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APPELLEE’S MEMORANDUM CONTRA TO
APPELLANT’S MOTION FOR STAY
OF ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER

Appellant, W. David Leak, M.D., has moved this Court for an order staying the
execution of Appellee State Medical Board of Ohio’s (hereinafter “Board™) August 13,
2008 Order permanently revoking his certificate to practice medicine and surgery in the
State of Ohio. Dr. Leak has already practiced for almost three years following the
Board’s revocation of his certificate. His continued practice presents a threat to the
health and safety of his patients. This Court should not grant this Motion because Dr.
Leak has not shown that the Tenth District Court of Appeals abused its discretion when it
denied Dr. Leak’s Motion to Continue the Stay pending appeal to this Court.

L PROCEDURAL OVERVIEW

Dr. Leak is a board certified anesthesiologist and a diplomat of the American
Board of Pain Medicine. Leak v. State Medical Board of Ohio (10th Dist.), 2011-Ohio-
2483. In August of 2006, the Board notified Dr. Leak of its proposal to discipline his
license based upon allegations of practicing below the minimal standard of care in
violation of R.C. 4731.22(B)(6) with respect to his treatment of twenty four patients,
among other violations. Following a 17-day administrative evidentiary hearing, the
Board voted to permanently revoke Dr. Leak’s certificate to practice medicine and
surgery in Ohio after finding that he committed numerous violations of the Medical
Practices Act in his care and the patients alleged, including practicing below the standard
of care on numerous patients.

Dr. Leak appealed the Board’s Order to the Franklin County Court of Common
Pleas pursuant to R.C. 119.12 on August 25, 2008. The Court of Common Pleas granted

a stay of the Board’s Order on September 9, 2008. The Common Pleas Court stayed the



Board’s Order for the duration of the appeal, or the expiration of fifteen (15) months,
whichever occurred first. Upon a motion to extend the stay filed on November 19, 2009,
Judge Reece issued a second stay in this matter after the fifteen (15) month period had
expired. A decision on the merits came shortly after on December 15, 2009, affirming
the Board’s Order of permanent revocation of Dr. Leak’s license.

Dr. Leak appealed the decision to the Tenth District Court of Appeals on
December 31, 2009. It is important to note that, pursuant to the express language set
forth in the decision by lower court, Dr. Leak’s stay expired once the decision was
rendered by the Common Pleas Court." Once again, however, Dr. Leak sought a stay and
Judge Reece issued an order on January 13, 2010 staying the Board’s Order pending the
appeal to the Tenth District Court of Appeals. The Board opposed each request for stay
in this matter. The Tent_h District issued a decision affirming the Board’s Order on May
24,2011. A judgment entry was issued on May 25, 2011.  The Order of the Board is
now finally in effect and Dr. Leak’s license is permanently revoked.

The Tenth District held that Dr. Leak routinely ran patients through his “program”
at Pain Coﬁtrol Consultants, Inc., a program which consists of subjecting patients to
many useless and medically meaningless tests, shooting them up with steroids and finally
prescribing narcotic pain medications. There was no apparent attempt to actually heal
these patients through exercise and/or rehabilitation. ~As the State’s two experts, Dr.
Katirji and Dr. Chelimsky testified, many of these tests ordered by Dr. Leak were

worthless from a diagnostic standpoint.

! Dr., Leak erroneously claims in his Motion for Stay that the Court of Appeals decision to
deny his request for stay to that court was contrary to law because the court did not find
that the Common Pleas Court abused its discretion. The Court of Appeals was not
reviewing the lower court’s decision to grant the stay, since the stay expired when the
lower court rendered its decision.



Dr. Leak has avoided the revocation of his license for almost three years. Ad this
point, following the ruling of the Tenth District upholding the Board’s order and denying
Dr. Leak’s motion for continued stay, it is almost impossible for him to arguc a
likelihood of success on the merits as required by R.C. 119.12. Even if he were to
successfully argue this point, he still has failed to show that an unusual hardship will
result if the Board’s Order is not stayed. Finally, the safety and welfare of the public will
not be protected if a stay of the Board’s Order is granted.

11. LAW AND ARGUMENT

Revised Code 119.12 sets forth very specific standards which must be met before
the Court may grant a suspension of a Board order:

The filing of a notice of appeal shall not automatically operate as a
suspension of the order of an agency. *** In the case of any appeal from
the state medical board, the court may grant a suspension and fix its terms
if it appears to the court that an wnusual hardship to the appellant will
result from the execution of the agency’s order pending the termination of
the appeal. and the health, safety and welfare of the public will not be
threatened by suspension of the order.***

R.C. 119.12 (emphasis added). Revised Code 119.12 also specifically enumerates a
fifteen month limit on the length of a stay granted by the Court of Common Pleas for
* Orders issued by the Medical Board. This limitation indicates that the legislature
recognized the significant potential for risk to the public’s safety caused by allowing a
physician to continue to practice after an order issued by the Board revoking this license.
Dr. Leak has far exceeded this fifteen month limit.

This motion is governed by Bob Krihwan Pontiac-GMC Truck, Inc. v. General
Motors Corporation (10th Dist. 2001), 141 Ohio App.3d 777, 783. The Kriwhan court
concluded that, “when reviewing whether a trial court properly granted or denied a

motion to stay an administrative order, the standard of review employed is an abuse of



discretion.” Id. at 782 (citing Carter Sieel & Fabricating Co. v. Danis Bldg.
Construction Co. (3rd Dist. 1998), 126 Ohio App.3d 251, 254).

Kriwhan also establishes the standard for determining whether an unusual
hardship exists as required by R.C. 119.12. The Kriwhan court adopted the federal
standard articulated in Hamlin Testing Labs, Inc. v. United States Atomic Energy Comm.
(6th Cir. 1964), 337 F.2d 221, concluding that there were four factors to be considered:

(1) whether appellant has shown a strong or substantial likelihood or
probability of success on the merits; (2) whether appellant has shown that
it will suffer irreparable injury; (3) whether the issuance of a stay will
cause harm to others; and (4) whether the public interest would be served
by granting a stay.

Id. at 783. In determining whether to issue a stay of an agency order, “courts give
significant weight to the expertise of the administrative agency, as well as to the public
interest served by the proper operation of the regulatory scheme.” Id. at 782 (citation
omitted).

Dr. Leak is not able to meet any of the above requirements. In fact, the only thing
he argues in support of his request is that the denial of a stay would “ruin his professional
life”. Appellant’s Motion, p. 6. Nor has he provided this Court with any indication that
he has changed his medical practice, which the lower court and the Tenth District have
acknowledged is below the minimal standard of care. In fact, Dr. Leak acknowledges
that his professional situation has not altered since his original 2008 appeal. 1d.

Therefore, the Board respectfully requests that his Motion be denied.



A. Dr. Leak Has Not Met the Legal Requirements for a Stay
Pursuant to R.C. 119.12.

1. Dr. Leak has not shown that he will suffer an unusual hardship
if the Board’s Order is not stayed

The language of R.C. 119.12 makes clear that an appellant must show more than
the financial hardship inherent and expected in losing his professional license; the statute
requires that the appellant prove that he will suffer an unusual hardship. As explained by
Judge John W. Reece of the Summit County Court of Common Pleas in State Medical
Board vs. Alsleben (Mar. 17, 1980), Summit Cty. C.P. No. CV80-3-0614, unreported:

There is a dearth of authority in Ohio defining what constitutes ‘unusual

hardship’. However, some reasonable analysis may be helpful. The very

term itself presupposes that the legislature foresaw that there would be a

hardship in every one of these types of cases. Therefore, it must be

concluded that the lawmakers meant just what they said when the
adjective ‘unusual’ was included. That there will be a hardship in this

case is certainly true, as in every case. The question is whether there has

been a showing that it is an unusual one.

Id. at p. 1-2. Unusual hardship also means more than the loss of the right to practice
medicine:

While it can hardly be denied that the loss of one’s license to practice his

chosen profession constitutes hardship, it is equally clear that something

more and unusual is required to satisfy the statute.

Id. at p. 2-32 Courts throughout Ohio have repeatedly held that the mere denial of the
right to practice medicine is not an ‘unusual’ hardship as contemplated by the General

Assembly. Randall Leuvoy v. State Medical Board (Oct. 10, 2006), Franklin Cty C.P.

No. 06CVF10-1247, unreported (Frye, R.).

2 Copies of all unreported decisions cited herein are attached.
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The rulings of the Franklin County Common Pleas Court in similar cases support
this conclusion.” See, e.g. Benjamin Gill, D.O. V. State Medical Board of Ohio (Sep. 14,
2007), Franklin Cty. C.P. No. 07CVF09-11839, unreported (Brown, E.) (loss of income,
property, clients, employees, and reputation are inherent results of loss of license and do
not constitute unusual hardship); Hazen S. Garada, M.D. v. State Medical Board of Ohio
(Jul. 9, 1998), Franklin Cty. C.P. No. 98CVF06-4873, unteported (Sadler, ) (loss of
practice does not constitute “unusual hardship™); Roy v. State Medical Board of Ohio
(Aug. 9, 1993), Franklin Cty. CP. No. 93CVF05-3734, unreported (McGrath, J.)
(““unusual hardship’ means more than the loss of the right to practice medicine”);
Williams v. State of Ohio Department of Insurance (Jan. 12, 1994), Franklin Cty. C.P.
No. 93CVF08-5808, unreported (Reece, J.) (“That there will be a hardship in this case is
certainly true, as in every case. The question is whether there has been a showing that it
is-an unusual one™); Essig V. State Medical Board (Nov. 2, 1994), Franklin Cty. C.P. No.
94CVF10-7097, unreporied (Sheward, J.) (“The Court is not persuaded that Appellant’s
claim of injury to his practice and loss of income constitutes sunusual hardship’ as
contemplated in R.C. 119. 127).

Dr. Leak claims that, “a stay is essential to prevent any further ruin of Dr. Leak’s
personal and professional life.” (Appellant’s Motion, p. 6). As the Franklin County Court
of Common Pleas has consistently ruled on these matters, there must be a showing of
something more than the usual professional and personal consequences that would
naturally flow from the loss of a professional license. The Tenth District Court of

Appeals reviewed Dr. Leak’s request and found that no such unusual hardship has been

3 Although the State acknowledges that Common Pleas Court decisions are not typically
relied on by this Court as a matter of course, on this issue these are the only cases that
analyze what constitutes unusual hardship pursuant 1o R.C.119.12.



shown by Dr. Leak. Dr, Leak has failed to show unusual hardship as required under the
first prong of the test set forth in R.C. 119.12, therefore, his motion for a stay of the
Board’s Order should be denied.

2. Dr. Leak’s continued practice would threaten the public’s'
health, safety and welfare.

Since Dr. Leak has failed demonstrated that he Will suffer an ﬁﬁusual hardship if
the Court denies his request for a stay, it is not necessary to consider the impact a stay
might have on the health and safety of the public. Essig, supra. However, even if it were
necessary to reach this part of the test, Dr. Leak could not demonstrate that his continued
practice would not pose a danger to the public.

The facts noted in the Tenth District’s decision clearly establish that Dr. Leak’s
continued practice is a threat to the public’s health, safety and welfare. The State’s
expert medical witnesses presented testimony that Dr. Leak had performed unnecessary
and invasive tests on patients, had failed to adapt his treatment methods and
recommendations based on the results of these tests, and that Dr. Leak had general
engaged in pain management treatment that maximized fees rather than providing critical,
individualized treatment to patients. Leak, 2011-Ohio-2483 at ¥ 4. Both of the State’s
experts also testified that these tests were ineffective or worthless from a diagnostic
standpoint and that each of Dr. Leak’s patients was referred for the same array of tests
regardless of pain symptoms or otherwise assessable factors and circumstances
underlying the complaints of pain. Id. at§ 11. The experts further opined that the testing
ordered and conducted by Dr. Leak lacked sufficient documentation in the patients’

medical records, establishing fundamental reasoning or medical judgment underlying the



need for the tests and little follow up or invocation of the test results when proceeding to
prescribe pain medication and treatment for those patients. Id.

The Board’s Order in his case was issued on August 13, 2008. Dr. Leak was
granted a stay starting in September of 2008 and running all the way until the Tenth
District Court of Appeals decision issued on May 25, 2011, a period of approximately
thirty-three (33) months. The potential for abuse if another stay is granted by this Court
is significant. By failing to meet the minimal standard of care with the patients at issue,
Dr. Leak demonstrated that he cannot be trusted to safely practice medicine. The Board’s
Order has now been reviewed and upheld by two different courts on appeal. Dr. Leak has
not presented any evidence in his Motion to Stay that would show that he has
discontinued the dangerous prescribing and treatment that caused the Tenth District to
affirm the Board’s revocation Order. In fact, Dr. Leak acknowledges in his Motion that
he has not altered his practice since the Board found it to be below the standard of care.
Appellant’s Motion, p. 6. Keeping Dr. Leak in a position where he still has access to
patients creates a risk to his patients’ safety.

B. Dr. Leak Has Not Demonstrated a Strong or Substantial Probability of
Success on the Merits.

It is virtually impossible for Dr. Leak to demonstrate a strong or substantial
likelihood of success on the merits of this case prior to filing his Memorandum in
Support of Jurisdiction or a brief on the merits. In fact, it is unlikely that the Court will
even choose to review the Tenth District’s decision in this case because it does not
present an issue of general or great public interest and does not invoke a substantial

constitutional question.



Furthermore, this matter is a companion case to Brian Frederic Griffin, M.D. v.
State Medical Board of Ohio (10th Dist.), 2009-Ohio-4849. A discretionary appeal was
filed October 9, 2009 with the Court. Dr. Leak’s case is nearly identical to that of Dr.
Griffin in that the same allegations were made against each physician. However, the
Board issued different disciplinary sanctions for Dr. Griffin since he was a student
working under Dr. Leak’s direction and was not responsible for setting up the illegitilﬁate
nerve testing scheme that Dr. Leak was exclusively responsible for instituting. This
Court declined to review Dr. Griffin’s discretionary appeal of the Tenth District’s
decision upholding the Board’s Order and issued a decision dismissing Dr. Griffin’s
appeal on December 30, 2009. Therefore, it is unlikely that this Court will choose to
review the decision by the Tenth District in this case.

Should the Court choose to review this case, however, Dr. Leak cannot show a
likelihood of success on the merits given his unsuccessful challenge of the Board’s Order
revoking his certificate to practice on both the Common Pleas Court level and on the
Appellate Court level. Dr. Leak raised four assignments of error to the Tenth District, all
of which were unanimously overruled.

C. Neither the Court of Appeals nor this Court is Bound by the Decision of
the Commeon Pleas Court to Grant a Stay of the Board’s Order.

Dr. Leak argues in his Motion for Stay that the Court of Appeals was required to
grant him a stay because the lower court found him entitled to a stay. Ile argues that the
Court of Appeals is bound by the lower court’s decision unless it finds an abuse of
discretion.

On January 13, 2010, the Court of Common Pleas granted Dr. Leak’s third

request for a stay pending his appeal to the Tenth District. The decision expressly states



that enforcement of the Court’s decision “will be stayed during the appeal of this matter
to the Tenth District Court of Appeals or further order by that court.” Thus, once the
Court of Appeals rendered its decision, the lower court stay automatically expired. At
that point, the decision by the Tenth District to deny Dr. Leak’s stay was not a review of
the lower court’s actions, but a new action by the reviewing court. There has been no
showing by Dr. Leak that the Tenth District Court of Appeals abused its discretion in
denying Dr. Leak’s most recent attempt to stay the Board’s Order.

MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO APPELLANT’S MOTION TO
EXPEDITE AND REQUEST FOR ORAL HEARING

Dr. Leak filed a request for a stay on June 29, 2011 accompanied by a motion for
expedited relief and request for an oral argument or informal conference. The Board
submits that no oral hearing is necessary, as Appellant’s motion and the state’s response
provide sufficient information for the Court to issue a decision.

As to the application of the Board’s Order, the Board’s original Order, mailed on
August 15, 2008, states that it “shall become effective thirty days from the date of
mailing” of the Board’s Order. The thirty days began to run on the date of mailing,
August 15, 2008. Dr. Leak obtained a stay of the Board’s Order on September 9, 2008.
thus, twenty-four days had run before the Board’s Order was stayed. In accordance with
R. C. 119.12, the Common Pleas Court’s entry of September, 9, 2008 stated that the stay
would expire fifteen months after the filing of the notice of appeal, or when the court
issued its decision, whichever came first. The notice of appeal was filed on August 25,
2008, and the fifteen-month period required by statute expired on November 25, 2009.
On November 23, 2009, the common pleas court extended the stay over the Board’s

objections that the statute did not permit extension of the stay.
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The common pleas court iésued a decision on the merits on December 15, 2009,
affirming the Board’s Order permanently revoking Dr. Leak’s license. Dr. Leak appealed
to the Tenth District Court of Appeals and filed a request for additional stay pending
appeal with the common pleas court. The common pleas court issued an entry granting
the motion on January 13, 2010. The Tenth District- Court of Appeals unanimously
affirmed the lower court and Board Order in a decision issued May 24, 2011. The entry
was issued on May 25, 2011, thus ending Dr. Leak’s stay. Dr. Leak filed a motion for
expedited consideration of yet another request for stay pending his appeal to this Court.
The Tenth District Court of Appeals denied that request, ruling that Dr. Leak had not
demonstrated entitlement to a stay pursuant to R.C. 119.12.

As discussed above, twenty-four days passed between the original mailing of the
Board’s Order and the common pleas court’s first stay. Further, more than six days have
passed since the expiration of the common pleas court’s most recent stay. Thus, the
thirty-day period provided in the Board’s Order has already expired, and there is no need
for oral argument on this issue. The Tenth District Court of Appeals correctly
determined that Dr. Leak has not demonstrated that he is entitled to further stay of the
Board’s Order.

III. CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing, the Board respectfully requests this Court deny Dr,
Leak’s motion for a conditional stay of the Board’s August 13, 2008 Order which
permanently revoked his certificate to practice medicine and surgery in Ohio. Dr. Leak
has been granted almost three years of practice since the Medical Board permanently
revoked his medical license. He has had no success in arguing his appeal. The

companion physician in this case, Dr. Griffin, had no success in his appeal.  The
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likelihood of success on any further appeal is remote. To allow Dr. Leak the ability to

practice during the duration of this appeal could endanger the health, safety and welfare

of the public. The Board respectfully requests that this Court deny Dr. Leak’s motion for

stay. Moreover, the Board asks this Court to deny Dr. Leak’s motion for oral argument.
Respectfully submitted,

MICHAEL DEWINE (0009181)
Ohio Attorney General

EYIE C. WILCOX* (0063219)

* Counsel of Record

Assistant Attorney General

Health and Human Services Section
30 East Broad Street, 26" Floor
Columbus, Ohio 43215-3400

(614) 466-8600

(614) 466-6090 facsimile
kyle.\nrilcox@ohioattomeygeneral. gov
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a true and accurate copy of the foregoing Appellee State
Medical Board of Ohio’s Memorandum in Response to Appellant’s June 29, 2011 Motion
for Stay of Execution of Judgment During Appedl, and Memorandum in Response io
Appellant’s June 29, 2011 Motion to FExpedite and Request for Oral Hearing was served
via regular United States mail, postage prepaid this 5% day of July, 2011, to Douglas E.
Graff, Esq., James M. McGovern, Esq., Levi J. Tkach, Esq., 604 East Rich Street,

Columbus, Ohio 43215, counsel for W. David Leak, M.D.
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”':';cation z:f ﬂemonsu‘atés

“ﬂl&L an upusual bardship to the appellant
will resul‘c ﬁ:om the ex 4":’111:1013 of ‘ché} agency’ s order pending determination of the

appeal ? aﬁd that “ti‘iE health, safety and welfare of the public will not be
threa’cened by suspensmn of the order.” R.C. §119.12.
The materzal beLore this court does not demonstrate any “unusnal

hardshlp to Lbe appe]lan‘t ag ﬂmaL phrase has been construed in a mumber of

b Appt].la"n ﬂrst sobnitted Ms Rockwood’s letter to the cotrt with 1o indication it had been shered with
counsel for the Medical Board, The court’s staff has confirmed that it has now been served on Board
counsel. The éourt is filing the letter for the record, and considers itin mling on the stay reqnest.
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DrioT czju—t decisions ra“mewed by counsel for the Medical Board in their legal

brief. More uﬁportam{’h' a prepond&“aﬁce of the evidence hefore this court does
not demonstraté that & health aﬁd safety of *he public would not be threatened
if this cfimrt suspenﬂs pil Medical B@ard order.

hD cturt takes s’.”;"pansion 5f a doctor’s license lightly. Furthermore, grave

concerﬂ:, have beeﬂ e" ressed by M‘: Rockwood COGCErRIng possible harm that

J5¥e-income community in Fairfield County. However, this
“fhoroughly éxamired. In eVery case the decision of the

MeriLc_] Board is eﬁ fed to weight Lecause the Board includes praciicing

members of the prof'f

woTk. Bew»nd thnt 3

i WbDbE‘, pducation and experience contribute to their
erefice i dye the Bosrd stmply because that is hew Ohio
law 15 vmtten the B- érd not the court system, bas primary jurisdiction over

prafeb&onal hcensu : mhm this state.

li\;'e is c_ﬁstom ; here a Medlcal Board hearing examiner Arst received
emdeﬁce : Faﬂoxmg ’that, he Trbtesa report to the full Board in which he
-ecorrunended sancHe ﬁs apainst the Doctor. Thereafter, a second hearing was
held bbfore thé full B é:fd at whjc:h ) Leuﬁ/oy s case was teexamined. © Prior to
the %111 Board ] consﬁ?;irah@n of hls Casa, Dr. LeuVoy filed written objections to
the he rﬁg ekamméij’“é Report’ amd Recommendation. D, LeuVoy was also

penmfte& to afldress fﬁe f1ilk Boafffd

Beﬁond the dé:flarence orcﬁnarﬂﬁ given to a Board decision in evaluating a
s‘ca}r i‘equegt it this ﬁmcular cﬁsé f‘ae court believes additional deference is due
ihe Ddairﬁ bechuse thi gave mﬁsﬂ&lﬁ héaghtened review to the case. At leastin
part;, t"tn% heightenbd Teview éccurted because some Board members had
dlfﬁ(?li ’Ey undérstanﬂfg “the st@i‘y \iging only their hearing officer’s Report and
Reoommenaahon

(pp. 6 and 9, "Draft Minutes” of the Board’s Sept. 16, 2006
hea_rmg) As & result Dr. Egﬁez Emd Dr. &teinbergh, in particular, reexamined for

themsei Es the und ying e’wdence m individual instances of patient care. They

focuséd ujpon practi } things hke ihe time of day when a pediatric paiient’s
7 mechclﬂe was presrmbed by Dt LeuVoy (since late in the day the drug Ritalin
canses sleepmg mobiéms} and. how +he Doctor’s charts memorialized his basis

for dmgﬁosmg patl&ﬁts *mth ADHD ot dlabetes or hyperlipidemia.” As to the

S 2



latter, L‘mey condudéd 'ﬁhe pesulfs of [Appeﬂart’ s pafient] testing arent in the
record.” (P30 of lha 'Dmﬁ Mmues ' of Sept. 16, 2000 J
Tl* omuvhness i ;)la:ﬂ X4 ehident m the way individual members of the

Mecncal Boar(i exam'

4 and chtmsceﬁ this case. The Board was in 0O Se0SE
metely mbbpr sLaInD’L 5 ihe wotk of a hearing examiner. (Sometimes, in this
court’s txpemenace Atk lsiratrva agenmes ave unable 1o offer <uch a thorough
Teview c}ver and abmre Pt work of mau hearing ezamniner.)

Thdividual camfm%nﬁ by Boarc members ave not NeCesSariy dispositive,
bt 1eWed coﬂec:uvef’ '- thé*y refleck what appear 0 be fair well-documented
cﬂﬁmsrﬁs of D Leu 2 pahem care. For instance, Dr- Stembewh expressed

the \new that “the numitier &f paﬁen’ﬂs fhat Pr. LeuVey saw pPet day ¥ =+ onfirmed

for her: fethat he gees € ely too many people 2 day and doesn’t have the time o
pﬁtovzde% what this Bom“d conswc'iarq to be appropriate care for the patients in

rade Lbe same observation about how Dr. LeuVoy was

. (P 11) Adjectives used by Board members 0 describe
thelr , ﬁarofessidnai on to Br LeuVoy's standard of practice are also
instrudtiver “it's hey_ is” (p. 12 ) “He’s niot Kept ups whether he was ever up’”

(p- 13)'; ‘ri‘ns practlce nowledga base is just deplorable” (p. 13); “what be has

g;wen 15 not appropry care.” (p 13“1 Based upon the Draft Mimutes, Dr. LeuVoy

is forti g]_T:La‘r@ th’lt the B frd dld nb;t ﬁet‘ﬁlaiienﬂy revoke his right to practice.
So far as the t‘iﬁ

Ms Rc)cktf#ood who perteive Dr. I' ’:th:y should be permitted t0 continue to serve

t chnl iél'{ #rafii the record presently before it, those like

the uﬁndeﬁ;ewm, otvidncome pﬁpl.ua’tnon of Fairfeld County cught to have no

1 Boa:tdlx is Basty, or comehow predisposed against Dr.
5. Rockw._ d has identified serious needs of an apparently
under’c’serVed popula 1513, Howe"»fm, t'la tigk of harm o those patients will not be
lessenéd antl mdaéd may be emhamae& __ 3§ someone whom the state Medical
Board ﬁnds 1&(:1(8

conhﬁue "@romdmg substanda:d medical care to that population. it js O answer

ic knovﬂedve eiperience, and judgment is allowed fo

toa rﬁeﬂicaﬂy umdet- _'Erved v"roup o saf,? w1l Jet you keep a bad doctor.” Other
mﬂdmal provlders ni Fmrﬁaid Coﬁnty who could step up and fill 2 piblic health

need mus‘t uzxﬂers’cahﬁ that ]flh: LE:u\l 0¥ 15 no longer the answer.

s



p pellant has m}*ﬁ jusiﬁed a stay, pending appesl. The motion for & siay

Den&‘lg full review of Di: [ éuVoy s appeal is, therefore, D NIED.

IT IS SO ORDEY{ED

Cﬁpleg to

7. Tullié Rodgers, Bsq]
1606 Lancaster, Avenud
Reynoldsburg, OH G

Counsel for Apﬁ@ﬂam Dr. LeuVo v o

Kyle C Wﬂcov
Assistant Attomey
ea,ih and Human S ;

30 Rast Bréad Street gt Floor -

Columbus; OH 432153428 :
Counsel for the Medlcal Bosrd




IN THE COURT OF CGMMO*\T PLEAS FRANKLIN COUNTY OHIO
: ' CIVIL DIVISION

< e 2%
BPﬂJamm Gill, D.O,, Case No. 07 CVF-09-11839 o TR
N . - = :E"‘\' -ﬁ‘-
: _ o o
Appﬁllanf . Judge Brown o o S
. [ =1
; . -~ purif e
‘ ' L . o =
State Médicaleard Bt Dhlo, - ' _ <
Apé}é}léé:-i |
DECISION ﬂﬁi}ENfi@? msmﬁa APPELLANTIS MOTIGN FOR STAY,
© FILED JUNE 9, 2006
Tﬁis ﬁzat’éer is balore the coun on sppellant’s Motion for Stay filed
on September 7 Appe_llec nled its - Memorandum Contra
%ppeﬂants Motlon ] iE* Stay on Sébtember 10, 2007. In his motion,
{ 11 . 0. *-noves. the court to stay the August 8, 2007
order of e‘.mppe:llee ﬂ‘l& State Medwaﬁ Board of Ohm (“the Board”),
permaﬂ én‘dy re‘voklng '}us hc&nf‘se to pracﬁce medicine.
g vemed by R.C. 119.12, which provides thatin an
i m an orde:t‘ 61" the Board a stay of Board order may be granted:
LT it i the cour‘t that &an unusual haidsth to the
ATID ,!3:13111: el rFEkult from *fhe exzecution of the AgEnCcy's order
pending the 161 Aination bf the appeal, and the health, safety
and relfare of the pubhc 'mll hot be threatened by stay of the
ordefi ‘
The ﬁhng Df an adnﬁmstratwe appeal dees not automaticajly entitle an
appellant to = stay rﬁf e‘{ecuuun mf the administrative order pendmg
Judmlal ‘rev'.tew
Dr Gill argueg that he il suffer. inusual hardship abid. iH A HY
SEP 7287007
SERVICES SECT



Case No: 07 CVF-08-1 i_"lgalg

lrrer‘arable m;u“y if tht% Ehard’ o*ﬁef is allowed to take efiect while this

drnnusf‘:atve appeal m p&ﬂdmg fﬁr. (il asserts that, as 2 solo

titer Lmusua_l hardship consisting of loss of mmcome,

loss oi Tms Tﬂoperty rﬂmed to his practice, loss of his client ba_se, loss of

his empioyees, a_ni s of staﬁdmg in the cornmumity. Dr. Gill further

aSSETS that the pubﬁig héalth, %afery, and welfare will not be threatened

& the chder is staydd because Dr. Gill was permitted by the Board 0

practicé meédicing diiting the three. years :hat his case was pending
before T}le Boaja
II‘t response ths Baard augues that Dr. Gill has not dernonstrated

elther O.L thie necessaﬁ‘gf requu-ements, znd therefore, is not entitled to &

- stay Df the Boa:rd 5 o'.ﬂer The Board asserts that Dr. Gill has presented

ne ev1dt‘znce of algurri&int to estabhsb that the hardships he has.ldentiﬁegfi_f

{
are unusual“ as retimred b}r R C 119.12. According to the Board, Dr.

Gill's 1038 t}f mcome, property, employees clients, and practice are all the

: natuz*al rc?s‘ult of thé revocaﬁoﬁ Df hls medical license. Additionally, the

Boa_rd as%rts that the pubhr: hea_'th safety, and welfare will be

thr@atehéd if Dr. Gﬂl is perrmtted {5 continue to practice medicine.

Altbougn ‘the Board Eallowecl hlm,.gto practice while the adrninistrative

proceedm%& were pehdmg the Board asserts that the administrative

-pmceeﬂm‘gs ultﬂnatéiy demonstrateﬂ fhe serious deficiencies with Dr.

Gill's =p;rac:t1ce, d ‘that 111 order to protect the public, such deﬂcmnt _

practicés éi’hmﬂd not Be perrmtteei tb continue.

Page 2 of 3.



Cese No. 07 CVE-09-1 1836

Upor ‘f—f:ulew of the evidesice and arguments before the court, the

court £nds that DL ] Has faﬂeu b demonstrate that he will suffer an
unusaal hardshm if tlﬁ Hoard’s ordét is not stayed. The loss of mcome,

property?,: clrenn.s e—r} odes, aﬂ& fc:putation are all inherent results o3

the revocahbion of a Ii‘l Eﬂcéﬁ hcense DT 311 has not derncnstrated that

he wﬁl guffar some AL ttipnat hardahrp as a result of the court’s failure

to Si.a)f ths': ievocaudﬁ:_'ol his leeénse. 'I‘He court further ﬁnds that the

"~ Board féw"und séveral

below ":_iiheg a;:ceiat d standa:d of practice, inchuding deﬁcient
recordl{jcf;fepipg amj. J se of prescnpuon drugs in treating patients.
‘_Given the Board’é ﬁﬁat'e ﬁiﬁdings regarding the state of Dr. Gill’s
prachce ihé (:ourt et clﬁdes ﬂiﬁt: based on the hmited record before af,

- L ve that the pub].lc health, salety and welfare could

Fﬁ)l‘ the foregi \Z reasons the court-finds that Dr. Gill has not

de*nonstrated that & %tay is appmpnate in this case. Therefore Dr. Gill's

Tidge Eric Brown

Date ; ' _ ‘

Motion ?D Stay is DENTED

Copzes to

Ehzabefh Colhs couﬁsel for appeﬂaﬁt

K}'ﬁ& W1 ’tco‘? assmtan‘ﬁ a*ttomey g&ner‘al

Page 303

aSLéaDces th which. Dr. Gill’s medical practice 1611 ‘




ST
".«E I: l’...-:l: oo

OHID’
cg JuL 19 BH & 33

CLERA O COURTS

N PLEAS OF FR LRNKL\ W COUNTY.

IN T%E CDU%T GF Cm“f‘o

Hazem S Garada M D

Pmﬁeﬂam
Case No. geCVF0B-4873

Judge Lisa L. Sadler

A;}pm

LLANT'S MOTION FOR STAY

| '\; oVERRULING APPE

Q{_ﬁ day of Juty, 1998,

F%Eﬂdered thls

SJE\DLER; JUD GE.
on seeking i order staying the

e 1he couﬁ u;:aon a moti

Board”) which s 10

i hts maﬁer is b
e Mgdical Boarﬁ (“‘Lhe

e subject of this

c&suam @1 ‘ihE Siai

e apybeal K{f—apel tent ar@ueG

resulf if the

de
e Bardship will

{hat an u-nd

admmlsira‘uv
@ %D take eﬁeci

oL 11812, which pr
granted’ i it appear

vecution of {he agency's

d's mder i5 aﬂowe
1 from

-%bar
ovides that in an appea

peal is gbvemed by F%

fis ap
s to the court

@1 ihB S‘iaie M@ﬁlcai Board a stay can be

dsh 1’3 io the ac}pel ant

A order
tha’t an Umi“*-iﬂk har wilt result from the €
g {he terminahon of ’the appea |, and {ng health, salety and wellare ot the

ordef pér\diﬁ
- The Board argues that |

nﬁ;i be ihrea’té ne

public ¥ \fli‘nll d by §uspensxon ot the ofder.
,\Ppeilam héas not sa’tis?ed both @1 {hese requwemen‘ls and therefore is not entittiec 10 @ '

stay Ui the mder
June 9 199_85 {the BDa

revoking appeﬂant's certificate

d 155ued its order
pcalion Was stayed,

On
aie of Ohio. Therev

e rnedlc‘:me m ihe St

Luihorizing him 1 pféfiffffc




ant's Ceﬂiﬂ(:a“te wﬁ% riotead suspended or an ingefinii® period of time, not
i had been

h&‘e Eoé'id‘s gecision wWas {hat appelian

vad {ailed 10 18RO

and .appei
ths. The bc45|5 10r ]

Ofﬁfd ot | v"&Ed\C\ﬁe

d a discipinary

e

| ioss than i chor
Séﬂdloned by ihe West Vlr@ima B
‘the wesl \hlg ma Boam \aint which had been
& Ke‘ihiuwy B@a(d of %Jaedicat.l_icensure,
ine Board's Ofderin ihis case

1 :mues tm%t {ailue 18 stay oxecution of

hirm. Appe\iani n
ginia \aw, {he sus

ﬁpoeu an
ucual hardship on o longer pra_cilces _meo”sc:}ne in Ohio,

1 \hrg;ma tnger Vit

penéion of appellant’s

will work &t uﬂ
UEEE {o pmctlce n
Virginia ficense. pppeliant

bu’i contin
Uspe nsion of his

ioﬂa‘ur‘ally jead ib
an undué nardship

sion in \/\fgima s

hal sinCe he pracis

Ohio icensm mﬂ au
which would

is aumr‘tam*: Euspen

claims that 1h
In audr’hiﬁﬁ appe'u ant. arguesi es in Virginia, the
gris

9 B Ohio WIH not D

ugtify the, siay
and weﬁarﬁ of ihe pécpi e threatened i the ord

hea ith, Safé'{y‘

s‘iayed
courts {nroughout Ohio

AS f:osrﬂed out Dy morandum conira,

1Fse Board it me
\al ol ihe nghi iop

ractice medicine ig not an

eid tha‘i 'me mera deﬁ
y. The {act that

e. repea‘tefily n
1Assembi .

v

?nu:uak“ harrﬁcmp as é@niemplmtad by the Genera

appe tia m s Uai‘amta hoeﬁge will be amomamauy 5u5pended as & result of the é(:i'\on ol
sh\pimposed upon him unusua " The

h wou\d exist if appell lant was stil

me hardship whic

1ed is exﬁt}ﬂy ihra sa
{ with thOSE couris

h rdshxp crea
d Dhlb and ih 5 cour‘l lS in agreemen
dship 8 required D

ety and welfare of the

which have found

‘prac’ucmg i
y the statute.

me\hmg greaier 1h
p@ laﬂt S argumem {

am is allowed 10

an 1he abons hat

{hat 50
ith, sal

o m addmon ap
is noi aﬁected i mppell

peoéﬂé (ﬁ Oh
| A0

hal 1he hea

continue 10 practice I Virginia is




. Legisletll

~ct Dersusct‘f’s =8 C 'Hﬁ 2 olel= nt:si firmit the consideration wh’&cﬁh must be givenio

the p’U'Di ety 16 thog@ peopla wi’“{é d(;ju,_-;ily five in Ohio. 't appears ihat the Virginia

) aoopied ‘&e {neaz:ure au{oma‘ucaliy suspending licenses of those dociorg

wWhose h(:ehseg have be%éﬁ suspenfﬁed in other staies as a way of proteciing its own

citizens. The mere fam méz the only oetéons who may notentially be affected by
v £

; { o e
aopel am g r:oﬂ med r)ré%:uce (s} meoecma reside 0 Virgint \a does not, thhout moie,

!
lead 10 ihe CDﬂC Lo 1h'at a siay lssued ‘n this Case would not harm {he public Realth

cafety and welfare.

Accordﬂﬂiy appg[iant s motion jor an order staying sxecution of the order of {he

Siate Meéical Board is fereby O\]E*HF%UE-_ED_

LISA L. ADLER, JUDGE

Copies {oR

Er c 2l mk ;
Counsei for App&’ﬂant

James f\fl MCGDvem ,
Asststam attornay Getieral

KIQ::



: o % B
i ) 3 H .

‘;,—:E,:L;M&W.

. _/Jr’,_l,—//__—’__.a S
L}q\ 11 THE C COURT o:; COMMOR PL £xS, FFS
P E

\' Spkum&? Roy!

RendEféd +his o

MCGRJV?;:?H, I
Thls métter cam

Appél

ﬁ‘revoked

medlCina

1lcehSe during tﬁE appeél

nd that he wxliﬂ
Board 5 Drde: \p

sful @n

pert

ey

Pdmlnlstrativ
Memorandum

7 Appeliee 's
from This Ccou

e before £h

lant seceks fir
e State Medl

Appellant 5 -

.k dhat the SY
d be an ynusu

process woul

”étrong grounds

Dtes that T

thé appeal o
Board,afaue

fgues that

lnEnt P
a potice of
erate 2
gency.

cal poard ©

uaﬂ hardsn1

art, B- c. §1

.
Contra and
i aﬁ.order
£ ohio {“the

License to practice

Spension of his medical

al hardshiP

for reversal of the

he court of AP
ng thus hopas

e SHSPEHS ion:

P exists for Rppellant

ApDellaﬁt‘s appeal is
's motion ©To

+he court £inds

as setbt forth in

19 .12 provides:
appeal ghall

g asuspanﬁion
« % In the



ne state meafcal

& suspanm*ol
L.D T.hp

nty ComnDTl Pleas Case HNO-

Statutorv help

19805, SUPMlt Cou

t(MaLch lu

jtele case iaw eT

_‘iE.’“C}Gl%, thEre 15\5@:‘1{ 11
@ésinition of However;
that rppusud

hardsnlp”

“unusual
1 nardsnip” means more

o practice medicine- giabocheva
1985)— Manonin

The rémoval of &

‘the right €
(March i5; g County

uﬂreported

herently mea
111 be ynable EO make 2 1iving

ho- 84CV 393,

rleas Caﬁe
ns that the person

Conmén
e O pra@?lc
being, remqved o

llceﬂ e medJC1ne

whos# licenseﬁ

practloang medi&ine Detause in order ®O p'actlce medicine,; #

11¢%ﬁ53 is néﬁ&%sa:yu in the ctatute: ”haLdshlp is modified

wit§=tﬁe wqﬁé'"unusﬁ%§“+ This court 1nterprets +hat a8
g Slaturgslntended a2 moxé€ unusual,consequence in

meahing the lea
g implY not Ppeing

Drdér to suspéﬁd th
ablé L5 practiﬁe medﬂcine .
;ffa; Euifhermore;w.%he conrt must alsc take into
conglbgfatloﬂ'%ﬁe healtﬁhF safety and weliare DF the public if
tﬁilgntfs motion 15 granted. appellant was convicted by &
l e - of theft in violatlon of

__felony ‘cbuﬂts

Hhe théfts were CO
Specificallyf

mmitted in the cOUurse of
appellant_was

ical piactlce
Mutual

deleVlng
/Blue shiel
ilant's med
flndlng t

deCELVihg and
d BIUE Cross

2rce Comﬁépy an a of Ohio of moneyY-
t flnds that because nppe scal license Das

he poard’s hat appellant

VQKEd;'dué st
.fplony Ln £h
is & Eflma facie

e course >

acle threat o the hea



aqd welLa:e Df

nt Lo CO sctice ™

ppﬁeﬁld Bi ﬁue ujﬁL

of th& aDDegl'

ahd uel

'safety
vwctions yere CO

s felony con
racticer and not in some pther

g to nis pre
ament rhat he has
+ the Court finds this

%se_piﬁﬁis meditél D

(= uncohnecte

fegsicn.

arg a “strond

"k Apvellﬁnt s

cod dFHSﬂ¢CéEUlﬂg on his aPPEﬁ7:

to bE In RO ohioc State. medical Board
(1992):.610 ﬁg%‘éa 562, uhe court -f nppeals reversed and
1 fEVDGatiDﬂ'OIﬁEf, However, it

man the’ Bwérd s Dflglﬂa
I3 & vE¢y ﬁaf B rev@vsal The iou

T “[L ased up@n the holdlng o
£ t achan must PE
inte can51d

rt of appeals heid at

£ Brost, WE® conclude

ard has taken -
of the board’s

respectlve
+he Court of appeals

as it aid in prost ¥ ohio

It remanded the

- sang 1ons
in ecsence,

although the

aii sf the provided 3N
extremely doubtful pof the

”he Cburt is
to not revoke his

g the poard
1  once and when

in R.C-. 54731.22(B) -

nt persuadln
revoked

11 lSﬂa sahctum1 as prVlded
COULE.flﬂdE no merit iM pppellan

stayed th

'alraady

£'s argument

uxihermoref
rder once

that b#cause
'withls tou

e fevocatlcr ]

ﬁis.cougﬁ h&as
rt Shduld do t
tely dlffETE
m'j;.;_élf”’_ g e stay the T

Céuft ‘hereby . QENIES App@llant 5 Iﬁotion  for
:igi%tratlve prdexr Penalng appeal -

2in. The posture of

he same ag
n it was when Judge

nt now tha

irst £ime . Actordingly, the

Suspenéion of




|
\

prepalé and Subm¥h a1

CouﬁEEI for ﬁD@eilee chail
lthlﬁ ten {10) day

_prlatc judgménL antry W s of receipt of
[ (]

Dec151oﬂ, pprsumnt vo LoC. R. 25.0%.

P
ol
\"" ’(}

r

.

Jeremy‘Gllﬁéﬁ;ﬁr
Aftotnmfs 3L

anne C- Ee#fyl
gl httdrneg general

Aséistan

Vg




1 THE (‘:oum* f‘JF como}»z PLERS,

\ s AFLIH ~OUNTY, OHY
% :rv:f DIVISION

DGE REECE
- o
— -
AR v
N
~
=T o
- o
N el =
1894 . = i
R
' b.ﬂ’.._' .
[ )

c

i

1ant’s HMocioh

2EECE, < -
ars upon appel

beOIa the CC

ptember 5, 18583
o Appellant’s Request.

This matber 3is

In'response,

for Sug%gnalon of @rder flled on 5e
ee filed a ﬁamoraﬁdwm 111 C@poSltlon t

n oﬁ Drder on RugLSt 20,

Ppp811
1893 .

for Saspﬁﬂ%l@

Pufsuant ro R. (."l' ' § 119 12, RE

ﬁor an., @raer Stayiﬁg the Btate of Ohio Department of Insurance’s

g all of the: Eppel1ant s 1Y
orders and

n of thls ADDE

censes. qppellant asserts

firder rEVOk:Ln
cutlbn OE th £ his

penalﬂg the

suspension o

e Pﬁﬁellee 5
eal'hereiﬁ

'Lbat exe

nce l1censa@ determlnatlo

1nsura
unusﬁal hardshlp n contrast,'thé rppellee argues

:would be an
o) armisual hardship

he cusp@ swon because

}*gaznst € ¢ believes n

f:or Pppel lant
raer pendind

_ ex1st5
uspension ')

The auﬁﬁorWty fDI granting a S

E 119 { 5 which: P! pertinent park:

rovides ir

of appeal shall not

The flliﬂ
automatically Dperate as a suspen51on of the
order 4F an agency - 1f it appears ro the

of - a notlce

1




reed opinion Eg,ﬂjﬂ

gyl b County CommioD Pleas.”

1% very q{ittle casE taw OT ctatubory
’uﬁusual harashlp Hrwever, SOTE

The [eTl jrgelt Dresupposes

rhat CHeTE would ne & hardshlp in
ne of these types of _. TherefoI&: ig mast

c?lcally EJEfy.

& that @he Wawmaker mean hey said when the

pra
t.just'what T

e cochudB
”unusuai was 1ﬁcluéed

= that 8% m 1egislabure

eaning the

[ 1ntef@rét

rder £LO cuspend the order

wntendéﬁ a _ual conseduemce in ©
’:-%—

of removai than %EhpWy n@t me;na

able LO sell insurance. That

ag in

case 15 ce:tainly crue

Ehefe W‘ll b? a
e has heen o showing'that

The

'xecezved seven;ﬁ?)
_He represents he was licensed,with

Y and left them,lﬂ octo

nt pol&cxes he has gol@

ce Llfa Iﬁsurance Compan

quacy in S5€

kaCCldE
ber

1can Ser1

pmel
eving 1S policy -

use @f the Cambaﬁy ¢ inade

al manager o

of 1991 beca
ant assérts that 4 region

~f that company Wes

t's r351gnatlon and that ceveral of

alned to the gepartment were_encouraged.to'do







TLNT‘E\ }ﬁ:%rr ?7895;

& o FRANKLIN CO
! Heam‘t&Human

Qer\ﬂcec Seciion

T THE GGU”Hrp O‘E C
eorge W. B SSIgr _j
ij?eu ant, | | |
v, SRR bhed 110 94CVF 107097 chewardi ) e
o ' P -
. . A -: _i_x;_:.' . 0/;0,'%. % f:c- —’(‘fr
The State Meditat Roard of Lhio %%% . S
| AR
Ps?DEBEE . c %’. .%’ -
' | - o
S | . sE e Ty
7eo, ¢
s
‘ tﬁy DfN 'ﬁfember, 1904. Shewart; J.
‘ EE ihe Cow:t ‘upon Appellant Ceorge V- Foesigs totion for
ncy Ordsﬁiﬁ‘ ﬁled ori October 11, 1994, and Appeﬂee State pedical
1t1ori tf?;‘ Mcbtwn for Cryspensioh of AEentY Order

pursuant 1o E’i ¢.118. 12 which stales s in Perﬁﬂeni part
I, ﬁppeal fr@fm ihe state roedical bofzu:d or
armmng‘ Hoard, the court MEY g-;:-'_aﬁﬁ &
e couX b that

fix 38 ﬁtﬁmg'i&t appears 1o th
' wlt fro™ the

an Unusy dship £b the mppellant will res

Lydtution of tHe apent £ graer, pending glermin tion of

theé BpPpea al the heéj{b ‘aafety, 20 and weliare ofthes public
by guspension of the ordet. i

eat.tarie&

vnﬁ not be i
mrs far the court

deg two S?BQEC fﬁc o to consid €F when Jetermining
court shall ascertalnl

(j 110 12 pzo‘i’i
First, the

y th& exebution of ﬁn agérﬁcy’ s oraer-
t,hé ?amstence of unusual har&s}np to the appellant from comp]iance with the order.
;owng Uﬂusueﬂ hardg‘mp aﬂia»J aoks0m-

& | | wh&ther tD Sta
E as’ t'he bufden of p
{

The mowng party h



conbiLBd of B mFaﬁ . SERB, No. 86 CL- © 415 (CP, Gallia 811

il

1] suffer yndue hérdship and Qisasirovns

The Court ;s not persuaded that

State Medical Roard ¥- Alsleben (hiar.

' f‘ViD -3- DEiﬁ _meporied. Therefore,upon consideraticn

ot Appetl ant

~olnGes th as fajled O meet

‘th, safeby.
""the order- Having

fafﬂed to sahsfy runusual hardcmn," the Court need not

ned by the scu:pensmn of the order.

wﬂ.l be ﬂhreate
DENIES Appe’ﬂant’

5 Motion.

Baséé Lpon the f@fegomg, thé Com:’t hereby.

‘ n the sssue of ul'lul‘-uel hardship is

Fui"fher Appeﬁ ant's request for oi"a‘l jearing O

LENIED.
mqel for Appeﬂee ¢hell ibrtapar



	page 1
	page 2
	page 3
	page 4
	page 5
	page 6
	page 7
	page 8
	page 9
	page 10
	page 11
	page 12
	page 13
	page 14
	page 15
	page 16
	page 17
	page 18
	page 19
	page 20
	page 21
	page 22
	page 23
	page 24
	page 25
	page 26
	page 27
	page 28
	page 29
	page 30
	page 31
	page 32
	page 33
	page 34
	page 35
	page 36
	page 37

