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XAVIER BECERRA

Attorney General of California

JUDITH T. ALVARADO

Supervising Deputy Attorney General

RICHARD D. MARINO

Deputy Attorney General

State Bar No. 90471
California Department of Justice
300 South Spring Street, Suite 1702
Los Angeles, CA 90013
Telephone: (213) 269-6444
Facsimile: (213) 897-9395

Attorneys for Complainant

BEFORE THE
'MEDICAL BOARD OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
In the Matter of the Petition to Revoke Case No. 800-2017-032795
Probation Against: : _
EUGEN MICHAEL MOLNAR, M.D. DEFAULT DECISION
) AND ORDER
9692 Norfolk Drive '
Santa Ana, CA 92705 [Gov. Code, §11520]

Physician's and Surgeon's Certificate No.
A 24674,

Respondent.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1.  On September 7, 2017, Complainant Kimberly Kirchmeyer, in her official capacity as
t}ie-Executive Director of the Medical Board of California, Department of Consumer Affairs, filed
Petition to Revoke Probation No. 800-2017-032795 against Eugen Michael Molnar, M.D.
(Respondent). | ‘ |

2. On March 22, 1972, the Board issued Physician's and Surgeon's Certificate No. A
24674 to Respondent. That license expired on September 3'0, 2016, and has not been renewed. A
true andv correct copy of the certificate of licensure is attached hereto as Exhibit A.

3. _On September 7, 2017, Richard M. Acosta, an employee of the Complainant Agéncy,

served by Certified Mail and First Class Mail 2 copy of the Petition to Revoke Probation No. 800-
| 1
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2017-032795, Statement to Respondent, Notice of Defense, Request for Discovery, and
Government.Code sections 11507.5, 11507.6, and 11507.7 on Respondent’s address of record

with the Board, which was and is 9692 Norfolk Drive, Santa Ana, California 92705. A copy of

‘the Petition to Revoke Probation, the related documents, and Declaration of Service are attached

as Exhibit B, and are incorporated herein by reference.

4.  Service of the Petition to Revoke Probation was effective as a matter of law under the
provisions of Government Code section 11505, subdivision (c). On or about September 18, 2017,
the aforementioned documents were returned by the U.S. Postal Service marked "Return to
Sender — Unclaimed — Unable to Forward." A copy of the envelope returned by the post office is
attached as Exhibit C, and is incorporated heréin by reference.

5; Business and Professions Code section 118 states, in pértinent part:

"(b) The suspension, expiration, or forfeiture by operation of law of a license issued by a

board in the department, or its suspension, forfeiture, or cancellation by order of the board or by

order of a court of law, or its surrender without the written consent of the board, shall not, during
any pqriod in which it may be renewed, restored, reissued, or reinstated, déprive the board of'its
authority to institute or continue a disciplinary pcheeding against the licensee upon any ground
providéd by law or to enter an order suspending or revoking the license or otherwise taking
disciplinary action against the license on any such ground." :

6.  Government Code section 11506 states, in pertinent parf:

"(¢) The respondent shall be entitled to a hearing on the merits if the respondent files a

‘notice of defense, and the notice shall be deemed a specific denial of all parts of the accusation

not expressly admitted. Failufe to file a notice of defense shall cpnstimfe a waiver of

respondent’s right to a hearihg, but the agency in its discretion may nevertheless grant a hearing.”
Respondent failed to file a Notice of Defense within 15 days after service upon him of the

Petition to Revoke Probation, and therefore waived his right to a hearing on the merits of Petition

to Revoke Probation No. 800-2017-032795.

/"
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7. Califdmid Government Code section 11520 states, in pertinent part:

"(a) If the respondent either fails to file é notice 6f defense or to appear at the héaring, the
agency may take action.based upon the respondent’s e‘xpress admissions or upori other evidence
and affidavits which may be used as evidence With'out any notice to respondent.”

8. Pursﬁant to its authority uﬁder Government Code section 11520, the Board finds
Respondent is in default. The Board will take action without further hearing énd, based on
Respondent’s express admissions ny way of default and the evidence before it, contained in
Exhibits A, B and C, finds that the allegations in Petition to Revoke Probation No. 800-2017-
032795 are true. ' A

DETERMINATION OF ISSUES

1. Based on the foregoing findings of fact, Respondent Eugen Michael Molnar.,-M.D.'
has subjected his Physician's.and Surgeon's Certificate No. A 24674 to discipline.

2. Acopyofthe Pétition to Révoke Probation and the related documents and
Declaration of Service are attaéhed. : ‘

" 3. The agencyA has jurisdiction to adjudicate this'case by default.

4.  The Board is authorized to revoke Respondent’s Physician‘s and Surgeon's Certificate
based upon the following violations alleged in the Petition to Revoke ProBation: »

5. Respondent’s Physician's and Surgeon's Certificate is subject to revocation under
Code sections 2227, 2234 and 118, in that he failed to comply with the terms and conditions of
his probation as follows:

Failure to Notify the Board of Dates of Departure and Return

6.  Respondent’s probation is subject to revocation in that he failed to comply with Term .
and Condition No. 10 of his probationary order, as foll;jws: _
A. At all times relevant herein, Term and Condition No. 10 of Respondent’s
probationary order provided: |
“10. The period of probaﬁon shall not run during the time [R]espondent is
practicing outside the jurisdiction of California. If, during probation, [R]espondent

moves out of the jurisdiction of California to practice elsewHere, [R]espondent is

3
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required to immediately notify the Board of the dates of departure and return, if any.
| Periods of practice outside California will not apoly to the reduction of this

probationary perlod ” | |

B. Respondent s address of record with the Board is 9692 Norfolk Drive, _
Santa Ana, California 92705. On April 14, 2017, HQIU Supervising Investigator II Robert'
Pulido did a site visit at 9692 Norfolk Drive, Santa Ana, California. This was a gated
community and a security officer stated that he had not seen [Respondent] in months, but _
believed his wife may reside there. Investigator Pulido knocked on the residence doot and
.a relative identified himself as a nephew and stated that [Respondent] did not resido there
any longer and believed that [Respondent] was in a hospital somewhere in Europe.

C. 'Respoﬁdent did not notify the Board that 9692 Norfolk Drive, Santa Ana,
California 92705, was no longer his address of reco-rd. '

Failure to Obey All Laws and Rules Governing the Practice of Medicine in California |

7. Respondent’s probation is subject to revocation in that he failed to comply with Term
and Condition No. 6 of his probationary order, as follows:

A. At all times relevant herein, Term and Condition No. 6 of Respondent’s
probationary order pfovided:

“6. Respondent shall obey all federal, state, and local laws, and all rules
governing the practice of medicine in California.” -

B. ’fhe Medical Practice [Business and Professions Code soction 2000 et seq.]
requires all California licensed physicians and surgeons to provide a current address of
record with the Board., |

C. Complainant refers to and, by this réference, incorporates herein Paragraph 6,
subparagraphs B and C, above, as though fully set forth.

| D.  Respondent did not notify the Board that 9692 Norfolk Drive, Santa Ana,
~ California 92705, was no longer his address of record.
" ' .
"
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Failure to Submit Quarterly Declarations of Compliance

8. Respondent’s probation is subject to revocation in that he failea to comply with Term
and Condition No. 7 of his probationary order, as follows:

A. Atv all times rele\}ant herein, Term é.nd Condition No. 6 of Respondent’s
probationary order provided:

“7.  Respondent shall submit quarterly declarations under penalty of perjury
on forms provided by the [Board], stating whether there has been compliénce with all
the conditions of probation.”

B.  On April 27, 1991, Respondent filed a Petition for Modification of Probation or
Termination of Probation. On August 22, 1991, a Ahegring on the petition was heard before
the Medical Board of California with Administrative Law Judge Richard Lopez, presiding.
The Board denied the petition noting, among other things, that Respondent had only
completed forty percent (40%) of his probation and Respondent had ;‘failed to demonstrate
any present contrition....” A trﬁe and aécurate copy of the Board’s decision In the
Matter of the Petition for Modification of Probation or Termination of Probation of Eugen |
Michael Molnar, M.D, MBC Case No. 1L-54668, is attached as “Exhibit B” to Petition to |
Revoke Probation No. 800-2017-032795, herefo attached as Exhibit A.

C.  Since 1992, Respondent has not filed quarterly declarations that he was in
compliance with his probgtion. ' |

Failure to Comply with Probation Surveillance Pro gram

AY

9.  Respondent’s probation is subject to revocation in that he failed to comply with Term
and Condition No. 8 of his probationary order, as follows:

A.  Atall times relevant herein, Term and Condition No. 8 of Respondent’s

probationary order provided: | |
“Respondent shall cdmply with the [Board]’s probation surveillance program.”

B.  Complainant refers to and, by this referénce, incorporates herein Paragraph 6,
subparagraphs A through C, inclusive; Paragraph 7, subparagraphs A through D, inclusive;
and Paragraph 8, subparagraphs A through C, inclusive, above, as though fully set forth.

5
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ORDER |

'IT IS SO ORDERED that Physician's and Surgéon's Certificate No. A 24674, heretofore
issued to Respondent Eugen Miéhael Molnar, M.D., is revoked. |

Pursuant to Government Code section 11520, subdivision (c), Respondent may serve a _
written motion /requesting that fhe Decision be vacated and 'stating the grounds reﬁed on within
seven (7) days after service of the Deciéion on Respondent. The agency in its discretion may
vacate the Decision and grant a hearing on a showing of good cause, as deﬁned in the statute.

This De0151on shall become effectlve on March 29, 2018, at 5:00 p m.

ITIS SO ORDERED February 27. 2018

ABERLY/KIRCHMEYHR

. Executive Djyector
Medical Board of California
Department of Consumer Affairs
State of California

6
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XAVIER BECERRA
Afttorney General of California
JUDITH T. ALVARADO

FILED
Supervising Deputy Attorney General
RICHARD D, MARINO STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Deputy Aftomey Gonoral sﬂgﬁblAL BOARD QF CALIFORNIA

State Bar No. 90471 Stat,

California Department of Justice
300 So. Spring Street, Suite 1702
.Los Angeles, CA 90013
. Telephone: (213) 897-8644
‘Facsimile: (213) 897-9395

Attorneys for Complainant

| BEFORE THE
.. MEDICAL BOARD OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Petition to Revoke Case No..800-2017-032795
Probatlon Against: : :

- : PETITION TO REVOKE PROBATION
:‘Eugen Michael Molnar, M.D. '

9692 Norfolk Drive
Santa Ana, CA 92705

.‘Physwlan's and Surgeon s Certificate
No. A24674

Respondent.

Complainant alleges:

. - PARTIES

L. ’Kimberly Kirchmeyer (Complainant) brings this Petition to Revoke Probation solely
in her OfﬁClal capacity as the Executive Director of the Medical Board of California, Depaltment
of Consumer Affairs (Board) _ .

2. Onorabout March 22, 1972, the Board issued Physician's and Surgeon's Certiﬁéate
Number A24674 to Eugen Michael Molnar, M.D. (Respondent). This certificate explred on
September 30 2016,andisina dehnquent status . _

3. .On November 29, 1989, In the Matter of the Accusation Against Eugen M. Molnar,
M.'D. , MBC Case No. D-3327, the Board issued a decision pursuant to a stipulated settlement and
1
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: stayed w1th Respondent being placed on probatlon for five years with terms and condltlons

dlsclphnary order, effective December 29, 1989. Under the terms and conditions of that decrsron

Respondent’s Physician’s and Surgeon s Certificate was revoked with said revoca‘uon belng

1ncludmg, but not limited, suspension from the practice of medicine for 90 days; successfully
completlng an oral clinical examination limited to cosmetic surgery of the face and breast; 100
hours of addltlonal continuing medlcal education during each year of probation; performing 120
hours of freb medical services to the community during each of the first three years of probation;
siuocessfulljir completing a professional ethics course during each of the fitst two years of .
nrobat'ion. A true and accurate copy of the decision is hereto attached, rnarked Exhibit A,

JURISDICTION

4, ThlS Petition to Revoke Probation is brought before the Board, under the authorlty of
the followmg laws, All section references are to the Busmess and Profess1ons Code unless -
othe1w1se mdlcated |

" 5. Sectlon 2227 of the Code provides that a licensee who is found guilty under the
Medlcal Practice Act may have his or her license revoked, suspended for a period not to exceed
one year, placed on probatlon and requ1red to pay the costs of probation monltormg, or such other
actlon taken in relat1on to discipline as the Board deems proper.

| 6.  '‘Section 2234 of the Code, in pertinent part, provides: .

"The board shall take action against any licensee who is charged with unprofessmnal

oonduct

7. 'Section 118 of the Code, in pertinent part, provides:

- “ (b) The suspension, expiration, or forfeiture by operation of law of a license issued
by a board in the department, or 1ts suspension, forfeiture, or cancellation by order of the
board or by order of a court of Iaw, or its surrender without the written consent of the board,
shall not during any period in whreh it may be renewed, restored, reissued, or relnstated

deprive the board of its authority to institute or continue a disciplinary proceedmg agamst _

2 .
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the lioenéee upon any ground provided by law or to enter an order suspending or revoking

the hcense or otherwise taking disciplinary action against the licensee on any such ground.
“(o) As used in this section,. “board” lncludes an individual who is authorized by any

prov1s1on of th1s code to issue, suspend, or revoke a license, and ‘license’ includes

certlhcate,’ ‘registration’’ and ‘permit.’ !
. . ?

FIRST CAUSE FOR REVOCATION QF PROBATION
(Failure to Notify MBC of Dates of Departure and Return)
.8. - :Resp'ondent Eugen Michael Molnar, M.D. s'probation is subject to revocation in that
he failed to comply with Term and Condition No, 10 of his probationary otder, as follows
A At all times relevant herein, Term and, Cond1t1on No. 10 or Respondent’s
probatlonary order- provrded
“10. The period of probation shall not run durlng the time [R]espondent is
pract1c1ng outside the Jur1sd1ot10n of Ca11f01n1a If, during probation, [R] espondent moves
out of the Junsdrctron of California to practice elsewhere, [R]espondent is required to
' 1mmed1ately notify the Board of the dates of departure and return, if any. Periods of ,
practfce outside California will not apply to the reduction of this probationary period.”
| B Respondent’s address of record with the Board is 9692 Norfolk Drive
Santa Ana, CA 92705, On “April 14, 2017 HQIU Supervising Investigator II Robert
Puhdo did a site visit at 9692 Norfolk Drive, Santa Ana, CA. This was a gated commumty
and a securlty officer'stated that he had not seen [Respondent] in months, but believed his
wife may 1esrde there. Investigator Pulido knocked on the residence door and a relative
1dent1;ﬁed ‘himself as a nephew and stated that [Respondent] did not reside there any longer
and believed that [Respondent] was in a hospital somewhere in Europe.
- ‘C. Respondent did not notify the Board that 9692 Norfolk Drive
Santa Ana CA 92705 was no longer his address of record.

"o
/1

3

(EUGEN ‘MICHAEL MOLNAR, M.D.) PETITION TO REVOKE PROBATION NO. 800-2017-03279




9 O ;B W N

o o]

10
11
12

13 -

14

15

- 16
17

18

19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

SECOND CAUSE FOR REVOCATION OF PROBATION

(Fallure to Obey All Laws and Rules Governmg the Practice of Medicine in California)
.9, Respondent Eugen Michael Molnar, M.D.’s probation is subject to revocation in that
he falled to comply with Term and Condition No. 6 of his probatlonary order, as follows:
A At all times relevant herein, Term and Condition No, 6 or Respondent’s
probatlonary order provided:
“6. Respondent shall obey all feder al, state, and local laws, and all rules - |
govermng the practlce of medicine in California.” B
B The Medical Practice [Business and Professmns Code section 2000 et segq. ]

requrres all California licensed physrclans and surgeons to prov1de a current address of

: recmd with the Board.

-

fC. Complainant refers to and, by this reference, 1nc01porates herein Paragraph 8,
)subparagraphs BandC, above as though fully set forth,
D Respondent did not notify the Board that 9692 Norfolk Drive
Santa Ana, CA 92705 was no longer his address of record.
THIRD CAUSE FOR RDVOCATION OF PROBATION

: (Failure to Submlt Quarterly Declarations of Compllance)
l ’.10. Respondent Eugen Michael Molnar, M.D.’s probatlon is subject to revocat1on in that
he farled to: comply with Term and Condition No 7 of his probationary order, as follows:
| A At all times relevant hetein, Term and Condition No. 7 or Respondent’s
probatlonary order prov1ded
“7. Respondent shall submit quarterly declarations under penalty of perJury
on forms prov1ded by the [Board], stating whether there has been cdrnphance with all the
condltlons of probation.”
‘B, On April 27, 1991, Respondent filed a Petition for Modiﬁcation of Probation or
Terrnination of Probation. On August 22, 1991, a hearing onl the petition was heard before
the Medlcal Board of California w1th Administrative Law Judge Richard Lopez, pres1d1ng

The Board denied the petition noting, among other thlngs that Respondent had only

4
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he failed to comply with Term and Condition No, 8 of his probationary order, as follows

/1

n

coinpieted Forty Percent (40%) of his probation and Respondent had “failed to demonstrate
any pi‘esent contrition .. ..” A true and accurate copy of the Board’s dec1s1on In the
Matter of the Petition for Modzf catzon of Probation or Termination of Probatzon of Eugen
Mzchqel Molnar, M.D, MBC Case No. L-54668 is hereto attached as Exhibit B.

iC.

compllance with his probation.

11.

probatlonary order provided:

B,
subparagraphs A through C, inclusive; 9, subparagraphs A through D, inclusive; and 10,
subparagraphs A through C, inclusive, above; as though fully set forth,

Respondent Eugen Michael Molnar, M.D.’s probation is subject to revooatlon in that

A At all times relevant herem Term and Condition No. 8 or Respondent’

Since 1992, Respondent has not filed ‘quarterly declar atlons that he was in

FOURTH CAUSE FOR REVOCATION OF PROBATION

(Failure to Comply w1th Probation Surveillance Program)

“Respondent shall comply with the [Board]’s probatlon surveillance program.”

Complainant refers to and, by this reference, incorporates hetein Paragraphs 8,

5
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probatlon momtormg, and

PRAYER
WHEREFORE Complainant requests that a hearing be held on the matters herein alleged
and that followmg the heanng, the Medical Board of California issue a decision;
1. Revokmg the probation that wés granted by the Medical Board in MBC Case No. D-
3373 and i 1mpos1ng the disciplinary that was stayed thereby revokmg Physician's and Surgeon's
Certlﬁcate Number A24674 issued to Eugen Mlchael Molnar, M. D
: 2. Revokmg ot suspendmg Physician's and Surgeon's Certlﬁcate Number A24674 lssued
to Eugen Michael Molnar M.D.;
3. Revokmg, suspendmg or denying approval of Eugen Mlchael Molnar, M.D.'s.
authonty to superv1se physician assistants and advanced practice nurses;
‘ 4, Orderlng Eugen Michael Molnar, if placed on plobatlon to pay the Board the costs of

1 : . .
5. iTaking such other and further action as deemed necessary and proper.

DATED: | September 7, 2017

Executive Director

Medical Board of California
Department of Consumer Affaus
State of Callforma

Complainant

6
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EXHIBIT A
DECISION

In the Matter of the Accusation Against Eugen M. Molnar, MD,
MBC Case No. D-3327

7
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| pa::t;.es to the abcwe-—entn.tled matter that the following

’-_allegata.ona are true.

= Deputy Attarney General.

]
H
'
1

'JOHN K. VAN DE KAMP, Attorney General

* of the State of California :
ALAN 8¢ METH, | MEDICAL BOARD OF CALIFORNIA
Deputy Attorney General - I do hereby certify that this document is a true
Department of Justice and correet copy of the original on file in this
1110 West A Street, Suite 700 office. 7¢7£¢ C?(t,
.San Diego, California $2101 2 00“%*——-
Telephone° (619) 237- 7224 : B e :
 Title
Attorneys for COmplainant _ . ’1//é(<éa<;7
: : ' C . Date
e’
BEFORE THE ,
N BOARD OF MEDICAL QUALITY ASSURANCE
; ; 'DIVISION OF MEDICAL QUALITY
. . "= ' DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
' STATE OF CALIFORNIA
'In the Matter of the Accusation NO. D-3327
Agalnst.
| ‘Fugene M, MOLNAR, M.D. STIPULATION IN

8760 Sunset Blvd.
Los Angeles, California 90066
License # A~24674

SETTLEMENT AND DECISION

J

Respondent.

1
+

Vvvvvwvvvv

| e

IT IS HEREBY STIPULATED AND AGREED by and between the

- - ——— = . .

o 1. ZXenneth J. Wagstaff, compla_inant herein, and‘
;Execut,ii.ve Director.of the Boardiof Medical duality Assurance of
:the Stéte: of Califoxnia, is represented by John K. Van De Kamp,
’Attorney General of the State of California, by Alan §. Meth,

/

(

“f 2. Eugene Michael Molnar, M.D. (hereafter,

"respondent” Y. is :r:epresented by Randall J. Hite, who has been

. . 1.

L TTTPTRTOLLA . .,
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retained as hxs attorney in regard to the administratxve action

herein and that the respondent has counsalled with Mr. Hite

i concernxng the effect of this stipulation, which the respondent

hasg carefully read and fully understands. J

' 3. Respondent has recexved .and read the accusation,
supplemental accusation, second supplemental accusation, and
third supplemental accusation which are presently on file as CAse
No. D-3327 before the Division of Medical Quality of the Bcard
of Medlcal Quality Assurance of the State of California..

4. Respondent-understands the nature of the charges

| alleged in the above-entitled accusatians and that said charges

and allegatlons would constitute cause for imposing discipline

{| upon reapondent‘s medical license heretofore issued by the Board

of Medical Quality Assurance.

5. Respandent and his ccunsel are aware of each of

: respondent's rights, including the right to a hearing on:the
'_charges and allegatlons, the right to confront and cross-examine.
'witnesses who would testify ag&tnst him, the right to present _
evidence in his favor and call witnesses on his behalf, or to

7 testify himself, his right to contest the charges and

aliegations,_and anyiother rights which may ba accorded to him
pursua&t to the California Administrative Procedure Act (Govt.

Code,-é 11500 et seq;), his right to reconsideration, review by

the suﬁerior court and to appeal to any other court, Respondent

understands that in signing this stipulation rathexr than
contesting the accusaticns, he is enabling the Division of
M@dicai-Quality of the Board of Medical Quality Assurance of the

State §£'California to issue theAféllowing ordér~from'this
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f,stipulation without further process.

6. Respondent freely and voluntarily waives each and
every one of the rights set forth hereinabove. )
; 7. Respondent neither admits nor denies that he has
violated any of the allegations contained in the above~entitled
accusa;ions, but for purposes of this settlement only and for no
other-%eason, respdndent stipulates that the Division of Medical
Quqlit§ may deem the allegations contained in paragraphs 7

througﬁAlz, 82 throughvss;.and B9 through 90 of the-apove-

) entitléd accusations are true and cqpstitute violations of

Busineés and Professions Code sactions 2234 (b) and (e), 2261,

It 2305, énd 810, The facts alleged in said paragraphs are

incoipqratad herein by this feference]' This stipulétion is made
for thé purpose of this settlement only, and in the event this
settle@ent is not adopted by fhe Division of Medical Quality, t

stipulétion made herein shall be inadmissible in any proceeding

involving the parties to it.

L 8. Based upon the fq;ggoing, it is stipulated and
agreed: ‘that the Division of Medzcal Quality'may igsue the
following as its decision in this case.

ORDER .
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that license number A-24674

1ssued ‘to Eugene Michael Molnar, M.D., is revokedi However, said

revocation is stayed and respondent ig placed on probation for
five years on the following terms and canditionsz
1. As part of probation, respondent is suspended frnm

the practice of madicine for ninety (90) days. This suspensipn

| shall pa served within the first six months of the effective date

s
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'l achieved. The Division shall pay the cost of the £irst

of this decision. Respondent shall notify the Division in

advanée in writing during what periods of tiﬁe this suspension

shall: be in effect, . | o
2. Within sixty (60) days of the effective date of °

this decision, raspondent shall take and pass an oral clinical

,examlnatlon limited to cosmetic surgery of tha face and brenst.

If respondent fails the examination, respondent must take and
pass é.re-examinaticn consisting of a written and an oral
cliniéal examination. The waiting period between repeat

examiﬁaticns shall be at’thxee—mcnth intervals until success is

/

g_examlnation and respondent shall pay the cost of any subseguent

re-exam;nations. If respondent fails the first examination and
a repeat examination, respondent shall cease the practice of
medlczne until a re-examination has been sucessfully passed, as
evidanced by written notice to respondent from the Division.
Failure to pass the required examination no latexr than 100 days

prior to the termination date cﬁ;probation shall constitute a

i

violaticn of probation.

j' 3. Within ninety (99) days of the effective date of
this decision, and -on an annual basis thereafter, respondent
shall submit to the Division for its prior approval an
educagional~program oxr counse,’which shall not be less than 100
hoursgduring the period of probation.- This prbgram or course
shall be in addition to the Continuing Medical Education
requifements for re-licensure. Following tha completion of each
course, ‘the Division or its desxgnae may administer an

exam;qation to test respondent’s knowledge of the course.




1£ Respondent snall‘provide proof of_at%endanca'fdr 50 hnnrs of
2; continuing medical education of which 25 hours were in |

3@ satisfaction of this condition and were approved in advance by
4! the Division. . | N

3 | 4. Within 60 days of the effective date of this
decision, respondent shall submit’tn the Division for its prior

5
6
7i approval a community service program in which rBSpondent shall
8 prov:de free medical services on a regulax basis to a community
9if ox char;table facility, agency, or accredited teachinq

ldg instztution for at least 120 hours a year for the first three
11% years | of probation, or at least 360 hours, to be complated within
~12,} the first three years of probation.

13 g 5. Respondent shall take and complete one course in
i&g medical ethics in each of the first two years of probation.

.155 Within 60 of the effective date of this decision, respondent
1B;~snall;select and submit a course to tha Division foxr its prior
17 appronai.  Within 60 days of the commencement of the second year
18% of probation, respondent. shall Aplect and submit.a course to the
195 Divls;cn for its prior approval.

'20;' ? 6. Respondent shall obey all federal, state, and local
21 laws, and all rules governing the practice of medicine in

22 Californ;a. _ |
23% § 7. Respondent shail submit quartexrly declarations

24é under penalty of perjury on forms provided by the Division,

25§ stating whether there has. been compliance with all the conditions
262 of probation. o -

27; % s, Respondent shall ccmpl& n;th the Division‘s

g probaﬁibn énrveillance program.
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9. Respondent shall appear in person for interviews

with ﬁhe Division'’s médical consultant upon request at various

intervals and with reasonable notice.

| 10. The periocd of probation shall not run during the
time ?espondent is practicing outside the Jurisdiction of

California. If, during probation, requndent moves out of the

.|| Jurisdiction of California to practice elsewhere, respondent is
-requi#ed to immediately notify the Board of the dates of .

. departure and return, if any. Periods of practice outside

Calif§rnia will not‘apﬁly to the reduction of this probationary
period.

1l. Upon successful completion of'probatioﬁ;

] respohdent‘s certificate will be fully restored.

12. If respondent violates probation in any resﬁect,
the Dévision, aftexr giving respondent notice and the opportuni.
to beéheard; may revoke probation and carry out the disciplinary
orderéthat was stayed. If an accusation or\petition to re&oke
probaﬁion-is filed against respﬁﬁdent during probation, the
Division shall have continuing jurisdiction until\the matter is
finalé and the period of probation shall be extendéd until the

matte# is final.
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I concur in the stipulation and oxdex,
" DATED: /4527. L£57

JOHN K. VAN DE KAMP, Attornay Genera
| . - - of the state of céliturni.ay .

I

ALAN s,. NETR P~
ncputy Attoxnay Gana:al

)

Ahtoxnoya for Lomplainant
1 concur in tha stipulation and order,

pareo: _‘7-28 %9
| - j@%%ﬁﬁ‘éf}%?’

Attornay for R&u?cadent

T have read the abova stipulation fully and have disousmec

'1= wich My counsel, I understand that by its tesma I will Y-

watvinq ourtnin rights stcorded me under Celifornia law. I aly

'undoxttand that by its torms the Board of Medicel Quality

| Auauranco will ierue a decision end order on this stipulation

: wheraby my license to practice mcd&:lna will be aubj&ee to |
| cert:as.n terms and conditions, I sgres to the above stipuletion
' tor lottlcmant. |

mwzns‘“'?(//}" 200 /6003
@% Pvectoald /1l

Eugéns Nichasl Holnaz; Mebs /o J

Rexpendant
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- The foregoing is adopted by the Board of Medical

ty‘Assurance in this matter and shall be effective on the

29th day of December ; 1989.

IT IS SO ORDERED this __29th .day of November .

v Desain

BOARD OF MEDICAL QUALITY ASSURANCE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA .
THERESA CLAASSEN Secretaryvrreasurer
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1, JOBN K. VAN DE KAMP, Attorney General
: of the State” of Califormnia
2| ALAN §. METH,
. ' Deputy Attorney General
3: 110 Wwest A SBtreet, Suite 700
. San Diego, Californja 92101
4] Talephone. (619) 237-7224
51 Attorqeys for Complainant k
6
70 L .
| - . BEFORE THE
8 i h
it DIVISION OF MEDICAL QUALITY
H i BOARD OF MEDICAL QUALITY ASSURANCE

10 o ! : .

»115; ‘ DEPARTMERT OF CONSUMER AFPFAIRS
o STATE OF CALIFORNIA
12 D ¢
13 yln the.Matter of the Accusation ) ' Ne. D-3327

Agalnst. ‘ ?
14 | ) TEIRD SUPPLEMENTAL
& EUGENE MICHAEL MOLNAR, M.L. i ACCTCBETIOR
15 . . 8760 Sunset Bounlevard ]
Lo L?s Angeles, Californiz 8900€¢ }
i Physician's and Surgeon's )
17 Certificate No. A-24674 )
| | )
18 ; ©  Respondent. }

o A )
zoé % Por a Third Supplemental Accusat ticn and in addition to
21 ‘the ma tter contained in t the Accusation, Supplementzl Accusation,
22 fand Second Supplementa1>Accusation heretofore filed, complainant,
2% Kennetu J. Wagsteff, a_Weges'-

24 i % 80. He is the Executive Offxcer of the Board of -
ZS'E edlcal Quallty Assurance of the State o: Callfornla ana makes
26 : and fllesAthlS Third Supplemental Accusation in his offlcial
27 EcapaC1ty.
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‘ Bl. Complalnant xeallegec and 1ncorporates by
reference each and every allegatlon of paragraphs 1l through 46 of
the Accusatlon filed on March 22, 1985, paragrapns 47 through 67

of the@Supplemental Accusation fileé on November 27, 1985, and

" paragxhphs 68 through 79 of the Second Supplemental Accusation

. filed on August 14, 1986, as if fully set forth.

i . GINA R.

1

82. In 1973, Gina R. had & breast augmentation

Spefforﬁed. In November 1985, she experiehcéd problems with the

xmplants and went To responoenc to have tnem removed. RBESpongent

*fagreec to remove the implants.

? On December ;c, 19E5, respondent att m;*ed to remove

- the xmvlanta from Gina R's breasts, but during the surgety.

f‘respondent discovered that the implants had Dacron back;ng.

+ Also aurlng.surgeryr respondent rnpthred one c¢f The impiants,

?failedéto remove all the impiah%'frdm thé breast; and dida not

| remove | the other implant. Respendent told the patient that he

removed successru*;y both impiants. l

B3. On or about Decembe: 16, 1985, respondent prepared

an ope#ative repor; in which he stated that he removed both

84. On or about December 16, 1985, respondent

itted or caused to be submitted to the health insurance

;carriéf of Gina R. a claim for services ?erformed by respondent '

ébetwee§ November 1B, 1985 and December 16, 1985 in the émount of

; $2780.50. 1Included in the itemizeé billing were $85.00 for an

o
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EKG w1th 1nterpretatlon and $1200 00 for bilateral removal of

'1mplants.

CER Respondent 's conduct in the management and care of

"i

Glna R. as descx;bed in paragraph 82 Gonstltutes gross negllgencel

1n v1olatlon of section 2234, subdivision (b) of the Code because

7

U of, but not limited to the following:

rar

(2) Respondent left a partially ruptured breast implant :

ln the patlent 8 breast.

(b) Respondent ‘attempted to remove the breast 1mplants
after discoverlng that tney were Dacron nacxea impiants and whiie
the petﬂent waz under iocal anertnetla 1nsteaé~o; terninatln the
suraerv and rescheduling it at wnich ‘time the pahzen: cou;& have
been a¥ven general anesthetiz.

: ~; 86. Resnondent s conduct in the management and care of
szlna £L as described in paragraph 82 constatu»as incompetence iz
v;olatlcn of section 2234 snbd;v:szon {d8) of the Coae for the
reaSOns set forth in puragraph Bz,

\

87. Responoent s license is subject to discipline.
%pursuan? to s;ctxon 2261 of the Code in that the operative report
%descxib?d in paragraph 83 falsely states that respondent removed
%béth br;ast implants when in truth and in faect, respondent dic
‘not rem@ve both breast implants from Gina R.

h g BB. Regpondent's conduct as described in paragraph 84
fconstithtes unprofeésional conduct and is a cause for
alsclpllna:y action under sections 2234 subdivision (e) anc 810

of the Code in that respondent submitted or caused to be

submitted a claim for insurance benefits to the insurance carrier:

K

-
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.of Giné R. which included claims for an EKG with interpretatioﬁ

iand bilateral removal of implants when in truth and in fact,

i

‘respondent did not perform an EKG with inte:pretation,and did not

remove both breast implants from Gina R.-~

, . OTHER MATTERS
| 89. Section 2305 of the Code provides:
| "rhe revocation, suspension or other discipline by
anbther state of a license or cerrificate to practice
'med1c1ne issued by the state to a Jlicensee under thls
chapter shall constitute Grounds £or disciplinary
ac;:on for'unprvre321una_ conduct against such licensee
ln this state.®

l 90. TRespondent is subject to a15cznl:narv actlon under

sectlon 2305 of the Code in that on or about August 15, 1986, the.

5

* Board o; Medical Examiners of the State of Wevada found that

fespond;nt renewed or attempted t0 renew a license to practice
mediciné ﬁy/fraud'and'misrepresentatiua and by a false,
lsleading, lnaccurate, and incomplete statement, and ordexed
»hah res cndent shall be admip stered a publlc reprlmand

WEEREFORE complainant prays the Division hold z hearing

m

br the aFo ementlo 2@ gtlegations and following said hearing:

SN N N N N

[ 1Y
»
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? 1. §hspe.ha or revoke the license of respondent; and
‘ 2. Take éuch other and further action as it deems

;eceﬁsaéy. | | ,

- oaveD: A 25,0852

-

S )Lt

: vmmm'rp 'J WAGSTAFF
: / ““Executive Director
f * Division of Medical Qual.lty
; : ‘Boaré of Medical Quality Assurance
|
5.
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ALAN 5. METH,

U

“Attorneys for Complainant

of the Stater of California

Deputy Attorney General
{110 West A Street, Suite 700

;San Diego, Callfornla 92101
hTelephope: (619). 237-7224

i
. /

ﬁJOHN K4 VAN DE KAMP, Attorney General

BEFORE THE

{ DIVISION OF MEDICAL QUALITY

-

“In the Matter of the Accusation
1 3 *
Against:

EUGENE MICERAEL MOLNAR, M.D.

8760 Sunset Boulevard
Los Angeles, California

Phys*clan s and Surgeons
Certlflcate No. A-24674

Respondent.

200%9

to the ﬁatters contained in the accu

BOARD OF MEDICAL QUALITY ASSURANCE
DEP&RTMEN" OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

No., D-3327

SETONT SUPPLEMENTAL
ACCUSATPION

/

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

For a Second Supplemental Accusation and in addition

'sation heretofore filed,

complalnant Kenneth J. Wagstaff, alleges'

68. He is the Executive Director cf the Board o‘

MedicalfQualitv Assurance of the State of California and makes

and flles this secondé supplemental accusatlon in his cfficial

capac1tv

y
t
i

R T L yupp




69. Complainant realleges and incorporates by

e

;referenbe each and every allegation of paragraphs 1 thrdugh 46 of

N

Siéthe Acéusation filec¢ on March 22, 1985, and paragraphs 47
4: tﬁrough 67 of the Supplemental Accusation €filed on November 27,

5'5,1985., as 1ﬁ *ully set Zorth. .

(. .

81 - MYUNG S.

7 P ? 70. Around July 1981 Myung S. commenced working for
B , _

8.

‘respondent and performed general office ané nursing duties. On

9 the same day in March 1982 respondent performed a breast

;Gziaugmentétion and upper blepnaropiasty upon Myung £. Regpsndens
b o .

11.§never performed any surgery upon the nose of Myung S.

.
[

123§, ; 71. On or sbout April 1, 1982, respondent submitted

15“ to the healbh insurance carrier of Mvuna . a claim for services
l4§ performed by respondent between March 29 and March 31, 198z, in
Isélthe amount of §1,560. 00- Included in the itemimed billiﬁg was

16& $360. DO and $180.00 for right ahd'le‘* 1ncismonal breast biopsy

174 : R .
7"3 : 72. & brea=t augmen»auxan is cosmetic surgery which
18% ‘was not covered by the pati nt'a hezlth insurance poli_;.

|
19;; : § 73. On or about March 19, 1982, respondent submitted

20 to the heal th insurance carrier of Myung S. a claim for services

21? nerformed by respondent between March 17 and March 19, 1982, in

v

22. the amouﬁu of $2 485.00 and an operative repcrt. The operative
23 ;report gescribed surgical correction of blepharcchalaszs and

24;Eexéisioh of orbital lipomata. Also submitted to the health

)

25; 1nsu*ance carrier was a report from Marc R. Rose, M.D., statiag

26+ ﬁhat surglcal repa;r of dermochalasis of the upper lids

27_;b11aterally would bDe 1na1catea. o -

COURT PAPER -

STAYE OF CALIFORNIA |

SYO, 113 (REV. 8.721 . ; ) 9
. . ; . .
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li j 74. Between December 1983 and August 1984
2? respondent submltted to the health insurance carrier of Myung s.
3? a clalm for services performed by responoent between
4i\Decembe* 12, 1983, and December 14, 1983, in the amount of
5{ $5,741;00 and an operative report. The operativé report
6. descri%e@ a nasal septoplasty, open reduction of‘nasél-iracuu;e,
7‘ submucbus resection'of inferior turbinates and contains a pre-
a operatlve diagnosis of fracture of nasal pyramid and nasal
9 'septum, and incidental chronic vasomoter rhlnltls.
10| E 75. Respondent's conduct as descrlbed in paragraph
13-574 constltutes unprofe551ona‘ conduct and is cause for
125 aigéipxlnary ‘action under sections 2234xe1. Z261 and 510 orf tne
uSECOGe in'that in trucn and in tacn respondgent 4l noT perzorm the
lég~se*Vﬂces describet 4n serauraph T4. /
152. : 76. Rgspondent'é conduct as descriped in paragraph;
‘ léE 71 conétitutes unprofessidnal'q?qgucz ané is cause sor .
. 17 _discip%ina:y actién under sections 2234(e), 2261 and 810 of the
s ] Code m thats , “ o |
10 5 'J(a) Respondent did not perform a breast biopsy
zoéibilgte%ally as descfibeﬁ in paragréph 73-
21-5 ’ E, (b)) 1f réspondent performed this proéedhré, it was
22:€at thegsamg.time he performed a breast augmencation, ana
o3 %respénéent failed to notify the patient's health insurance
24 @cazrie% that he also perrormed a breast augmentation.
'255; : {c) Respondent's'stated_reasbn for performing
'26&5surge*g on Myung S. on March 18, 19¥2, was Zalse when in truth

b \ -~

B
~3
oL ERTT ==

L CSURT TR , :
STATE OF CALIFORNIA ' Do . !
870, 113 (REV. 0.720 : . 3.

BS 34769
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- and in' fact, any surgery performed on the patient was for

;daagnogis,

' cause for discip
- ¢iagnesis,

.-'f 73,
-@aiscipiinary action under sec
-ECode iﬁ that respondent's
' on Myung 5. on March 19

-fact, any surgery petformed on the patie

b

‘cosmetic reasons for which insurance benefits were not'payable.

? 77. As an alternative to the allegations.

contained
Myung S.

2234(p), and

in paragraph 76, respondent s management and care of
conshltutes gross negligence in viclation of section
a cause for discipline in that Tespondent performed a breast

biopsy b1laterally on Myung S. on March 31, 1982, without proper

Justification, indlcation, or documentaulon.

allegations contained

78.  As an alternative to the

in parégraph 76, respondent's manadement and care 52 Myuzg S.

o _
constiiutes incompetence in violation of section 2234(d), and a

line in that respondent performed az breast

fibicpsy}bilaterally,cn Myvung 5. on March 31, 1982, without proper

o .
Justification, indication, or Socumentation.

Te. Respondeut‘s conduct as described in paragraph

constitutes mnprofessional-cSnduct and is caunse for

z34(e}, 2261 and Bl0 of the

(4]
138

hd
-aln

stated reason for perfsorming surgery

1682, was false, when in truth and in

nt was for cosmetic

‘rsason (for vhich insurance benefits were not payable.

WHEREFORE complainant prays the Division hold a

forementinoned allegations and following said

: v
[
&
[
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{

‘necessary.

(1), Suspend or revoke the license of respondent; and’

(2) Také‘such other and further action as it deems

DATED: August 14,

e

1986

Executive Dlrector
pivision of Medical Quality Assurance
Board of Medical Quality Assurance

.Complainant

e A
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: JOHUN K. VAN DE KAMP, Attorney General
- of the State.of Callfornia
2 | ALAN s METH,

H

‘Peputy Attorney Genera.

‘3:§110 west A Street, Suite 700
‘ San Diego, California 92101 ‘ S
4 ' Telephone: (619) 237-7224 : -
5 ' Attorneys for Complainant | -
6} § ' '
L f
& :
7. ; BEFORE THE
8¢ ? DIVISION OF MEDICAL QUALITY
i : ' : N
95 | 'BOARD OF MEDICAL QUALITY ASSURANCE
1o, f DEPARTMERT OF CTHSIMER ATTRIRS
4 o
11 swgrz OF CALIFORNIA
lzii
15{ .In the Matter of the Accusatlon } No. ‘D=332%
3 Agalnst. i
14'* , ) »
o : SUPPLEMENTAL ACCUSATION
57 - EUGENE MICHAEL MOLNBR,'M.D. s
s 8760 Sunset Boulevard - }
16! Los Angeles, Callfornla 90089
o ; j
17 - Phvsician's and Surgeons )
P : Certxflcate No. A~24674 )
18: E )
{ﬂ . Respondent. )
19! j ' - )
20-. B For a Supplemental Accysation and in addition to the:

21;fmatters%contained'in'the'accusation heretofore £iled,

22 gqomplaiéant, Kenneth J. Wagstaff, alleges:

23 E : % 47, He is the Executive Director of the Board of
24§’Med1cal Quality Assurance of the State of Cali :ornla and makes

25;;and files this supplemental accusatior in his official capacity.

26 ! : : /
- 27 : ! ‘
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; 48. Complalnant realleges and incorporates by

reference each and every allegation o'c paracrapﬁsl through 46 of
the Accusa*lon filed on March 22, 1985, neretofore filed in this

l

matter as 1E fully set forth.

PILAR C.

49. At all times mentloned herein, Pllar C. was a

/

patlent of reSpondent.

g g SG., In March, 1382, Piiar C. agreed to have
respondent perform an upper and lower b;epharoplasty.- On

b arch Jl, 1382z, respondent perrormed a DLLATEra) Lower
blepharoplas Ly aﬁd.a forehead 1lift. Respondsnt did not discuss
a forehead l¢ft with the patient nor didé she give her consenz o
respondent to perform 2 forehead 1lift before *eépondent
performed the procedure.

; Following ohe>surgery, respondent Gid act explain to
éilar C.iﬁhy he performed the £otéﬁead lift. when Pilar C. told
fespondent she was unhappy wlth what he had done, respondent
tcld heg to wait six mon;hs, at whzch tinme she should c&ll him
back and he would do additional surgerv if necessarv. Pilar C.
called respondent s office six months late* but she could not
get an appomntment to see him.

H | j 51. Respondent's conduct in the management ‘and care
of Pllar,o. as described in paraaraph 50 constitutes gross
qegllgenpe in violation of section‘223a, subdivision (b) of the

3

Code becouse.of, but not limited to, the :ozlow ng:

| _ : | ,
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1l . (a) = Respondent failed to inform Pilar C. prior
2 g to berforming the forehead lift that he would perform
3 2 thegprocedure.

4 § ] (b) Respondent failed to obtain Pilar C.'s

5 i -con;ent for a forehead lift ?rior to performing the
6. pro;edure. '

7;? 7 (c) Respondent failed to explain to Pilar C. a
8?@ forehead 1lift including such matters as the nature of
91; 'the}surge:y, ;ts risks, complications, and alternatlve

.1053 met@ods, prior toAperforming the procedure. |
11 . (d) Respondent failed to explain to Pilar C.

. 12;, after he performed the forehead lift why he performed
13%? - the,; surgery.

:14i£ f (e} Respgndent failed to afford wo Pilar C.
15 adeéuate’ .follow_—-up care afrer the patient z:qj.d him she
lsf; waszunhappy with the resultg.qj the foreneaé lifc.
w7 . - EDITA P,

18;2 é 52. On August 26, 1982 sponaont performed a

19 b;lateral augmentatlon mammoplasty on Edita P. Shortly there-
20 after, she began working for respondent. About a year after
Zl'the mammoplasty, complications developed which required
22'addltxogal surgery. Respondent told Edita P. that he would

23 éerformfthis surgery for free because she was his,employee;\

24 % second surgery was performed on September 14, 1983.

25 5 | ? 53. On or sbout October 11, 1983, respondent submitted
26 Eo Editg P.'s health insurance carrier z claim for services

27 rendered in the amount of $5,317.00 and an operative reno-..
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IThe clalm form contained a dlagn091s of ®"Fibrous capsulatlon

o]

- ———

of left breast® and "Hematoma of right breast,* and charges,

,among othe:s, of $90.00 for a consultation on September 12, 1983,

575 00 for an "H & P" on September 13, 1983, $65.00 for lab work
and $85 ;00 for an ERG with lnterpretataon also on September 13,
1983 $2 000 00 for a left breast capsulectomy and $1500.00 for a

rlght breast hematoma performed on September 14, 1983, and

:SL,AOZ,QO for supplies. The claim form also contained a _

iéignatufe purporting to be that of Edita P. Tbe operative

¢

: report states that Edita P. came to respondent's office on

September 12, 1983 aftex she fell at home the night before and

‘Lnjured her rlgnt nreast, resulting in pain, swelllng and a

:'hematomq of her right breast.

T4. Rgspoﬁﬁenﬁ's-conﬁuct a5 describeéd in parag:apﬁ 33
éas disﬁones: anc ié_evidencé of unpxofessiona;.codducﬁ ic vie-
iatién éf section 2234 (e), and &.cguse for disciplines, becausa:
? % (2a) Respondent in truth and in fact 4id not
? perform a right breast hematoma.

' (b) ‘Respondent in truth and in fact 'did not

! ,pnrform a consultation, history and physical, or an

4

ERG yith 1nterpretat10n.
(c) Respondent in trutbh and in £ac; did not
‘ provade all the supplies for which he billed the

: lnsu;aﬁce,carrle* $1,402.00.

.-
J

’-J

P. in truth and in fact never fel
: ) .
on or .a2bout September 11, 1383, ané neve- haé z hematoma

alis

s
(13

(2}

on oi about September 12, 1983.
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l'[i oo (e) Edita P. in‘truth and in fact never

2 E : s;gned any insurance claim form and never authorlzed

3 '5 respondent to bill the insurance company for any se*v1ces.
4 ; ' i {f) Respondent agreed to perform sugery on

5 é September 14, 1983 on Edita P. for free,

6. . § 55. Respondent's conduct ae deecribed in paragraph'53

71 constitutes the false representation of the existence of a

8 state of facts, and is evidence of unprofessional conduct in

9!-éiolatidn of section 2261 of the Code, and is a cause for

g e

d scxp;xne pursuantc t©o section zz34 of the Code, for tne
1 : :
.Ll;r sons,se* Zorch in parsoTanh 54
P { _
y ' 56. Respondent's conduct zs described in paragraph 53

s
)

13 constitutes unprofessional conduct in v1olatlon of sectlon 810
14 of the QOde, and is a cause for discipline pursuant to
15 sertion 2234 of ths Code, for the reasons set forth in

< e

le;éaragraph 54.

178 o . HOONE b,
18’f : ; 56. Sometime in_1979, respondent performed a

k]

l9:bilaterai upper oriental blepharoplasty on Huong D. Shortly

t

20 thereaft@r,‘ﬂaong D. began working for respondent. In

3

21 Januavv 1982 respondent performeé a chin augmentation on
22 'Huong D.|and told her it would be free because she worked for
25 nim.

24 5 57. On or about March 15, 1982, respondent submltted

25 to the health insurance carrier of Huong D. a claim form fpr
26 services{rendered in the amount of $800.00. The claim form

27 indicated that on February 18, 1982, respondent excised six

o —y—




1‘ fac1al tumors, charging $300.00, and used supplxes, charging

2 $500 00 It also contained a diagnosis of genetic multlple

3 facial tumors (6) . The clalm form further contained a sxgnature

4 purportlng to be that of Huong D. Respondentalso submi*ééd a

5 pathology report on Huong D. dated January 1l, 1982 to the carrler.

67 ?' ' SB. Respondent s conduct as descrlbed in paragraph 57

2
(

7! was dlshonest and is evldence ot unprofessxonal conduct in

8 VlOlatan of section 2234 (e) and a cause fpr discipline, because:

9 ? (2) Respondent in truth and in fact never

e, é sxcised znz moles £rom Huono D. |

11§ E | {b} The pathologv report dated January 11, i982,

12§:; was in tructn and in fact the patholégy report of another

13 ?“pati;nt.;

14j §~ -§ (c) Huong D. in truth and ik fact never

15:»% auth?rizedjrespdndeni to biil her insurance company for
18, % any ;ervibes_hé performed and -she 4id noc sign any

l7é é insu?ance-claim form.

18. % ? {d) Respondent agreed io perform surgery in

19 | Janu%ry, 1982 on Huong D. fqr free. '

20 ? §59. Respondent's conduct as described in paragraph 57

COURT PAFER

STATK OF CALIFORNIA ; {
STR. 113 (REV. 0,72, :
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21'cbnstitu§eé the false representation of the existence of a étate
22 o% fadtsé and is evidence of unprofessional conduct in violation
23 o% sectién 2261 of the cQaeA and is a cause for discipline

24 pﬁrsuant to section 2234 of the Code, for the reasons set forcth

25 in paragrapn 58.

26 Q' : ;60. Respondent's conduct as desgribed in paragrabh 57

B P } o " . ot et c
27 constitutes unprofessional conduct in violation of section 81
i
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of the éode, and is a cause fof discipline pursuant to '
?ection§2234 of the Code, for the reasons set forth in

barag:aéh 58.

| OTHER MATTERS

1
4 P

61.  Section 2264 of the Code provides that the

. employxng, directly or indirectly, or the aiding or abettlng of

any unllcensed person or any suspended, revoked, or unlicensed

-practltloner to engage 1n the practlce of medicine or any mode

‘of treatlng the gick or afflicted whzch requires a llcense to

pr. tico constltutes unprofessional conduct.

i é 62, The license of respondent is. subject to discipline

fpursuanu to SECulon 2264 of the Code 1n that respondent aided

;and'abetted Sue Munfmrd, Roberta Katz andg Myung Ann in the

| 63. The license of respondent is subject to diseipline

~pu:sua.: ¢ section 2261 of the Cqfe in that on or abou*

July 1, 1985, responﬁent submitted a signed Applicatlon For
Reg1st+a ion® to uhe Neva a State Boaré of Medical Examiners

in whlcﬁ he answered “NO“ to the question "Have you been

‘lnvestlgahed, churged or convicted of unprofessional conduct,

ptofeSSLOnal 1ncompetence or gross or repeated malpractice by

any medlcal licensing board or other agency, hospital or

"medlcal socxety’" when in truth and in fact, :espondent had

been chazged with unproLeSSLOnal conduct, professxonal
anompetence and gross negligence in accusation No. D-3327
Illed by’cne Board on March 22, 1983._

3 /

.
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1
12

16"

17

o

f j 64. Sectlon 2273 of the cOde provides that it xs

i

anrofessxonal conduct to employ cappers, steerers or other
bersons§to procure patients,’

j, 3 65.‘ The license of respondent is subject to discipline
pursuané to section 2273 of the Code in that between January, 1884
and January, 1985, respondent employed Lorraine Florito, also
known as Lorralne Michaels to procure patlents. »

A % 66. Tbe license of respondent is subject to dlSchllne
pursuant to section 651 of the Code in that between January, 1984
and Januarv. 1985, respondent throuah Lorraine Fiorite, also
known as Lorialne Michaels, disseminated or caused to be

dissemlnated public communlcatlons contalnlng false, fraudulent,

mlsieadlng or deceptive statements, to wit, that responaent was

[¢]]

..
T N - -
in Zace,

a Board Certlflec Cosmetic Surgeon, when in truth an

::asuondent is not a board cercified surgeon of the American

18

19,

20 ¢

21
22
23

‘o4

25
- 26
27
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Boara of Plastic Surgﬂry. e -

; 67. Respondent's cunduct as descrlbed in paragraph 66

H

&as disﬁonest and is evidence cf unprofessional'"ondu-h n
violatlon of sectxon 2234(e) of the Code, and a cause for

disc1p11ne.-
/ i

¢

SN

i

D AN

S
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3

1 i WHEREFORE'complainant prays the Division hold a
2 hearingion the:aforementioned allegations and following said
3 _hearingé k
4 ; ; (1) Suspend or revoke the license of respondent; and
5 (2) Take such other ané further action as it deems
6. hecessaéy.
i ! . ; .
75 , DATED: November 27, 1985. P
81 | //" -/
i i ' -
of . NNETH J. STAFF
iR ; - Executive Director
10, i Division of Medical Quality
ll;; ; Board oif Medical Quality Assurance
" : ' » Complminanz
zr,
- ASMzsg |
13 - :
12" | -
15
16‘ : ‘
At -
17
18
19l
20 i
21
22
23
24 "
25 |
26 :
27
COURT PARER '
HTATE OF CALIFORMIA
STD. 113 (REV. &-72)
. 9.
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" i ,
1 !JOHN K. VAN DE KAMP, Attorney General
i  of the State of Callfornla
2' ALAN S. METH, -
Deputy Attorney General
x| 110 West A Street, Suite 700
.San Diego, Callfornla 92101
4| Telephone: (619) 237-7224
5-§;;Attorne§ys for Complainant’
e - _
| i
7 BEFORE THE
gl l - DIVISION OF MEDICAL QUALITY
ol BOARD OF MEDICAL QUALITY ASSURANCE
N 1ol i DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
_ Eeth STATE OF CALIFORNIA
15| In -the Matter of the Accusation ) . No. D-3327
: Against~ ) :
. v: - )
4] | £UGENE MICHAEL MOLNAR, M.D. )  ACCUSATION
15 8760 .Smmset Boulevard )
¥ Los Angeles, California 90069 }
v ! L C o )
18 _ Physicians and Surgeons . )
170 Certificate No. A-24674 )
b : . )
18§§ § Respondent., }
i ' g
19ig
zoﬁf Complainant, Kenneth J. Wagstaff, allegesi
Zlﬂg 1. He is the Executive Director of the Board of
22§;Medicalfouality Assurance of the State of California and makes
[ H
o1 and £iles this accusation in his official capacity.
24.}11 2. On March 23, 1972, respondent Eugene Michael
zg?holnar,zm.b., was issued physician and surgeon certificate
5 , A
zé;No. A~-24674, authorizing him to practice medicine in the State
Z"S of California.
vl
i

e 4 et e o

armrmn ¢ e -
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1;; ; 3. Sections 2220 and 2227 of the Business and

Professions Code (Code) provide tha: the Division of Medical

3 {Qualitj of the Board of Medical Qualisy Assurance (Division) may

4. . ; g . oy
' suspend, revoke, place on probation, publicly reprimand or take

5 ¢ ? . . NI .
.such other actiodon in relation to discipline as the Division mav
i \ . N o
61 o
I deem proper.
i i .
Th: - | . - . .
0 4. Section 2234 of the Code provides in vpertinent
it ' B
8, ’ ‘
part:
o . . :
\ 1 “The Division of Medical Quality shall take
10y P . ) . , .
action against any licensee who is cnargec wizn
11;;1 ' . . N - s ) .
'b’ unprofessional condnct. In adéition te okher
12z, P . iy ot .
§ provisions of this article, unprefessional conduct |
I v
134 . v e e . .
u inclindes, buit is not limited to, the following:
14} i . ' .
- : {b) Gross negligence.
15; -
5y ; - {d) Incompetence.
1gh " o . ' . . o .
L : (e} The commission of any act involving
E 1 ‘ '
X7 ! ’ e s . . e
h_ _ : aisnhonesty Or Ccorruption wiich is
st C v . .
F; AT . substantially relateé to the
19! j ‘ \ .
i qualifications, functions, or duties
20, -
; : of a physician or surgeon,"
21" ; ‘ - . .
. ; 5. Section 2261 of the Code provides:
2"; : "Knowingly making or signing any certificate
23 . ori other Jocument directly or indirectlv related to
4. ; . - o _—
2 i the practice of medicine or podiatry which falsely -
5 i o : . i
250 represents the existence or non—-existence of & state
g 3 . . A ’
26 of facts, constitutes unprofessional conduct."
27 : N s /

¥ . . ’

—e m————
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19,

20.
21

23.
i{was a Dioceduré which was not covered by the patient's health
2§Qinsur nbe policy. . ' .

26. |

24

27.

l

;.'2
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6. ,Section 810 of the Code provides in pertinent

i

; "{a) It shall constitute unprofessional
!

céhduct and:grounds for disciplinary action,

iécluding ‘suspension or revocation of a license or
cértificate, for a health care profession&l to do anyi
of the following in connection with his professional
act;vxtles-

(1) EKnowingly pfesent or cause to be.p;esented

any false or fraudulent claim for tne.

payment of z loss mmdéer 2 contract of

- Enowingly prepare, make, or subscribe any

o~
tJ
e

writing, with intent to present or use the
! same, Or to‘allow it.to be presented or
%, used in suppor{:é%'any-such claim.*
: DENISE G.

% 7. At all times mentioned herein, Denise G. was a

'patlent of resnonaent and was an employee of respondent's at the

Institnte of Plastic Surgery between approxmmately June 1982 and

_vDecambe: 1883,

| 8. On or about December ‘16, 1982, respondent per—

formed nasal surgery on Denise S Scr cosmetis purposes., This

1
H

2 On or about December 22, 1982, xespondent sub-

mitted to the patient's health insurance carrier a2 cliaim for
}




10

COURT FPAFRR

©  STATE OF CALIFORNIA
BT, 113 (ALY, 6720

B2 3201¢

UISPDI

1
2 1
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|

serV1ces rendered in the amount of $5,670.00 and an operative
report.. The elelm fo:m contained a diagn051s of "Nasal/Septal
Fracture With Hypertrophic Turbinates* and charges, among

Othersq of $1,270.00 for a nasal septoplasty, $1,040, 00 for an

open reductlon of nasal fracture, and $800.00 and $400.00 for

;bllateqel submucuous resection of inferior turbinates, all per-

Eformedion December 16 1982,
I T

i

10. Responoent s conduct as described in paragraph 9.
was dlshonest and is evidence of unproLe551onal conduct in
violation of section 2234(e), and cause for discipiine, because;

(a) Respondent in truth and in fact.d1d not per-

form the procedures described in paragraph 9.

| (b)' Respondent's stated reason for performlna the
procedure descrlbed in paregranh 8, repalring a nasal fracture,
was false when in truth and in fact, any surgery performed on

.the pat;ent's nose was for cosmétic reasons for which insurance

fbenefite'were not payable.
!

11. Respondent's conduct as described in paragraph 9

'}constitﬁtes_the false representation of the existence of a state

; of facts, ané is evidence of unprofessional conduct in violation

of sect1on 2261 of the Code, and is a cause for dlscloline

: pursuant to section 2234 of the Code, for the reasons set forth

in paragraph 10.
: ? 12, Respondent‘s conduct as descrlbeu 1n paragraph 9
eonstltu s unprofess;onal conduct in vmolation of section 810
of the Code, and is a cause for discipline pursuant to section

2234 of;the.Code, for the reasons set forth in paragraph 10,




1 ﬁ 13, Respondent is subject to dlscxplinary action by

2

2 fengaglng in unprofessional conduct within the meanzng of

3 ~sec+1on 2234 of the Code, in that while Denise G. was employed

4 by respondent, respondent ptessured, coerced compelled, or

5 otnerw1se forced Denise G. to uncergo cosmet;c surgical

’procedures ‘by telling her ‘that if she did not submit to. such

%
l cosmet:c surgical procedures, she would 1ose her job.

'5 z.

VICRY S.

!Om\ld)

[ 14, At all times mentionea herein, icky S. was a
I.-', .
10y nat1ent and employee of respcnaent s from approx;mane;y The

ll:'end of October 1981 through April 1982
i .

_12!; f 15. At approximately the time the pat;ent began to

COURT PAPER

GTATE OF CALIFOANIA ‘ .
STD. 113 I1AEY, 0172);
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work for respondent, resnondent pexrformed cosmetlc surgery on

144 lthe patlent s nose, Tbe procedure was repeated by'respondent

lsﬁ%about one month later. This was & procedure whick was not

le?fcoveredfby the patient's insurancé policy.
l7¥i A : 16. ©On or about Aprii 3@, 1882, respondent submitted a
,~ ;

18f::claim fbr services rendered *n the amount of $4,725.00 to the

¥ . . .
ZO.Clalm form contained a diagnosis of "Nasal & Septal vrac*ure" and

‘21; charges, among others, of §1,150.00 for a “"Nasal Sentoplas~v

‘22 $975 00; for "Open Reductlon of Nasal Fracture," $800.00 for

25 "Bllateral SMR Inferior Turbinates,"” $400.00 for "Left," and
.»sso 00 for "Biopsy," all performed on April 22, 1982. The

25 operatlve report described the proceuures as "Open zeuuctlon of

2G:Znasal fx., septoplasty, submucuous resection of rt. & lt.

zﬂzlnLerlor turbinates.” Respondent also submitted to the

19‘p=*ient‘ﬂ health 1nsurance carriet and an operative report. The

e, S am-




21t

22*#pursuant to sectiOn 2234 of the Code, for the reasons set forth

23: 'in paragr aph 18,
!,! i

24

'

25; ;

2@

21
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insuré%cé car{ier'an employee's statement which indicates that
the pa%ient fell'in a bathroom getting<reéd for work and broke
her no;e.

; 17. Pursuant to the claim submitted by respondent, the
patlent‘s insurance carrier pald to responuent $3, 175 00.

!
H

1l8. Respondent's conduct as descrlbed in paxagraph

- 16 was:dishonest and is evidence of unprofessional conduct in
' violation of section 2234 (e) of the Code, and cause for

: discipline, because:

(a) Respondent did not perform tne services

idesc*lbea in pa*ag*apn if.

g .
: {b) - Respondenti's stated reason for performing any

- !

:?snrgerj, repairing a nasal fracture, was false when in truth and

in facﬁ, any surgerv nerformed'On the patient's nose was for

cosmetlc reasons for which insurance benefits were not Pagab¢8.-

(¢) Respondent did not perform any serv1ces on

‘' Vieky S, on Zpril 22, 1982.
f 19. Respondent®s conduct as described in parégraph 16
g'ccmsti‘:%utes the false representation of the existence of a state

20%: : : . s
ouof facgs( and is evidence of unprofessional conduct in v*olation
E

20. Respondent's conduct as described in paragraph 16
constitutes unprofessional conduct in v1ola.icn of sectxon 810

of the,Code, and is a cause for discipline pursuant to section

2234 oﬁ the Code, for the reasons set forth in paragrapn 1l8.

¢
¢
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Co21. Respondent's conduct in the management and care of

,V1cky s. constitutes incompetence in violation of section 2234(d)

e e - -

Eof Lhe Code, and cause for discipline, because of but not

J

‘limlted to the following.

o # 2 N H

% : ta) Resnondent falled to significantly alter

Gggvicky é.'appearance despite performing two procedures on.her nose.é
7? . i "(b) Responden; performed nasal surgery deépite -
872knowiné that the patient 4id mot want to have it done. -
9 § % (c) Respondent fabricated to the patient's health f
e, insurance carrier a need to nave tTne procedure performed. ;
Ilt: ; .22. Respondent, is subject to aisciplin rv action by 5
lgt:enaaalna in unDroF9551ona1 conduct within the meaning of
5! SECthﬂ 2234 of the Code, in that :esponuenu refused to hire
14L Vicky 5. until she agreed to, and submitted to, cosmetic surgery
15 p of her nose.
lst‘ g 23. During the Deriod of time that respondent brovided'
l7 £ € tc maintain adequate

! medlcal care to Vvicky S., respondent fzile

18§ med1ca; records describing the patient's examinations, diagnqsis,

\

1
lg”jt reatment, 2 and surgery,

20&? f 24. Respondent's failure to maintain propes medical
. 1k ; :
L i .
21 ;record; for Vicky 8, as described in paragraph 23 is gross

22 negligence in v1olation of sectlon 2234(b) of the Code and a -

24, JOHN B.
25%1 g 25, at all tlmes mentioned herein, Jonn a‘ was a
28] patlent of respondent.

2( L ) . /

STATE OF CALIFORMIA | i

S70. 113 IREV. u'lz'. i
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26, On or about April 6, 1982, respondent pefformed

. nasal surgery on Jonn B. for cosmetic purposes. On or about

March 24, 1983, respondent performea a forehead lift on John B,
for co;metic purposes. These procédutes were nbt covered by the
patien;‘s insurance policy.

) % 27. On or about April.B, 1982, respondent submitted to
the heélth insurance carrier of John B. a claim for services

kenderéd in the amount of $4,560.00 and an operative report.

i The cléim form contained a diagnosis of "Nasal & septal fracture

with oﬁstructed'airway. 'Eypertropnic Inferior Turbinares" and
s~eﬂ among other cnarges, $1,150.00 for "Nasal Septoplasty,"

5975 00 for "Open Reductlon of Nasal Practure fx.," and $800.00

; and 5400 00 for *"Bilateral Submucuous Resection of Inferlor

murblnates. The operative report described the grocedure as

- f}“Openvgeﬁuction of nasal £x., Septoplasty, Submucuous resection

¢ oF rt. & lt. turbinates." Another operative report dated

Apr il 6 1982, described the procedure performed on Jehn B.

5Eas 'Reconstrucglon of nasal pyramld & nasal septum,"
19k

28. On or about April g, 1983, respondent submitted to

t9

7

+' the heél b insurance carrier of John B, a claim for.services

' rendere d in the amount of $4,013,00 and an operative report.

"iThe clalm form contained 2 diagnosis of "Ptosis of upper eye-
252?1155 sé condary ‘to b’ephafochola=is“ and. listed, among other

247

charges, $2,200.00 for "surglcal correction of blepharocholasig"

per;ormed on March 24, 1983. The operative report contaiped a

i

}Edlagnoqis of "Ptosis of upper eyelids secondary to blepharocho-

;1asis.} Orbital Lipomata."

il
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i paragraph 29.

-

29. Respondent's conduct as described in Paragraphs.
27 and 28 constitutes dishonesty and is evidence of unpro-
Le551$na1 conduct in violation of section 2234 (e) of the code;
and cause for discipline, because-

{a) Responuent submltted claims and operative
reporés as désc;ibed in paragraphs 27 and 28 when in truth and
in faét, respondent did not perform the procedures- described
@hereﬁn. |

; {b) Respondent submltted claims and operative
reports descrlbed in paragraphs 27 anu 2B wnen in trucn and in
fact, ;he procedures we?e_per-nrmen for cosmetic reasons for
which ﬁnsura;ce benefits were not navable.

o 30. Responden*'s conduct as described in paragraphs

27 andi28 constitutes the false renresentatlon of the existence

# of a state of facts, and 1s evidence of unprofessional conéncs

A

i in violat;on of section 2261 of the Code, and a canse for

dlscipllne pursuant to section 2234 cf the Code, f-_ the reasons
set forth in paragraph 29.°
: al.. Respondent's conduct as described in paragraphs

21 and 28 constitutes unprofessional conduct in violation of

; sectzon 810 of the Code, and iz a cause for discipline pursuant

: to section 2234 of the Code, for the reasons set forth in

¢ 32, bDuring the period of time that respondent provided

medicai care to John B., respondent failed to maintain adequate

g medical records describing the patients examinatlons,

- dlagnOSlS, treatment, and surgery.

i
i




33. Respondent's failure to,maintain proper medjical
. records for John B, as described in paragraph 32 is gross
:negligénce in violation of section 2234(b) of the éode, and

| cause for discipline.

I
l

a s a ®

VIOLET P. ' \

6;3 | 34. At all times mentioned herein, Vioclet P, was a

7y ’patient of respondent.

8:5 g 35. 1In September 1983 Violet P. consulted respondent

9{ to discuss with him her physical appearance. Respondent suggestedi
lcé;a faceslet and forehead lift. In Octoper 1983 Violet F, agréed
1l§zto thegproceaures and’paid respondent $3,775.00. On Wovember 1,
12;§respondent pérfofmed a foxehéaé and face lift. This surgé:y Was
lsi}not cOQered by the patient's health insurance P°1i°?--
14, ‘

36. Prior to November 1, 1983, Violet P. asked respon-

15? dent where the surgical scar woula be located. Responden.

,16?.a6v1sed‘the patient that it would be located behind her hairline
lvyﬁand noﬁ on her forehead. The patient agreed to have a forehead
18" ' .

Lift pérformed if the surgical scar would be located above her
\

19§ halrllne. The patient was not advised of the risk that the

20} surgical scar might be located on her forehead and thn patient

22 B '
:{did nog consent to have the su:glcal scar placed on her forehead.

i
¥

22, . i; 37. Shortly after the surgery, respondent submitted to
25v;th° hﬂalth'inc ance carrler, for‘V1olet P., & claim for services
241 rendered in the amount of $4,122.00 and an operative report.

25' The clalm form contained a diagnosis of “Congenltal Ptosis of

'26: Upper Eyelids Bilaterally” and listed, among other charges,

COURT PAPER

27“:$2,230.90 for "Bilateral Levator shortening operation,

¥
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ts'

-
i

| z

g Legter Jones Operatlon, .performed on November 1, 1983, The
Zf‘operat}ve report describes this procedure. |
Si | 38, Respondent's conduct as described in pParagraph
4 © 37 was | Blsbonest and is evidence of unprofessional conduct in

5 v1olatlon of section 2234(e) of the Code, and cause for

6
ygqlsclp;lne, because:

t, -
-7L v f (a) Respondent in truth and in fact, did not per-

ik
sl,form the procedure descrxbea paragrapb 37.

| s
QJ" i (b) Respondent‘s stated reason for performing

~

f surgery on‘Violet P. was false wnen in truch ané in fact, any

oad
| d

surue*v'pa**cfmec on the,patient was for cosmetic reasons for

- o
! "
1

hzch Lnsu*ance beneL1 5 were no pavable. /

o E8

'

-
m.

é 39, Respondenu.s conduct as described in paragraph

l"4"?37 conétitﬁtes the false representation of the existence of

15! . ] .~ ) - . . = = o

v 2 stare of facts, and is evidence of unprofessional condugt. in.
i v1olat10n of section 2261 of the Code, and ‘a cause for
= ﬁ dlscipline pursuant to section 2234 of the Code, for the reasons

: set For..h in paragraph 38.
19¥€ ; 40.7 sponde t's conduct as described in paragraph

201 | |
0 .38 constxcutes unpro:essional conduct in vioclation of section

]

21, ‘ - .
+810 of the Code, and is cause for discipline pursuant to section
) i . .

(D

22::2234 of the Code, for reasons set forth in paragraph 38.

23"3 f 41 Pespondent's conduct in the management and care of

;§Violet P. as described in paragraph 37 constitutes incompetence

25. | ‘in violatlon £ section 2234(d) of the Code, and a cause for

CODURT PAPER
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e?fdiscipyine, because of, but not limitéé to the following:
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!
P
i {(a) Respondent failed to place -the surgical scar
4 . i

'behlnd the hairline and instead Dlaced the scar across the

r

1
2
3 patlent s forehead
4.

{ § (b) Resnondent falled to place. the surgical scav

!
i

behlnd the patient's hairline and not on the patlent s forehead

...

as she‘had requested and as respondent had agreed

42. Respondent's conduct in the management and care of

onlet P. as described in paragraph 37 constitutes gross

(o m \q m

.negllgence ‘in violation of section 2234 (b) of the Code, and

N~ H

*“:'cause for dlsc1pllne, because respondent ',ixec TO obtain the

11u5
na“lent’s in‘o'mec consenrt to the piacement of the surgical secar

Zi[on ﬁer;‘oreheac. |

/ lshe ? : OTHER MATTERS ‘
14,' 5 43, 1In Auvgust 1984 an advertisement on bebalfiof the
lﬁﬁ“Instltute -of Beauny Snrgery Medical Group apneared in the Orange
16 County Regxster suggestxng that'cosmetic surgery at the Institute
17

: of Beaucy Surgery Hedical Group was performedé by Board Certified

o
181 cQsmetic Surgeons. Respondent was one of the persons referred

tu by He advertisement as a Board Certified Cosmetic Surgeon.

oy

?éRespondknt is not a Board Certified Plastic Surgeon of the
Ajémerica; Board of Plastic Surger
; : .
22 § , % 44. Respondent's conduct as described in paragraph 43
23-£was dis%onest and is evidence of unprofessional conduct in'
24 éviolatién'of section 2234(e) of the Code, and a tause for

‘discipline. . . )

N
.3
~.

COURT PAPER .
STATE OF CALIFORMIA
STo. 113 (ALY 8720,
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"';.;'. T : ' - ' .
I
1 45 Section 651 of the Code, provides it is unlawful
. 2 and a2 cause for revocation or suspension of a license for any
5 person ll-ensed under this division
‘4;? ". é . to disseminate or cause to be dlssemlnated any
555 foré'bf public communication containing, a false,
6§§' fraﬁdulent, misleading, or deceptive statement or i
7&; Clalm, for the purpose of or likely to induce, dlrectly f
8 é or indlrectly, the rendering of prcfessxonal services ?
, 9' ; or furnishlng of Products in connec*zon with a pro— g
1?% % ¢e551onal practice or pusiness for wnico he is :
B Sicensed. | 'i
129 % é . }
. - _ ; 46. Respondént's conduct as described in paragraph 43
lsf-éons 1tutes a false, fraudulent, misleading, or decentlve state*
léﬁ ment or : clalm in violatlon cf sectlon 651 of the Code, and xs a
15? canse Lor discipiine. J
leﬁ ? é WEEREFORE complainant pzays the D1v1510n hold a
17% ﬁearing%an the Luaemenh1one~' atlegations and fcllow-ng saigd
i
18? hearing{ ‘
19& ?' ' g 1. Suspend or revoke the license of respondent; and
QOE é -é 2. Take such other and further action as.it deens '
2! ecessary. | i
220 © ' DATED: _ March 22. 1985 . .
a N A /é///
zsf ; B : KENNETH J. WAGS”AF”
. ; : § T /épﬂ‘gxecutlve Director A L
o6, : . Division of Medical Quality Assurance
o 1 Board of Medical Quality Assurance
27 AsM:jia | | |
COURY FARER 4 : . a2,
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" In the Matter of the Petition for Modification of Probation or Termination of Probation of

EXHIBIT B

' DECISION

, ‘ Eugen M, Molnar, MD.
. MBC Case No. D-3327

8

(EUGEN MICHAEL MOLNAR, M.D.) PETITION TO REVOKE PROBATION NO. 800-2017-03279]




i BEFORE THE DIVISION OF MEDICAL QUALITY

! P MEDICAL BOARD OF CALIFORNIA

‘ ’ DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

i
i
i

In the Mat(_e'riof the Petition for )

Modification of Probation or )

TermlnaLwn of Probation of: )
‘ ) No. L-54658

E. {M].CHAELg MOLNAR, M.D. )

Cettificate No. A=24674) ;

i
! ; )
ﬂ —.Respondent.,)

DECISION
1 % a ,
The attadhed Proposed Decision of ‘the Medical Quality Review

Commltthe is hereby adopted by thea DJ.VJ.;].OI‘\ of Madlcal Quality of

the Medlcal Board of California as its Decxslon in the above-
|

entltlad matner.

This Deci}sion shall become affective on November 30, 1991 .

IT Is 50§0RDERED October 31, 1991 :

i DIVISION OF MEDICAL QUALITY
: MEDICAL BOARD OF CALIFORNIA

§ ; THERESA L. (Ylaassen
! P - Secretary/Treasurer
’ Division of Medical Quality

¢
{

MEDICAL BOARD OF CALIFORNIA
I do hereby certify that this document is a true

ﬂl%g ;W! copy of the original on ﬁle in this.
A, Cet—ly e
VAR

offic

ﬁg:)




_ BEFORE THE
; DIVISION OF MEDICAL QUALITY

| MEDICAL BOARD OF CALIFORNIA

i DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
; ‘; STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Petition
for Modification of Probation or
Termination of Probation of:

E. MICHAEL MOLNAR, M.D. L-54658

Petitioner. -

i . :
1 1

? PROPOSED DECISION

: This matter came on regularly for hearing before a
Panel of District 10 Medical Quality Review Committee, at
Torrance, California on 22 August 91. Richard J. Lopez,
Administrative Law Judge, Office of Administrative Hearings
presiding. '

Panel members present were:

Evelyn Sullivan, PM

Barbara Hurd, RN

Rebecca Argo, M.D.

Guy Hartman, M.D. (Sub-District 12), Chairman
iBrnest Strauss, M.D. (Sub-District 11)

Marilan Brubaker, M.D, (Sub-District 11)

‘Brian Carroll, P.M. (Sub-District 12)

i Earl Plowman, Deputy Attorney General, represented the
Attorney General. Petitioner appeared in person, and represented
himself. Documentary and oral evidence and evidence by way of
official notice and stipulation was introduced, the matter argued
and submitted, and the members of the Panel proceeded to consider
the matter. ; The Administrative Law Judge was present during the
Panel's consideration of the case. The Panel finds, determines,

and orders as follows:
: i




FINDINGS OF FACT

é ; 1.

% In 1972 petitioner was first licensed by the State
Board of Medical Examiners as a physician and surgeon.,

’! i

; ; 2.

(A) By Beoard Decision No. D-3327 pursuant to
stipulation effective 29 December 1989, the license of petitioner
to practice as a physician and sukgeon in. the State of California
was revoked with said revocation stayed, and petitioner was
placed on probation, on terms and conditions for five years.

: (B) Cause for discipline related to insurance fraud;
gross negligence violation of the Medical Practice Act of
Nevada i

3.

i On; or about 27 April 1991 petitioner Filed subject
petition. L
g 4,
Presently, petitioner practices, cosmetic surgery in

Orange County on his own and as part of a group practice in West
' Los Angeles.

As set forth in Finding 2, petitioner's probation began
on 29 December 1989. Accordingly, petitioner has been on
probation for less than two-fifths (40%) of that term. Further,
despite that short passage of time from the serious and severe .
conduct which lead to discipline, petitioner failed to
. demonstrate any present contrition for said conduct.

: z X kX k% % X
| DETERMINATION OF ISSUES
A Petitioner has not established that he is sufficiently
rehabilitated so that it would not be adverse to the public
interest to;terminate probation or modify probation.
i ¢ ’ ' :
]




ORDER

o The petition of E. Michael Molnar, M.D. for
modification or termination of probation is hereby denied.

i This Decision shall become effective on
the ? of - 1991.

IT IS SO ORDERED this day of ' ,

1991 !

f PANEL OF DISTRICT 10

MEDICAL QUALITY REVIEW COMMITTEE
; . DIVISION OF MEDICAL QUALITY ASSURANCE
{ . MEDICAL BOARD OF CALIFORNIA
) DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
STATE OF CALIFORNIA -

By: ")/Qzﬁgéﬂﬂhﬂ .
BUY FARTMAN, M.D.
Chairman
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