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IN THE MATTER OF ’ - * BEFORE THE COMMISSION
MANSQUR G. PANAH, M.D. * ON MEDICAL DISCIPLINE
LICENSE NO. D 15506 * CASE NO. 86—-294

* * * * * * * * % * *

FINDINGS OF FACT,
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT
Based upon certain information coming to the attention
to the Commission on Medical Discipline (the ”Commission")l, the
Commission determined to charge Mansour Panah, M.D., License
Number D 15506, (the "Respondent”) with violation of §14-504(3)
of the Medical Practice Act, HeﬁlthAOccuéations AfticLe,
Annotated Code of Maryland: | .

Is guilty of immoral condust in the practice
of medicine. (§14=-504(3))

The chacrges were predicated on Respondent's tr2atment of three

patients who had filed complaints with the Commission.
Appropriate notice of the charges and the grounds from

which they arose was given to Respondent by letter dated October

23, 1987. A hearing was held on March 1, 1988 and May 31,

1988. The Commission members hearing the matter were: Ronald J.

Taylor, M.D., Chairman; Edilberto R. Beltran, M.D., Xarl H.

1 After July 1, 1988, the Commission will be merged
into the Board of Physician Quality Assurance.

2 prior to recodification of the Health Occupations
Article in 1981, the parallel physician disciplinary section was
set forth in Article 43, §130(8) (1969 Laws of Maryland, Chapter
469, §145(h)). ‘




Weaver, M.D., Claude D. Hill, M.D., Rose Mary Bonsack, M.D.,
Margaret McKean, Christine J. Moore and John T. Lynn, M.D.
Robert L. Roth, Assistant Attorney General, was Administrative
Prosecutor and the Respondent's counsel was Bruce L. Marcus,
Esquire. Susan B. Feldman, Larry Goldberg, Harry J. Matz and
Daniel J. O'Brien, Assistant At;orneys General, served as counsel
to the Commission. The State's witnesses included three former
patients, A, B and C.3
The witnesses for the Respondent were ten persons who
were either patients, employees or former employees. Respondent
also testified.

The following cxhibits were introduced:

State's EBxhibits

A Return Receipt

B Charge Letter which included patient
records of Patients A, B and C

C Standards of Obstetrics and Gynecologlc
Services

D Compendium of the Medical and Chirurgical
Faculty

E Black's Law Dictionary Definition -

Immoral Conduct
F Respondent's Motion to Dismiss
G State's Memorandum in Oppositiocn
H Decision by Commission

Defendant's Exhibits

13 Checks and Bills of Patient A
1B Checks and Bills of Patient A
1c Checks and Bills of Patient A.
1D Checks and Bills of Patient A
1B Checks and Bills of Patient A

. 3 witnesses names are coded to protect the patient's
confidentiality.



1F ’ Checks and Bills of Patient A
2 Office Photos - 2 pictures
3 Office Photos = 4 pictures
4 - Office Photos -~ 4 pictures
5 Black and White Lithograph

6 - Medical Record of Helen Kline; 8 pages
6A Medical Record

6B Medical Record

6C Medical Record

6D Medical Record

6E Medical Record

6F Financial Statement

6G Cytology Requisition

7 Medical Record Patient A

8 Qffice Chart

9 Financial Record

10 Letters from Employees and Patients

PINDINGS OF FACT

Based upoﬁ thc‘éyidence produced at the hearing, the

3Cbmmission finds thét: A
' 1. At all times"relevaﬁt to this céée; Reépondent was

a physician licensed to practice medicine in the State of

Maryland.

2. Respondent's medical specialty is in the field of
obstetrics and gynecology.

3. Ppatient A is a 40-year old woman who sought
obstetrical treatment and care for the birth of a child when she
was 30, in 1979.

4. Patient A testified that:

a. Respondent told her during her lagt three
weeks of pregnancy that he was in love with
her and could not wait until her pregnancy was
over "so that we could go together”;

b. Respondent émbraced her, held her, told her

that he loved her, kissed her on the lips and
fondled her breasts over her examination
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smock ;

c. Respondent did not always have a chaperone
present in the examination room;

d. Respondent stated when she was in the labor
room and no one was present that he loved her;
and '

e. She did not return for her six week checkup

because of Respondent's behavior.

5. Patient B, a 28-year old woman, sought
gynecological treatment from Respondent in 1978, when she was 18
years old. Patient B saw Respondent until 1983. Respondent was
the first gynecologist Patient B had consulted.

6. Patient B testfied that Respondent kissed her on
the lips and tried to stick his tonquelin her mouth. Patient B
testified that she dld not return to see Respondent aEter he'
tried to stlck his tongue in her mouth because she objected to .
his behavior. -

7. Patlient C, a 2l-year old woman, sought
gynecological treatment and care from Respondent in 1985 when she
was 18. Respondent was the first gynecoleogist Patient C

consulted.

8. Patient C testified that:

a. A chaperone was not always in the examining
room;
b. She had never had a breast examlnatxon before

consulting Respondent;

c. The chaperone was not in the room when
- Respondent examined her breasts;
d. Respondent kissed her on the lips on her first
visit;



e. Respondent repeatedly asked her for hugs,
kissed her on the lips and put his tongue in
her mouth;

£. Respondent gave her a breast exam at each
visit (although no breat abnormalities were
indicated), on visits 2 - 7 gave patient two
breast exams per visit and on one occasion
three breast exams in one visit;

qg. When she asked Respondent if there were any
breast abnormalities to warrant repeatad

breast examinations, Respondent stated that
she was beautiful and that she had "beautiful

tits";

ﬁ. Respondent asked her 1f he could come to visit
her at work, and asked her how she felt about
dating older men.

9. Respondent's witnesses testified that Respondent
khhgged‘and kissed=p§t§ents but, in theirc opinibn, this conduct
wds not "Sexﬁal" in-nature. |

10. The conduct described by all the State's and
Respondent's witnesses was consistent insofar as it iadicated a
pattern of behavior by Respondent involving physical contact with
patients that had no valid medical purpose.

11. Respondent's witnesses' testimony did not
contradict the testimony of Patients A, B and C insofar as the
Respondent's witnesses only related their respective experiences
with Respondent.

12. During the course of the hearing, Patients A, B
and C testiﬁ}ed in detail regarding Respondent's conduct toward

them. Patients A, B and C were questioned by the Commission and

cross—examined thoroughly by Respondent's attorney.



13. The éommigsion %ound the testimony of Patients A,
B and C credible, consistent and trustworthy.

l4. The relationship betweeﬁ a gynecologist and
his/her patients is one of trust ih which the patient is
dependent, vulnerable and relies upon the physician.

15. The relationship between an obstetrician and
his/her patients is some of trust in which the patient is
dependent, vulnerable and relies upon the physician.

16. There is no valid medical treatment that involves
sexual contact between patient and a treating obstetrician and/or
gynecologist during the course of medical treatment.
| 17. Respondent's benavior towardé Pé;ieht A, B and C
reflects ﬁuﬁerdus breaches of medical-ethics, and violations of
professional standards governing the ‘appropriate practice of

obstetrics and gynecology governing similarly situat:d Maryland

practitioners.

18. Respondent viclated the trust and dependency
placed in him by Patients A, B and C by engaging in sexual

contact with these patients.

CONCLUSION OF LAW

Based upn the foregoing Findings of Fact, the

Commission finds that the Respondent violated §14-504(3) of the

Medical Practice Act.

-

Is guilty of immoral conduct in the practice of

medicine,




ORDER

Based upon the foregoing Findings of Fact and
Conclusion of Law, on'this 7th day of June, 1988 by a unanimous
vote of those members of the Commission hearing this case it was
voted that it shall be hereby

ORDERED that the license of the Respondent, Mansour
Panah, M.D., to practice medicine be SUSPENDED for 45 days said
suspension starting not later than 30 days érom the date of the
serving of this Order on Respondent, thus allowing Respondent a
period sufficiency long enough to make arrangements for transfer
of his patients; and it is further

ORDERED that a copy of this Order he EiLor' ith the

’Board of Medical Examiners in accordance with §l4- 507 oE the

Health Occupatxon A lcle of the Annotated‘COde of Maryland; and

be it further

ORDERED that this is a final order and as such (s
considered a public document pursuant to State Goverament Article

of the Annotated Code of Maryland, §10-611, et se';.

ok Sy C 1

Ronald J. Taylor
Vice-Chairman
Commission on Medical Discipline

Signed this® '%£Dﬂ day of June, 1988 by the Vice-Chairman

of the Commission.
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NOTICE OF A RIGHT OF APPEAL

Pursuant to Health Occupations Article, §14-508,
Annctated Code of Maryland, any person aggrieved by a final
decision of the Commission under §14-504 of the Act, may take a
judicial appeal. The judicial appeal shall be made as provided
for a final decision in the Administrative Procedure Act, State
Government Article, Annotated Code of Maryland, §10-215 and the

Maryland B Rules of Procedures.
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£
Ronald J. Taylor, M.D.
Vice-Chairman .
Commission on Medical Discipline

N R : ‘ . , .
Signed this 35’ day of June, 1988 by the Vice-Chairman of

the Commission.




