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JANE ZACK SIMON

Supervising Deputy Attorney General

ANA GONZALEZ

Deputy Attorney General

State Bar No. 190263 _
455 Golden Gate Avenue, Suite 11000
San Francisco, CA 94102-7004
Telephone: (415) 510-3608
Facsimile: (415) 703-5480
E-mail: Ana.Gonzalez@doj.ca.gov

Attorneys for Complainant

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

In the Matter of the Accusation Against: Case No. 800-2020-069055

' DEFAULT DECISION
P.O. Box 550 AND ORDER
Valatie NY 12184-0550
[Gov. Code, §11520]
Physician's and Surgeon's Certificate No. A
51257

Respondent.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. On October 6, 2020, Complainant William Prasifka, in his official capacity as the
Executive Director of the Medical Board of California, Department of Consumer Affairs, filed
Accusation No. 800-2020-069055 against ANNA DANUTA STEINER, M.D. (Respondent)
before the Medical Board of California. '

2. On October 6, 1992, the Medical Board of California (Board) issued Physician's and
Surgeon's Certificate No. A 51257 to Respondent. The Physician's and Surgeon's Certificate was

in full force and effect at all times relevant to the charges brought herein but expired on October
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31, 2020, and has not been renewed. The license was placed in suspended status on September
11, 2020, pursuant to Section 2310(a) of the Business and Professions C'ode. (Exhibit Package,
Exhibit 1!, license certification and notice of suspension.)

3. On October 6, 2020, Respondent was duly served with an Accusation, alleging causes
for discipline against Respondent. (Exhibit Package, Exhibit 2, Accusation.)

4. The allegations of the Accusation are true as follows based on certified records which
are attached as Exhibit Package, Exhibit 3, Certification of Documents, Statement of Allegations
and Final Decision and Order.

® On September 30, 2019, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts Board of Registration
in Medicine (Massachusetts Board) filed a “Statement of Allegations” against Anna
D. Steiner, M.D., for practicing medicine in “violation of the law, regulations, or
good and accepted medical practice,” specifically, G.L. c. 112 section 5, eighth -
para. (a) and 243 CMR 1.03(5)(a)3 [conduct that places into question Respondent’s
competénce to practice medicine], and 243 CMR 1.03(5)(a)10 [deceitful practice of
medicine].

e From approximately January 2014 through October 201 8, Respondent issued
prescriptions without having examined, met, or interacted with the patients named
in the prescriptions.

e The prescriptions issued, to individuals she did not have a physician-patient
relationship with, were for high-cost compounds, topical medications, and durable
medical equipment like knee and back braces. ;

e The prescriptions were filled through different pharmaéies located in Alabama,
California, Florida, Miss_issippi, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, and Texas.

e Respondent wrote these prescriptions as a consultant for telemedicine companies

which paid her thirty dollars for each “consult.”

! The evidence in support of this Default Decision and Order is submitted herewith as the
“Exhibit Package.” 2
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¢ Respondent also denied being the subject of an investigation when she applied for her
Massachusetts license renewal.

e On June 25, 2020, the Massachusetts Board issued a Final Decision and Order after
default.

e The Final Decision and Order found the Statement of Allegations was deemed
admitted and revoked Respondent’s right to renew her license.

e Respondent’s Massachusetts license to practice medicine is “revoked” and shev/ isno

- longer authorized to practice medicine. (I\Exhibit Package, Exhibit 4, Massacﬁusetts

Board Physician Profile printout.)

5. On October 6, 2020, an employee of the Medical Board of California (Board) sent by
certified mail & copy of Accusation No. 800-2020-069055, Statement to Respondent, Notice of
Defense in blank, and Request for Discovery to Respondent's address of record with the Board,
which was and is P.O. Box 550 Valatie, NY 12184-0550. The United States Post Office tracking
system noted the package was delivered on October 16, 2020. (Exhibit Package, Exhibit 2,
Accusation, proof of servic'e; Exhibit 5, USPS tracking printout and green card.)

6. There was no response to the Accusation. On October 21, 2020, an employee of the
Attorney General’s Office sent a Courtesy Notice of Default, by certified mail, addreséed to
Respondent at the address of record above. The Courtesy Notice of Défault advised Respondent
of the service of the Accusation, and provided her with an opportunity to file a Notice of Defense
and request relief from default. The United State Post Office tracking system noted the package
“arrived at unit” and was “available for pick up” on October 31, 2020. (Exhibit Package, Exhibit
6, Courtesy Notice of Défault, proof of service, USPS tracking printout.)

7. Respondent has not responded to service of the Accusation or the Notice of Default.
She has not filed a Notice of Defense. As a result, Respondent has waived her right to a hearing
on the merits to contest the allegations contained in the Accusation.

8.  Service of the Accusation was effective as a matter of law under the provisions of
Government Code section 11505, subdivision (c).
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STATUTORY AUTHORITY

9.  Government Code section 11506 states, in pertinent part:

"(c) 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. Failure to file a notice of defense shall constitute a waiver of
respondent’s right to a hearing, but the agency in its discretion may nevertheless grant a hearing."

10. Respondent failed to file a Notice of Defense within 15 days after service upon her of
the Accusation, and therefore waived her right to a hearing on the merits of Accusation No. 800-
2020-069055.

11. California Government Code section 11520 states, in pertinent part:

"(a) If the respondent either fails to file a notice of defense or to appear at the hearing, the
agency may take action based upon the respondent’s express admissions or upon other evidence

and affidavits may be used as evidence without any notice to respondent.”

DETERMINATION OF ISSUES

1.  The Board has jurisdiction to adjudicate this base by default, and pursuant to
Government Code section 11520, finds that Respondent is in default. The Boafd will take action
without further proceedings or hearing and, based on Respondent’s admissions by way of default
and the evidence before the Board, contained in the Exhibit Package, finds that the allegations in
Accusation No. 800-2020-069055, are true and c'orrect..

2. Respondent’s conduct and the action of the Massachusetts Board of Registration in
Medicine constitute cause for discipline within the meaning of Business and Professions Code
sections 2305 and 141(a).

"
"
1/
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DISCIPLINARY ORDER
Physician's and Surgeon's Certificate No. A 51257, issued to ANNA DANUTA STEINER,
M.D., is hereby REVOKED.

Respondent shall not be deprived of making a request for relief from default as set forth in
Government Code section 11520(c) for good cause shown. However, such showing must be
made in writing by way of a motion to vacate the default decision and directed to the Medical
Board of California at 2005 Eyergreen Street, Suite 1200, Sacramento, CA 95815 within seven
(7) days of the service of this Decision. The agency in its discretion may vacate the Decision and

grant a hearing on a showing of good cause, as defined in the statute.
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This Decision shall become effective at 5:00 p.m. on DEC 23 2020

ltisso ORDERED _ NOV 23 2000

SF2020401133
42418320.docx

Y A

WILLIAM PRAS

EXECUTIVE DI R -
FOR THE MEDICA¥, BOARD OF
CALIFORNIA

DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER

AFFAIRS
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XAVIER BECERRA
Attorney General of California
JANE ZACK SIMON
Supervising Deputy Attorney General
ANA GONZALEZ
Deputy Attorney General".
State Bar No. 190263
455 Golden Gate Avenue, Suite 11000

. San Francisco, CA 94102-7004

Telephone: (415) 510-3608

Facsimile: (415) 703-5480

E-mail: Ana.Gonzalez@doj.ca.gov
Attorneys for Complainant

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

In the Matter of the Accusation Against: Case No. 800-2020-069055 N
Anna Danuta Steiner, M.D. ACCUSATION
P.O. Box 550
Valatie NY 12184-0550
Physician’s and Surgeon's Ceftificate ,
No. A 51257,
Respondent.
PARTIES
1. William Prasifka (Complainant) brings this Accusation solely in his official capacity

as the Executive Director of the Medical Board of California, Department of Consumer Affairs
(Board). |

2. On October 6, 1992, the Medical Board issued Physician’s and Surgeon'§-Ceﬁiﬁcate
Number A 51257 to Anna Danuta Steiner, M.D. (Respondent). The Physician’s and Surgeon's
Certificate was in full force and effect at all times relevant to the charges brought herein and will
expire on October 31, 2020, and is SUSPENDED by virtue of an Order issued by the Board on

September 11, 2020 pursuant to Business and Professions Code section 2310(a).

1
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JURISDICTION

3. This Accusation is brought before the Board, under the authority of the following
laws. All section references are to the Business and Professions Code (Code) unless otherwise
indicated.

4. Section 2227 of the Code provides in part that the Board may revoke, suspend for a
period not to exceed one year, or place on probation, the license of any licensee who has Been
found guilty under the Medical Practice Act, and may recover the costs of probation monitoring.

5. Section 2305 of the dee provides, in part, that the revocation, suspension, or other
discipline, restriction or limitation imposed by another state upon a license to practice medicine
issued by that state, or the revocation, suspension, or restriction of the authority to practice
medicine by any agency of the federal government, that would have been grounds for discipline
in California under the Medical Practice Act, constitutes grounds for discipline for unprofessional

conduct.

6. Section 141 of the Code states:

g (a) For any licensee holding a license issued by a board under the jurisdiction of
the department, a disciplinary action taken by another state, by any agency of the
federal government, or by another country for any act substantially related to the
practice regulated by the California license, may be a ground for disciplinary action
by the respective state licensing board. A certified copy of the record of the
disciplinary action taken against the licensee by another state, an agency of the
federal government, or another country shall be conclusive evidence of the events -
related therein. : '

(b) Nothing in this section shall preclude a board from applying a specific
statutory provision in the licensing act administered by that board that provides for
discipline based upon a disciplinary action taken against the licensee by another state,
an agency of the federal government, or another country.

CAUSE FOR DISCIPLINE

(Discipline, Restriction, or Limitation Imposed by Another State)

7. As of June 25, 2020, Respondent’s medical license in Massachusetts was revoked
based on the Final Decision and Order of the Massachusetts Board of Registration in Medicine
(Massachusetts Board) revoking Respondent’s inchoate right to renew the license. This discipline
was based on factual findings showing Respondent’s involvement in a multi-year scheme to

defraud Medicare and private insurance companies as well as the fact that Respondent failed to

2
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disclose the investigation into this conduct on her application for licensure renewal. These
findings are set out in detail in the Massachusetts Board Final Decision and Order. A copy ofth¢
Massachusetts Final Decision and Order is attached as Exhibit A. |

8. Respondent’s conduct and the action of the Massachusetts Board as set forth in
paragraph 7, above, constitute cause for discipline pursuant to sections 2305 and/or 141 o‘f the
Code

PRAYER

WHEREFORE, Complainant requests that a hearing be held on the matters herein élleged-,
and that following the hearing, the Medical Board of California issue a decision:

1. Revoking or suspending Physician’s and Surgeon's Certificate Number A 51257,
issued to Anna Danuta Steiner, M.D.;

2. Revoking, suspending or denying approval of Anna Danuta Steiner, M.D,'s authority
to supervise physician assistants and advanced practice nurses;

3. Ordering Anna Danuta Steiner, M.D., if placed on probation, to pay the Board the
costs of probation monitoring; and

4. Taking such other and further action as deemed necessary and proper.

WILLIAM PRASIF

Executive Director

Medical Board of California
Department of Consumer Affairs
State of California

Complainant

SF2020401133

42345096.docx
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EXHIBIT A

Final Decision and Order of the Massachusetts Board of Registration in Medicine

4
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

MIDDLESEX, S8 BOARD OF REGISTRATION
IN MEDICINE

Adjudicatory Case No. 2019-048

In the Mager m
- FINAL DECISLON AND ORDER
ANNA DUSTEINER MDD, '

R R L g

This matter came before the Board for final disposttion on the basis of the Administrative
. Magistrate’s Order of Defauli-Recommended Decision 1 Default Recommended Dc_cisian"}.
dated December 30. 2019, ‘;&‘}lich found Anna . Steiner, M.D. ¢~Respondent™) in default. After
full consideration of that D2fuult Recar nended Decision. which is attached hereto and
Incorporated by refeence, as well as the Petitioner’s Memorandum on Disposition. the Board
adopls the Default Recommended Decision, amending it by adding the following:

Findings of Fact

In light of the Division of Adminisuative Law Appeals” ("DALA° }conalmsxo'}\ that the

2

Respondent failed t to £} answer the Board of Regisration in | %u}.un i “Board"Y's September

o

30, 2019 Statement of Allegations against her: b appear at DALA for the scheduled November

)19 prehearing conterence despite prior written notice of the conference o her: and (¢} file a
responsc 1o the Order to Sho\\ Cause ssued by DALA on Novemsber 13,2019, the Board adopts
the Detault Recommended Decision, finding the Respondenr in default pursuant to M.G.L. ¢.
A0A, § 10¢2). Therefore, the allcgations contained in the Statement of Allegations are deemed

admitted. See Peters & Russel fne. v, Dorfman, 188 F.2d 711 (7th Cir. 1951 and Northwest

Yeast Co. v, Broutin, 133 F.2d 638 (6th Cir. 19433, The Findings of Fact read as follows:




Biographical Infarmation
. The Respondent was born on October 31, 1935, She graduated from the Academy

ol Medicine in Gdansk, Poland in 1981, She has been licensed to practice medicine

S

ok 1

in Massachusets since 1992 under ce z."ﬁ cate number 76329, The Réspﬁadcn!
certified by the American Board of Medical Specialties in anesthesiology. She has
no known recent aiftliztions with any hospital or medical facility in Massachusetts.
The Respondent resides in New York, where she has an active license o praclice
medicine.

Findings of Faci

1. From approximately October 2014 1o November 2017, the Respondent issued

preseriptions for Biue Cross Blue Shield of Massachusetts tBUBS) members

without having examined, met. or interacted with them. with whom she did not
have a n? sictan-patien relation \b;p andé who did not reguest the medication from
her,

2. Most of the preseriptions were for {a) high-cost compounds or wpical medications,

including Hdogaine, diclofenac sodi um, Fluocinonide, and Doxephin: (b) aerosol
sprays: and (¢) durable medical equipment, like TENS Units and knee and back

braces. -

The Respondent wrote the prescriptions 1o the BCBS members as a2 consuliant for

telemedicine companies. which paid her $30 per “consult.”

4. The prescriptions to BUBS nembers were filled through six difterent pharmacies

lecated in Florida, Texas. and Alzbama.

1
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e

The pharmacies billed BCBS between $1.175 and $5,306 for the high cost

compaounds.

BCBS will no longer reimburse for prescription medications written under the

Respondent’™s Dirug Enforcement Agencey number.

Among the BCBS members who reesived unsolicited medication prescribed by the
Respondent were BOBS members DAL PB.SD. IS, and KT,

In or around December 2013, 56 vear ald BCBS Member DA received diabetes test
strips inthe mail. which she did not order. The test strips were prescribed by the
Respondent, vet BCBS Member DA had no contaet with the Respondent, by phone
or otherwise. |

In or around March 204 8. 34 vear olg i BCBS Member PB. who sutlers from daily
pain, received a phone é:::zl' from a telemarketer who said he could receive pain
cream, which wou ;.d be fullv co.x‘ewé by his insurance. BCBS Member PB told the
telemarketer that he was not inierested in the pain cream as his doctor had told him
it would not work for him and would not approve it. Nonetheless, BCBS Member
PB reeeived pain crewm in the mail preseribed by the Respondent. BCBS Member
PB had never spoken with or met the Responden: and signed no rélease to allow her
access 10 his medical records. B

In or around February 2017, 63 yvear old BCBS Member SD received 2 call from a
telemarketer about relieving her back pain, after she had uH 2d eut an enline surv

The telemarketer told BCBS Member 8D that her insurance would cover the cost of

the medication. Thereafter, BCBS Member 8D received pain cream preseribed by

Lok
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the Respondent from a Florida pharmacy. BCBS Menmber SD had had no comtact

with the R.cspondcm and did not know who she was,

In or around 2016 and 2017, 41 vear old BCBS Moember JS received a call from a
etemarketer asking him if he wanted to receive pain cream and patches. which

would be covered by his insurance. The callertold BCBS 1S that he had obtained

information the member had provided on the intermnet. BCBS Member JS believed

that he was then transterred 10 2 licensed previder, whom he believed to be a nurse
praciitioner; be did not recall speaking to the Respondent. Davs iater, BCBS

Member IS received in the mail medication prescribed 1o him by the Respondent.
lfp{)ln learning the medication price hilled 10 BCBS. BCBS Member IS called the
pharmaey, informed 1t that he did not want the expensive medication. and sem the
unopened medication back to the pharmacy.

In or around October 1o December 2013, 79 vear old BCBS Member KT received a
package of medication in the muil. whlich she did not order. The medications were
preseribed to her by the Respondent and sent front & Florida pharmacy.
From-approximately January 2014 to October 2018, the Respondent issued
preseriptions to Tufts Health Plan members residing In Massachusetts without
having exanuned. niet, of Inen czm with them and with whom she had no

physician-patient relationship and whao did not request the medication from her.

Most of the preseripions were for high-tost compounds or topical medications 10

Sow
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The Respondent wrote the prescriptions 1o the Tufts | Tealth Plan members residing
i Massachuselts a5 8 to:muh.u{' for telemedicine companies. which paid her $30
per "eonsult”
The prescriptions 10 Tufls Heahth Plan miersbers residing in Massachusetts were
filled by pharmacies located in Alabama, California, Florida. Mississippi,
C)klahéma, Pennsyivama. and Texas.
Tufts Health Plan reimbursed these pharmacies approximaiely 520,000 for pain
cintments and patches that the Respondents preseribed from approximately January
2014 1o Sepwemn bcr 2016,
Tufts Health Plan has since terminated its relatioaship with a number of the
participaiing phannacies

Among the Tufis Health Plan members residing in Massachusetts who received
unsolicited medication preseribed by the Respondent were Tufts Members PR. CD.
EH, MM, BN, and JP.

in oraround June 2016, 81 year old Tufts Member PB received a call from a

telemarketer whe wanted (o sell Ekr pain creams. Tults Member PB wld the

telemarketer she was pot interested inthem, Nonetheless. soon afier she received a
package in the matl of {:—'mme that &h; did not order and which were prescribed to
her by the Respondent.

in or around July 2016, 92 year old Tufis Member CD received a call from a
telemarketer who wanted 1o sell him ointment. saving i would cost him two to four

dollars, When Tuils Member CD received the vintment. it was prescribed by the

Respondent, though he has no recollection of speaking with her.
by o b=
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2. Inorarcund July 2016, 92 vear old Tufts Mem cri H received a phone call from a
telemarketer asking her if she wanted to purchase a back brace; she told them éhc
was ot interested. Nonetheless. Tulls Member EH received a back brace in the mail
prescribed o her by the Respondent,

In or around fu_iy 2016, the Respondent preseribed lidoczine oiniment and diclofenac

el 1o 78

J'.'J

year old Tufts Member MM, whe had no recollection of requesting such

ly"

" medication of communicating with the Respondent.
In or abowt J-um‘. ortuly 2016. 68 vear old Tufts Member BN received a call-from a
telemarketer telling her-that she could send her cream that would help with her pain.
While the telemarketertold Tufis Member BN that she wou id put the Respondent on
the phone, Tufls Member BN never spoke 1o her, Tufis Member BN"s huti‘fdz
called the telemuarketer back and twld her not 1& send anything 1o his wife,
Nonetheless. Tufts Member BN received two la arge wubes of ¢cream medication i the
matl. prescribed by the Rcsgmndc . which turned out to be useless. Tufis Member
BN was charged four or five dollars I(}iﬁ' the micdication, but Tufts Health Plan wasg
billed 82,000 for the eream. which caused the family 10 over its deductible, requiring

the family o pay cash for future needed prescriptions., including g 3500 a month

medieation
In or around October 2018, 38 vear ofd Tufis Member JP Lk gan receiving medication
she did not request from a Florida pharmacy, afier searching online for an ankle

brace. The Respondent prescribed the medication, theugh Tufts Member JP had

never spoken with her and was pot interested in receiving medication,

]



26. The Beard netified the Respondent of the investigation against her in November
2016, which it docketed a5 16-354, z:ﬁ m;’fmmnicmcd with her ghout the
im'cst.igzn‘i:im in 2016 and therealier, via phone, letter and email.

27. On her Qctober license renewal applicaiion, which the Respondent submitted onor

about %xptunt* er 25, 2017, the Respondent answered falsely “No™ to Question 18C
which reads, “Have vou been the subject of an investigation by any governmental
authonty, mcluding the Massachusetts Board of Registration in Medicine or any
other state medical board, heahh care facility. group practice, emplover or
professional association?”

28, On or gbout July 9, 2019 the United States District Court for the Fastern District of
New York indicted the Rw:ﬁomkm charging n o1 with conspiracy 10 commit health
care fraud for her alleged role in 2 telemedicine scheme 1o submit fraudulent claims

to Medicare and privitic insurance companies. The Board opened an investigation

Lui'
P

into this matier and docketed it ps 19-35

Copclusions of Law

A.The Respondent violated G.L. ¢, 112, § 5, eighth par. {a) and 243 OMR LO3(3au D)
by fraudulen ¥ procuring her centificate 0f registration or its renewal:

-~

B. The }\Lbj‘(’ﬁdf‘ﬂ‘ violated Gl ¢ 112, § 5, eighth par! {¢) and 34.-34{7?\-‘15{ LOS(S a3y
by engaging in conduct that places inio question her competence to practice medicine,
meluding but not limited 1o gross misconduct in the practice of medicine, or practicing
medicine fraudulently, or bc;;'md its authorized scape. or with gross incompetence, or

with gross negligence on a particular occasion or negligence on repeated occasions:



(. The Respondent viokated 243 CMR 2.03(5xa) 10) by practicing medicine deceitfully,
or engaging in conduct that has the capacity © deceive or deftaud; and
[3. The Respondent has demonsirated a lack of good moral character and hes engaged in

conduct that undermines the public confidence 1n the integrity of the medical

profession, See Levv v, Board of Rcmsmuon n Medicing, 378 Mass, 3191979 and

Raymond v, Board of Reeistration in Medicine, 387 Mass. 708 (1982),

Sanction
The Board has responded strictly to cases involving physicians who have engaged in

fraudulent billing practices, whether or not the physician was prosecuted criminally. See In the

Matter of Richard Ng. M.D.. Board of Registration in Medicine, Adjudicatory Case No, 2014-

(26 (Consent Order, June 23, 2014)(revocation, retroactive to VANP. for pleading puiltyv io 11
counts of illegal prescribing. 9 counts of Medicaid fulse claims. and 7 coums of Medicaid excess

charges): n the Maner of Alap Fisch. MDD Board of Rewistration in Medicine, Adjudicatory

Case No. 98-70-DALA {Final Decision and Order. October 25, 20001, 4,; - Fisch v. Board of

Registranion in Medicine. 437 Mass. 128 (June 13, 2002y indetinite suspension for physician for

repeatedly billing insurance company for psvehotherapy :cmuas that were never provided;
Board rumdted that the absence of eriminal prosceution does not diminish the wrongdoing).

[x

See zlso In the Mazer of Richard F, Finkel M.D.. Adiudicatory Caaa No. $6-32-DALA (Final

DPecision fmd Order, Sepiember 11, 19983 (revocation tor criminal conviction for Federal Mail

fraud in connection with fraudulent billing of tnxurers for services not rendered. and for ving 1o

&

Board investigatorsy: and Feldstein v. Board of Registrapon in Medicine. 387 Mass, 339

(1982)SJC upheld Board’s sanction of revocation, where physician pleaded guilty 1o 10 counts



of making faise representations for the purpose of c:«:i%;mxi:ng_payx_m:mﬁ under the Medicaid
program),

In the present matter, there are po mingating circumsiances id erﬁii‘xed by the
Administrative Magistrate. In addition o her nvolvensent in zz schedule to defraud Medicare and
privaic insurance companics. and cause iinancial hanm to members of those insurance
companics, the Respondent fatled to report invesiigations into her conduct on her hccnxuh
renewal. Furthermore, to date. the Respondent has made no effort to defend hersel{ against the

allegations of impropriety raised by the Board, There have been multipie opportunities, brought

&

10 the Respondent’s attention through the Isstance of notice, for her 1o respond to the charzes, In
situations such as thiy, the Board has. in the past. revoked the licenses of such physicians. See In

the Matter of Danfel R, Nevarre, MDD, Board of Registration in Medicine. Adjudicatory Case

Ty >

No, 2019022 (Final Decision and Order, October 24, 2‘3: Prevocation of inchoate right
renew license for detauht Judgment in Massachusatis and for pwad ing guilty 1o Medicare fraud

and insurance fraud in Pennsylvania. resulting in voluntary surrender of medical license in that

staie): Inthe Maner of Gerardo Yanavaco, M.D.. Board of Re gistratidn i Medicine

Adjudicatory Case No. 2008-047 {Final Decision and Order, June 16, 2010 revocation for

default involving criminal conviciion for insurance fraud. grand lareeny., offering a false

instrument for filing. falsifving a business record. and participating in a scheme to defraud

involving billing for services not provided. billing for medically unnecessary tests and for tests

‘not performed, and upcodingh: and In the Matter of Paela M, Nelson, M.D.. Board of

Registration in Medicine, Adjudicatory Case No. 2018 41 {Final Deciston and Order, June 28,

2019} revocation for default in case involving revocation of inchoaie right 0 :‘mwv*zu}{a.rﬂmd

‘here physician was found 1w have engaged in improper bitling for care and improper care

=

~
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provided. DALA ﬁmmﬁ “hlaant disregard of Dy ‘Ri A hearing process, Order to Show Cause, and
the authority of the Board pf Re pistration iz Medicine. ™). Pursuant 1o 243 CMR 1.03{(15), the |
Board maintains the authority 1o im pose discipline against a physician whose ficense has bee
revoked by operation of Jaw., For these reasons, the Board hereby RE‘-‘WX’)KES the Respondent’s
inchoate right to renew her license,

The Respondent shall 3?5!’(}&”;{1&“ a complete copy of this Final Decision and Order. with all
exhibits and m'{achmems-;. within teni110) davs by %mhtﬂ mail, retum receipi requested. or b\
‘haﬁd'deiwer}' to the tollowing designated entities: any in- or out-of-state bospital, pursing home,
clintc, other licensed facility, or municipal. siate, or federal facility at which he praciices

medicine: any in- of out-of-state heal ith maimenance grgapization with whom he has privileges

*

or any other kind of association: any state ageney, - or out-of-siate, with which he hasa
provider contract; any in- or out-ci-state medical employer, whether or not he practices medicine
1bcre. and the state Hicensing boards of all states in which he has any kind of license o practice
medicine. The Respondent shall i also provide this notification 1w any such designated entities
with which he becomes associated for the duration of this revecation. The Re spondent s furthe

directed 1o certify w the Board within ten 1 10 davs that he has comp tied with this directive. The

Board expressly reserves the authority to nottfy independenty, 8t any time, any of the entities

-«

« -

designated above, or any other aifected entity. of any action 1aken,
The Respondent has the right 1o appeal this Final Decision and Order within thiry (30)

days. pursuant to Gl ¢ 30A, 8 M and 15, and G.L ¢ 112, 8 > 6,




