to approve and confirm the Proposed Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and 
Proposed Order in the matter of Dr. Djordjevic.  Dr. Feibel seconded the motion. 
 
Ms. Montgomery stated that she will now entertain discussion in the above matter. 
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Dr. Feibel commented that in his three-and-a-half years on the Board, he has never heard an address to the 
Board quite like the one written by Dr. Djordjevic and read by his attorney.  Dr. Feibel, as someone who 
volunteered to serve on the Board to protect the public, found Dr. Djordjevic’s address to be inappropriate and 
offensive.  Dr. Feibel opined that it speaks to Dr. Djordjevic’s character and his understanding of the trust that 
is put in him as a physician.  Dr. Feibel stated that the Board always attempt to get everything right and does 
not take marching orders from anyone. 
 
Dr. Feibel stated that Dr. Djordjevic should not receive any special treatment compared to any other physician.  
Dr. Feibel noted that Dr. Djordjevic has been given multiple opportunities to pass the Special Purpose 
Examination (SPEX), which the Board requires of any physician who has been out of practice for more than 
two years, and he has not shown evidence that he has been able to pass.  Dr. Djordjevic has indicated that he 
wants to regain his Ohio medical license to retire.  Dr. Feibel stated that that is not the purpose of the Medical 
Board; rather, the purpose of the Medical Board is to license physicians to practice medicine.  Dr. Feibel 
commented that if Dr. Djordjevic intends to retire, he should have no problem with his application for 
restoration being permanently denied. 
 
Dr. Feibel moved to amend the Proposed Order to a permanent denial of Dr. Djordjevic’s application for 
restoration of his license to practice medicine and surgery in Ohio.  Dr. Schottenstein seconded the 
motion. 
 
Dr. Schottenstein noted that this is the third time Dr. Djordjevic has come to the Board regarding the same 
licensing issue.  Dr. Schottenstein stated that the Board has finite resources and it is asking a lot for the Board 
to continue revisiting this matter indefinitely.  Dr. Djordjevic has made it clear that if he does not pass the SPEX 
again under a new Board order, he will reapply again.  Dr. Schottenstein was respectful of the Hearing 
Examiner’s Proposed Order, but opined that it would set the Board on a course of granting Dr. Djordjevic a de 
facto unlimited amount of time in which to pass the SPEX.  Dr. Djordjevic has testified that he will return to 
request restoration every time he fails to pass the SPEX within the allowed timeframe, which means more 
hearings and more Board meetings on this subject indefinitely. 
 
Dr. Schottenstein observed that Dr. Djordjevic has objected to the Proposed Order’s requirement for a 
preceptorship and a practice monitor.  Dr. Djordjevic has opined that these requirements are unnecessary 
because he is not going to practice, and that the requirements are unreasonable.  Dr. Djordjevic wants the 
Board to allow him to take the SPEX an unlimited amount of times with no additional requirements.  The Board 
has not found this to be a persuasive argument in the past.  Another option heard today is to refer Dr. 
Djordjevic to the Post-Licensure Assessment System (PLAS), a physician reentry program.  Dr. Schottenstein 
did not feel a physician reentry program would give the Board adequate assurance when compared to a 
surgical preceptorship.  Dr. Schottenstein added that it is not the Board’s practice to essentially hold an 
application open indefinitely until an applicant one day meets the requirements for licensure. 
 
Dr. Schottenstein opined that the Board has been more than fair by giving Dr. Djordjevic a second chance and 
a longer timeframe to fulfill the Board’s conditions.  Dr. Schottenstein agreed with Dr. Feibel’s proposed 
amendment to permanently deny Dr. Djordjevic’s application. 
 
Dr. Kakarala echoed the comments of Drs. Feibel and Schottenstein and supported the permanent denial of 
Dr. Djordjevic’s application. 
 
A vote was taken on Dr. Feibel’s motion to amend: 
 
ROLL CALL: Dr. Rothermel - abstain 
 Dr. Saferin - abstain 
  Dr. Schottenstein - aye 
  Dr. Soin - nay 
  Dr. Johnson - aye 
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  Dr. Kakarala - aye 
  Dr. Feibel - aye 
  Dr. Reddy - aye 
  Dr. Bechtel - aye 
  Ms. Montgomery - aye 
 
The motion to amend carried. 
 
Dr. Johnson moved to approve and confirm the Proposed Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and 
Proposed Order, as amended, in the matter of Dr. Djordjevic.  Dr. Bechtel seconded the motion.  A vote 
was taken: 
 
ROLL CALL: Dr. Rothermel - abstain 
 Dr. Saferin - abstain 
  Dr. Schottenstein - aye 
  Dr. Soin - nay 
  Dr. Johnson - aye 
  Dr. Kakarala - aye 
  Dr. Feibel - aye 
  Dr. Reddy - aye 
  Dr. Bechtel - aye 
  Ms. Montgomery - aye 
 
The motion to approve carried. 
 
 
PROPOSED FINDINGS AND PROPOSED ORDERS 
 
Ms. Montgomery stated that in the following matters the Board issued Notices of Opportunity for Hearing.  No 
timely requests for hearing were received.  These matters were reviewed by a hearing examiner, who prepared 
Proposed Findings and Proposed Orders, and they are now before the Board for final disposition.  These 
matters are disciplinary in nature, and therefore the Secretary and Supervising Member cannot vote. In these 
matters, Dr. Rothermel served as Secretary and Dr. Saferin served as Supervising Member.  In addition, Dr. 
Bechtel served as Secretary and/or Supervising Member in the matters of Dr. Maier and Mr. Cornell. 
 
Kayla Ann Carroll, L.M.T. 
 
Dr. Johnson moved to find that the allegations as set forth in the March 9, 2022 Notice of Opportunity 
for Hearing in the matter of Ms. Carroll have been proven to be true by a preponderance of the 
evidence and to adopt Ms. Lee’s Proposed Findings and Proposed Order.  Dr. Bechtel seconded the 
motion. 
 
Ms. Montgomery stated that she will now entertain discussion in the above matter.  No Board member offered 
discussion in this matter. 
 
A vote was taken on Dr. Johnson’s motion: 
 
ROLL CALL: Dr. Rothermel - abstain 
 Dr. Saferin - abstain 
  Dr. Schottenstein - aye 
  Dr. Soin - aye 
  Dr. Johnson - aye 
  Dr. Kakarala - aye 
  Dr. Feibel - aye 
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  Dr. Reddy - aye 
  Dr. Bechtel - aye 
  Ms. Montgomery - aye 
 
The motion carried. 
 
Taiying Liu, L.M.T. 
 
Dr. Bechtel moved to find that the allegations as set forth in the December 8, 2021 Notice of 
Opportunity for Hearing in the matter of Ms. Liu have been proven to be true by a preponderance of the 
evidence and to adopt Ms. Lee’s Proposed Findings and Proposed Order.  Dr. Kakarala seconded the 
motion. 
 
Ms. Montgomery stated that she will now entertain discussion in the above matter.  No Board member offered 
discussion in this matter. 
 
A vote was taken on Dr. Bechtel’s motion: 
 
ROLL CALL: Dr. Rothermel - abstain 
 Dr. Saferin - abstain 
  Dr. Schottenstein - aye 
  Dr. Soin - aye 
  Dr. Johnson - aye 
  Dr. Kakarala - aye 
  Dr. Feibel - aye 
  Dr. Reddy - aye 
  Dr. Bechtel - aye 
  Ms. Montgomery - aye 
 
The motion carried. 
 
Adam C. Maier, D.O. 
 
Dr. Johnson moved to find that the allegations as set forth in the March 30, 2022 Notice of Opportunity 
for Hearing in the matter of Dr. Maier have been proven to be true by a preponderance of the evidence 
and to adopt Ms. Lee’s Proposed Findings and Proposed Order.  Dr. Kakarala seconded the motion. 
 
Ms. Montgomery stated that she will now entertain discussion in the above matter.  No Board member offered 
discussion in this matter. 
 
Mr. Gonidakis returned to the meeting at this time. 
 
A vote was taken on Dr. Johnson’s motion: 
 
ROLL CALL: Dr. Rothermel - abstain 
 Dr. Saferin - abstain 
  Dr. Schottenstein - aye 
  Dr. Soin - aye 
  Dr. Johnson - aye 
  Mr. Gonidakis - abstain 
  Dr. Kakarala - aye 
  Dr. Feibel - aye 
  Dr. Reddy - aye 
  Dr. Bechtel - abstain 
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  Ms. Montgomery - aye 
 
The motion carried. 
 
Walter Wynne, M.D. 
 
Dr. Bechtel moved to find that the allegations as set forth in the December 8, 2021 Notice of 
Opportunity for Hearing in the matter of Dr. Wynne have been proven to be true by a preponderance of 
the evidence and to adopt Ms. Lee’s Proposed Findings and Proposed Order.  Dr. Johnson seconded 
the motion. 
 
Ms. Montgomery stated that she will now entertain discussion in the above matter.  No Board member offered 
discussion in this matter. 
 
A vote was taken on Dr. Bechtel’s motion: 
 
ROLL CALL: Dr. Rothermel - abstain 
 Dr. Saferin - abstain 
  Dr. Schottenstein - aye 
  Dr. Soin - aye 
  Dr. Johnson - aye 
  Mr. Gonidakis - aye 
  Dr. Kakarala - aye 
  Dr. Feibel - aye 
  Dr. Reddy - aye 
  Dr. Bechtel - aye 
  Ms. Montgomery - aye 
 
The motion carried. 
 
Clinton J. Cornell, P.A. 
 
Dr. Johnson moved to find that the allegations as set forth in the May 11, 2022 Notice of Opportunity 
for Hearing in the matter of Mr. Cornell have been proven to be true by a preponderance of the 
evidence and to adopt Mr. Angell’s Proposed Findings and Proposed Order.  Dr. Kakarala seconded 
the motion. 
 
Ms. Montgomery stated that she will now entertain discussion in the above matter.  No Board member offered 
discussion in this matter. 
 
A vote was taken on Dr. Johnson’s motion: 
 
ROLL CALL: Dr. Rothermel - abstain 
 Dr. Saferin - abstain 
  Dr. Schottenstein - aye 
  Dr. Soin - aye 
  Dr. Johnson - aye 
  Mr. Gonidakis - aye 
  Dr. Kakarala - aye 
  Dr. Feibel - aye 
  Dr. Reddy - aye 
  Dr. Bechtel - abstain 
  Ms. Montgomery - aye 
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The motion carried. 
 
FINDINGS, ORDERS, AND JOURNAL ENTRIES 
 
Ms. Montgomery stated that in the following matters, the Board issued Notices of Opportunity for Hearing, and 
documentation of Service was received for each.  There were no timely requests for hearing filed, and more 
than 30 days have elapsed since the mailing of the Notices. These matters are therefore before the Board for 
final disposition.  These matters are non-disciplinary in nature, and therefore all Board members may vote. 
 
Four Findings, Orders, and Journal Entries appear on today’s agenda.  Information on these matters have 
been prepared by the Legal staff and distributed to Board members.  Ms. Montgomery asked if any Board 
member wished to discuss a Findings, Order, and Journal Entry separately.  No Board member wished to 
discuss a Finding, Order, and Journal Entry separately. 
  
Dr. Reddy moved to approve the Legal staff recommendations in the matters of Misty D. Brothers, M.T.; 
Lindsey M. Herold, M.T.; Maura A. McKissic, M.T.; and Mark Sapo, M.T.  Dr. Saferin seconded the 
motion. 
 
Dr. Schottenstein observed that the Board often sees cases in which applicants for restoration of massage 
therapist licenses are required to take the Massage and Bodywork Licensing Examination (MBLEx).  Dr. 
Schottenstein asked if such matters could be handled under a protocol and done automatically.  Ms. Anderson 
stated that there may be legal concerns with that approach, but she will look into that possibility. 
 
A vote was taken on Dr. Reddy’s motion: 
 
ROLL CALL: Dr. Rothermel - aye 
 Dr. Saferin - aye 
  Dr. Schottenstein - aye 
  Dr. Soin - aye 
  Dr. Johnson - aye 
  Mr. Gonidakis - aye 
  Dr. Kakarala - aye 
  Dr. Feibel - aye 
  Dr. Reddy - aye 
  Dr. Bechtel - aye 
  Ms. Montgomery - aye 
 
The motion carried. 
 
EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 
Dr. Johnson moved to go into Executive Session to confer with the Medical Board’s attorneys on 
matters of pending or imminent court action; for the purpose of deliberating on proposed consent 
agreements in the exercise of the Medical Board’s quasi-judicial capacity; and to consider the 
appointment, employment, dismissal, discipline, promotion, demotion, or compensation of a public 
employee or official.  Dr. Kakarala seconded the motion.  A vote was taken: 
 
ROLL CALL: Dr. Rothermel - aye 
  Dr. Saferin - aye 
  Dr. Schottenstein - aye 
  Dr. Soin - aye 
  Dr. Johnson - aye 
  Mr. Gonidakis - aye 
  Dr. Kakarala - aye 
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  Dr. Feibel - aye 
  Dr. Reddy - aye 
  Dr. Bechtel - aye 
  Ms. Montgomery - aye 
 
The motion carried. 
 
The Board went into Executive Session at 11:00 a.m. and returned to public session at 11:49 a.m. 
 
SETTLEMENT AGREEMENTS 
 
Mohammad A. Jan, M.D. 
 
Dr. Bechtel moved to ratify the proposed Permanent Surrender with Dr. Jan.  Dr. Reddy seconded the 
motion.  A vote was taken: 
 
ROLL CALL: Dr. Rothermel - abstain 
  Dr. Saferin - abstain 
  Dr. Schottenstein - aye 
  Dr. Soin - aye 
  Dr. Johnson - aye 
  Mr. Gonidakis - aye 
  Dr. Kakarala - aye 
  Dr. Feibel - aye 
  Dr. Reddy - aye 
  Dr. Bechtel - aye 
  Ms. Montgomery - aye 
 
The motion carried. 
 
James R. Bailes, M.D. 
 
Dr. Bechtel moved to ratify the proposed Consent Agreement with Dr. Bailes.  Dr. Kakarala seconded 
the motion.  A vote was taken: 
 
ROLL CALL: Dr. Rothermel - abstain 
  Dr. Saferin - abstain 
  Dr. Schottenstein - aye 
  Dr. Soin - aye 
  Dr. Johnson - aye 
  Mr. Gonidakis - aye 
  Dr. Kakarala - aye 
  Dr. Feibel - aye 
  Dr. Reddy - aye 
  Dr. Bechtel - aye 
  Ms. Montgomery - aye 
 
The motion carried. 
 
Isam Daboul, M.D. 
 
Dr. Johnson moved to ratify the proposed Consent Agreement with Dr. Daboul.  Dr. Bechtel seconded 
the motion.  A vote was taken: 
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ROLL CALL: Dr. Rothermel - abstain 
  Dr. Saferin - abstain 
  Dr. Schottenstein - aye 
  Dr. Soin - aye 
  Dr. Johnson - aye 
  Mr. Gonidakis - aye 
  Dr. Kakarala - aye 
  Dr. Feibel - aye 
  Dr. Reddy - aye 
  Dr. Bechtel - aye 
  Ms. Montgomery - aye 
 
The motion carried. 
 
Deborah Lynne Frankowski, M.D. 
 
Dr. Johnson moved to ratify the proposed Permanent Surrender with Dr. Frankowski.  Dr. Reddy 
seconded the motion.  A vote was taken: 
 
ROLL CALL: Dr. Rothermel - abstain 
  Dr. Saferin - abstain 
  Dr. Schottenstein - aye 
  Dr. Soin - aye 
  Dr. Johnson - aye 
  Mr. Gonidakis - aye 
  Dr. Kakarala - aye 
  Dr. Feibel - aye 
  Dr. Reddy - aye 
  Dr. Bechtel - abstain 
  Ms. Montgomery - aye 
 
The motion carried. 
 
Jack Gilbert Siebenaler, M.D. 
 
Dr. Johnson moved to ratify the proposed Consent Agreement with Dr. Siebenaler.  Dr. Reddy 
seconded the motion.  A vote was taken: 
 
ROLL CALL: Dr. Rothermel - abstain 
  Dr. Saferin - abstain 
  Dr. Schottenstein - aye 
  Dr. Soin - aye 
  Dr. Johnson - aye 
  Mr. Gonidakis - aye 
  Dr. Kakarala - aye 
  Dr. Feibel - aye 
  Dr. Reddy - aye 
  Dr. Bechtel - abstain 
  Ms. Montgomery - aye 
 
The motion carried. 
 
Michael McSpadden, L.M.T. 
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Dr. Bechtel moved to ratify the proposed Consent Agreement with Mr. McSpadden.  Dr. Reddy 
seconded the motion.  A vote was taken: 
 
ROLL CALL: Dr. Rothermel - abstain 
  Dr. Saferin - abstain 
  Dr. Schottenstein - aye 
  Dr. Soin - aye 
  Dr. Johnson - aye 
  Mr. Gonidakis - aye 
  Dr. Kakarala - aye 
  Dr. Feibel - aye 
  Dr. Reddy - aye 
  Dr. Bechtel - aye 
  Ms. Montgomery - aye 
 
The motion carried. 
 
Muhammad Asad Mirza, M.D. 
 
Dr. Reddy moved to ratify the proposed Permanent Surrender/Retirement with Dr. Mirza.  Dr. Johnson 
seconded the motion.  A vote was taken: 
 
ROLL CALL: Dr. Rothermel - abstain 
  Dr. Saferin - abstain 
  Dr. Schottenstein - aye 
  Dr. Soin - aye 
  Dr. Johnson - aye 
  Mr. Gonidakis - aye 
  Dr. Kakarala - aye 
  Dr. Feibel - aye 
  Dr. Reddy - aye 
  Dr. Bechtel - aye 
  Ms. Montgomery - aye 
 
The motion carried. 
 
Muhammad Asad Mirza, M.D. 
 
Dr. Reddy moved to ratify the proposed Permanent Surrender/Retirement with Dr. Mirza.  Dr. Johnson 
seconded the motion.  A vote was taken: 
 
ROLL CALL: Dr. Rothermel - abstain 
  Dr. Saferin - abstain 
  Dr. Schottenstein - aye 
  Dr. Soin - aye 
  Dr. Johnson - aye 
  Mr. Gonidakis - aye 
  Dr. Kakarala - aye 
  Dr. Feibel - aye 
  Dr. Reddy - aye 
  Dr. Bechtel - aye 
  Ms. Montgomery - aye 
 
The motion carried. 
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Kimberlee Ann Kristoff, L.M.T. 
 
Dr. Johnson moved to ratify the proposed Permanent Surrender/Retirement with Ms. Kristoff.  Dr. 
Kakarala seconded the motion.  A vote was taken: 
 
ROLL CALL: Dr. Rothermel - abstain 
  Dr. Saferin - abstain 
  Dr. Schottenstein - aye 
  Dr. Soin - aye 
  Dr. Johnson - aye 
  Mr. Gonidakis - aye 
  Dr. Kakarala - aye 
  Dr. Feibel - aye 
  Dr. Reddy - aye 
  Dr. Bechtel - aye 
  Ms. Montgomery - aye 
 
The motion carried. 
 
NOTICES OF OPPORTUNITY FOR HEARING, ORDERS OF SUMMARY SUSPENSION, ORDERS OF 
IMMEDIATE SUSPENSION, AND ORDERS OF AUTOMATIC SUSPENSION 
 
Ms. Pokorny presented the following Citations to the Board for consideration: 
 

1. Stella Grace Immanuel, M.D.:  To be issued to a licensure applicant, based on failure to cooperate with 
an investigation. 

2. Mangesh Harendra Kanvinde, M.D.:  Based on being excluded from Medicare and Medicaid for 15 
years. 

3. Eric David Thomas, M.D.:  To be issued to a licensure applicant, based on actions taken against the 
applicant in New Jersey, Kentucky, and Kansas. 

4. Mark H. Meacham, M.D.:  Based on sexual misconduct involving two patients. 
5. Carol Jean Shearer, M.T.:  To be issued to an application for restoration of a license, based on having 

practiced massage therapy without a license for about two-and-a-half years. 
6. M. Barbara Burke, M.D.:  A summary suspension, based on a failure to appear for a psychiatric 

examination. 
7. Steven Wayne Harrison, R.C.P.:  A summary suspension, based on a failure to pursue treatment which 

was recommended following an examination. 
8. Ariel Renee Garrett, L.M.T.:  A summary suspension, based on failure to comply with the monitoring 

terms of a Board Order. 
9. Yagnaram Ravichandran, M.D.:  Based on making false entries into medical records. 

 
Dr. Johnson moved to approve and issue proposed Citations #’s 1 through 5, and 9.  Dr. Reddy 
seconded the motion.  A vote was taken: 
 
ROLL CALL: Dr. Rothermel - abstain 
  Dr. Saferin - abstain 
  Dr. Schottenstein - aye 
  Dr. Soin - aye 
  Dr. Johnson - aye 
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  Mr. Gonidakis - aye 
  Dr. Kakarala - aye 
  Dr. Feibel - aye 
  Dr. Reddy - aye 
  Dr. Bechtel - aye 
  Ms. Montgomery - aye 
 
The motion carried. 
 
Dr. Johnson moved to approve and issue proposed Citation #6, a summary suspension.  Dr. Kakarala 
seconded the motion.  A vote was taken: 
 
ROLL CALL: Dr. Rothermel - abstain 
  Dr. Saferin - abstain 
  Dr. Schottenstein - aye 
  Dr. Soin - aye 
  Dr. Johnson - aye 
  Mr. Gonidakis - aye 
  Dr. Kakarala - aye 
  Dr. Feibel - aye 
  Dr. Reddy - aye 
  Dr. Bechtel - aye 
  Ms. Montgomery - aye 
 
The motion carried. 
 
Dr. Johnson moved to approve and issue proposed Citation #7, a summary suspension.  Dr. Bechtel 
seconded the motion.  A vote was taken: 
 
ROLL CALL: Dr. Rothermel - abstain 
  Dr. Saferin - abstain 
  Dr. Schottenstein - aye 
  Dr. Soin - aye 
  Dr. Johnson - aye 
  Mr. Gonidakis - aye 
  Dr. Kakarala - aye 
  Dr. Feibel - aye 
  Dr. Reddy - aye 
  Dr. Bechtel - aye 
  Ms. Montgomery - aye 
 
The motion carried. 
 
Dr. Reddy moved to approve and issue proposed Citation #8, a summary suspension.  Dr. Bechtel 
seconded the motion.  A vote was taken: 
 
ROLL CALL: Dr. Rothermel - abstain 
  Dr. Saferin - abstain 
  Dr. Schottenstein - aye 
  Dr. Soin - aye 
  Dr. Johnson - aye 
  Mr. Gonidakis - aye 
  Dr. Kakarala - aye 
  Dr. Feibel - aye 
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  Dr. Reddy - aye 
  Dr. Bechtel - aye 
  Ms. Montgomery - aye 
 
The motion carried. 
 
OPERATIONS REPORT 
 
Ms. Loucka stated that all Board members have received a table of organization reflecting a restructuring of 
the executive staff. 
 
Human Resources:  Ms. Loucka stated that the Board is now almost fully staffed at 84 employees.  The staff 
is also continuing to refine the employee onboarding process. 
 
Licensure:  Ms. Loucka stated that efficiencies in Licensure continue to improve.  Statistics, which will be 
available in January, are very impressive and is partially reflective of the work-from-home policy. 
 
FSMB Foundation:  Ms. Loucka stated that she has been selected to serve on the Federation of State 
Medical Boards (FSMB) Foundation, which is responsible for distributing grant money for various projects.  The 
focus will be on data-related projects.  Ms. Loucka stated that this is a great opportunity for her to collaborate 
with the executive directors of other boards as well as the FSMB staff. 
 
2023 Goals:  Ms. Loucka stated that as the new year begins, staff will work on goals and plotting out priorities 
for 2023, including pursuing new initiatives while maintaining the Board’s momentum in both quality and 
productivity. 
 
Executive Director Evaluation:  Ms. Montgomery stated that as part of the Executive Director evaluation 
process, Ms. Loucka has been asked to lay out goals and objectives.  This will be discussed at a future Board 
meeting under the new Board president. 
 
ELECTION OF OFFICERS, 2023 
 
Ms. Montgomery stated that it has been an honor to serve as President of this Board.  Dr. Schottenstein 
thanked Ms. Montgomery for her service and the amazing job she has done. 
 
Ms. Montgomery stated that the succession of officers is usually based on seniority.  Given that Dr. Feibel and 
Dr. Kakarala were appointed at the same time, the line of succession has been worked out between them.  
The succession order will be Dr. Johnson, then Dr. Feibel, then Dr. Kakarala. 
 
Dr. Bechtel moved to elect Dr. Johnson as President, Dr. Feibel as Vice President, Dr. Rothermel as 
Secretary, and Dr. Saferin as Supervising Member for terms beginning January 1, 2023, and ending 
December 31, 2023.  Dr. Reddy seconded the motion.  All members voted aye.  The motion carried. 
 
RULES & POLICIES 
 
Rule Review Update 
 
Ms. Anderson stated that the rules spreadsheet and schedule has been distributed to Board members.  There 
will be a public hearing on January 4, 2023, for a large group of rules, including telehealth rules and weight-
loss rules.  The 2023 rule plan shows which rules are in progress and the plan for the rest of the year.  The 
major focus for 2023 will be the treatment provider rules, the mental and physical health program rules, and the 
reporting rules. 
 
Legislative Update 
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Senate Bill 131, Reciprocity:  Mr. Mabe stated that this bill requires automatic licensure of out-of-state 
applicants who meet certain criteria which include the length of time that the applicant has held an out-of-state 
license and their work experience.  The Board will be allowed to take disciplinary action against an applicant, 
deny an application, and determine the fitness of an applicant to practice.  The bill was amended so that its 
effective date is nearly one year after passage, so the Board can use that time to design the program.  Senate 
Bill 131 passed the House State and Local Government Committee yesterday and is scheduled to be voted on 
by the full House today. 
 
Responding to a question from Dr. Schottenstein, Mr. Mabe stated that under Senate Bill 131 a massage 
therapist applicant will only be required to hold an out-of-state license for one year rather than the current five 
years. 
 
House Bill 286:  Mr. Mabe stated that this bill requires an appeal of an order issued by an administrative 
agency to be filed with either the Franklin County Court of Common Pleas or the Common Pleas court of the 
licensee’s county of residence.  The bill also requires appeals of an agency order for a party who is not an 
Ohio resident to be made to the Franklin County Court of Common Pleas.  This bill has been passed by the 
House and Senate and is awaiting the Governor’s signature, which could come next week. 
 
In response to a question from Mr. Gonidakis, Mr. Mabe stated that the thought process behind House Bill 286 
is that having all appeals go through the Franklin County Court of Common Pleas gives the “home court 
advantage” to the State.  Also, supporters of the bill did not wish to require someone to travel long distances to 
Franklin County for an appeal. 
 
Massage Therapist Curriculum:  Mr. Mabe stated that an amendment was added to the Boards and Agencies 
Review bill which changes the massage therapist required curriculum hours from 600 hours of specified 
curriculum to 600 hours of instruction in massage therapy.  This should help the Board approve applications it 
has seen in which the applicant does not meet the specific criteria. 
 
Senate Bill 322:  Dr. Schottenstein asked about the progress of Senate Bill 322, which addresses sexual 
misconduct.  Mr. Mabe replied that it was a struggle to schedule hearings for this bill after it was introduced.  
Mr. Mabe has some ideas for legislators who can sponsor the bill to be re-introduced in the next General 
Assembly.  Dr. Schottenstein opined that this bill is among the most important things that came out of the 
recent review process and asked if there is anything Board members can do to support passage of the bill.  Mr. 
Mabe stated that when the time comes he may ask Board members to help with testimony or discussing the 
bill with legislators. 
 
COMMITTEE BUSINESS 
 
Compliance Committee Report 
 
Ms. Montgomery stated that the Compliance Committee met today and had a general policy discussion about 
making the Board’s probationary processes more effective, including working with the Ohio Physicians Health 
Program (OPHP) to use their professionalism to help the Board’s probationers.  The Board staff will continue to 
work with OPHP on safety and simplification of the process to ensure that the program really makes a 
difference. 
 
Finance Report 
 
Dr. Schottenstein stated that the total revenue for October 2022, which was not a license renewal month, was 
$819,378, a substantial reduction from the previous month.  This is not felt to be a concerning number and the 
Board is still on track based on estimated revenue for the fiscal year. 
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Expenditures for Fiscal Year 2023 year-to-date is $761,117, compared to only $150,002 at this time in Fiscal 
Year 2022.  This is substantially a function of the eLicense payment which was made recently.  Dr. 
Schottenstein noted that October 2022 had three payroll periods instead of the usual two, which represents an 
extra expense.  Net revenue for October 2022 was $-400,681, and $-90,361 year-to-date for Fiscal Year 2023.  
Due to the license renewal deadline extension that was in effect during the Covid-19 pandemic, it is difficult to 
compare current revenue to the previous two-year cycle.  The Board’s cash balance has dropped to 
$8,085,674. 
 
The Board had its third influx of revenue from the Interstate Medical Licensure Compact (IMLC).  IMLC 
revenue for October 2022 was $39,125, a drop from the initial IMLC revenue of $51,165 in August, which was 
anticipated. 
 
Dr. Schottenstein stated that the Board received $4,500 in disciplinary fines and $0 in continuing medical 
education non-disciplinary fines. 
 
Respiratory Care Advisory Council Report 
 
The Council discussed upcoming rule reviews for 2023. 
 
Joe Turek gave a presentation on the Board’s licensing processes, which was well-received. 
 
The Ohio Society for Respiratory Care (OSRC) had concerns about some respiratory care students using their 
limited permits that expire one year after date of graduation; some suggestions were made to help alleviate 
that situation. 
 
Sue Ciarlariello, Legislative Chair for OSRC, gave update.  This was the last meeting that Ms. Ciarlariello will 
attend; she introduced Courtney Kallergis, who will fill her role, as well as Nancy Colletti, the new President of 
OSRC. 
 
Council member Dr. Richard Gregg gave brief presentation on his career and background. 
 
PROBATIONARY REPORTS AND REQUESTS 
 
Office Conference Reviews 
 
Dr. Kakarala moved to approve the Compliance staff’s Reports of Conferences for November 7 and 8, 
2022.  Dr. Johnson seconded the motion.  All members voted aye, except Dr. Rothermel, Dr. Saferin, and 
Dr. Bechtel, who abstained.  The motion carried. 
 
Probationary Requests 
 
Dr. Johnson moved to approve the Secretary and Supervising Member’s recommendations for the 
following probationary requests, as follows: 
 

a) George R. Butler, III, M.D.:  To approve reduction of personal appearances to every six months. 
b) John K. Krebs, M.D.:  To approve Release from the terms of the December 13, 2017 Consent 

Agreement. 
c) Laura Jean Minnig, L.M.T.:  To approve the courses Ethics: Medical Settings, and Ethics: Therapeutic 

Environment, offered by Institute for Integrative Healthcare, to fulfill the personal/professional ethics 
course requirement. 

d) Cassandra R. Parrott, D.O.:  To approve release from the terms of the September 10, 2014, Board 
Order. 
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e) Joshua A. Shuh, D.O.:  To approve release from the terms of the November 10, 2021, Consent 
Agreement. 

f) Frank G. Stoddard, D.P.M.:  To approve release from the terms of the December 13, 2017 Step II 
Consent Agreement. 

g) Michael Todd Tatro, M.D.:  To approve release from the terms of the September 14, 2016 Step II 
Consent Agreement. 

 
Dr. Kakarala seconded the motion.  A vote was taken: 
 
ROLL CALL: Dr. Rothermel - abstain 
  Dr. Saferin - abstain 
  Dr. Schottenstein - aye 
  Dr. Soin - aye 
  Dr. Johnson - aye 
  Mr. Gonidakis - aye 
  Dr. Kakarala - aye 
  Dr. Feibel - aye 
  Dr. Reddy - aye 
  Dr. Bechtel - abstain 
  Ms. Montgomery - aye 
 
The motion carried. 
 
ADJOURN 
 
Dr. Schottenstein moved to adjourn the meeting.  Dr. Kakarala seconded the motion.  All members voted 
aye.  The motion carried. 
 
 
The meeting adjourned at 12:22 p.m. 
 
 
We hereby attest that these are the true and accurate approved minutes of the State Medical Board of Ohio 
meeting on December 14, 2022, as approved on January 11, 2023. 
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