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MEETING OF THE ARIZONA 

STATE BOARD OF DENTAL EXAMINERS 
MINUTES OF THE BOARD MEETING 

APRIL 13, 2007 
 
 
Board Members Present: 
Dr. Donald S. Altman, President 
Ms. Sharon L. Zastrow, RDH, Vice President 
Dr. Robert H. Foster 
Dr. Gregory A. Waite 
Dr. Joyce A. Rosenthal 
Mr. Jon B. Fiegen 
Ms. Catherine L. Bevers, RDH 
Ms. Susan C. Stevens 
Dr. Bruce A. Spigner 
 
Board Members Absent: 
Dr. Roy G. Daniels 
Mr. Jason D. Farnsworth 
 
Staff Present: 
Ms. Julie N. Chapko, Executive Director 
Ms. Pamela J. Paschal, Deputy Director 
Ms. Mary DeLaat Williams, Assistant Attorney General 
Ms. Nancy Chambers, Assistant Director 
Ms. Colleen R. Amos, Investigations Supervisor 
Ms. Sherrie Rowe, Licensure Manager 
Ms. Marsha Fuentes, Legal Administrator 
Ms. Terry Bialostosky, Legal Assistant 
 
NOTICE: 
 
Roll Call votes are recorded and provided as an attachment to these minutes pursuant to A.R.S. §32-3205 
which reads “If a disciplinary action requires a vote of Board members, the health professional regulatory 
Board shall conduct that vote by roll call. The Board shall maintain a record of each member’s vote.  This 
section does not prohibit a Board from using a Consent Agenda.” 
 
GENERAL BUSINESS 
 
Agenda Item No. 1 – Call To Order 
 
Dr. Altman called the meeting to order at 8:05 a.m.  
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Agenda Item No. 4 – President’s Report  
 

A. Report on American Association of Dental Examiners (AADE) meeting held in Chicago, 
Illinois.  

 
Dr. Altman reported that he, Ms. Chapko and Ms. Paschal attended the AADE meeting in 
Chicago.  Several testing agencies reported on their proficiency.  The ADA and the ADHA 
discussed their past year and their legislative agendas.  Dr. Altman will provide the Board 
members with literature if they wish to see it. 

 
Agenda Item No. 5 Executive Director’s Report     
 

A. Summary of current events that affect the Arizona State Board of Dental Examiners 
(This is the time for the Board President or Executive Director to give a brief summary on 
current events that affect the Board.  It is informational only and no discussion may 
occur.) 
 
Ms. Chapko announced that there were 91 days left before her retirement. 
 

B. Dr. David W. Crouthamel – Review, discussion and possible action regarding adverse 
occurrence report involving local anesthesia. 

 
Dr. Rosenthal felt this case was very well charted and Dr. Crouthamel’s referral was 
appropriate.  She commended Dr. Crouthamel on how well he handled this case. 
 
No action taken. 

 
C. Mr. Dario Roldan – Review, discussion and possible action regarding alleged illegal 

practice of dentistry without a license. 
 

Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Altman the Board voted to file an 
INJUNCTION against Mr. Roldan for practicing dentistry without a license.  MOTION 
PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
D. Review, discussion and possible action regarding 5-year Rule Review: R4-11-501 through 

R4-11-1002. 
 

Ms. Paschal provided the Board members with a draft copy for their review and informed 
them there were no changes at this time, but changes could be made in the future.  
Upon Board approval, the rules would be sent to ERRC by the April 30th deadline. 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Altman the Board voted to APPROVE the 
rule review.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
E. David Axel Anderson, RDH – Case 270048 – Review, discussion and possible action 

regarding acceptance of Voluntary Surrender. 
 

Ms. Chapko informed the Board that Mr. Anderson admitted to violating his agreement 
with the Board and has voluntarily surrendered his dental hygiene license. 
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Upon MOTION by Dr. Rosenthal, second by Ms. Zastrow the Board voted to ACCEPT the 
Voluntary Surrender of Mr. Anderson’s dental hygiene license.  MOTION PASSED 
UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
F. Review, discussion and possible action regarding draft Substantive Policy #21 

Recognition of Accreditation Entities. 
 

The Board had directed staff to draft a substantive policy statement regarding 
recognition of accreditation entities at the February Board meeting.  The draft was 
submitted to the Board for approval. 

 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Ms. Zastrow the Board voted to ADOPT 
Substantive Policy #21, Recognition of Accreditation Entities.  MOTION PASSED 
UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
G. Dr. Richard S. Chaet – Review, discussion and possible action regarding adverse 

occurrence report involving oral conscious sedation. 
 

No action taken. 
 
H. Review, discussion and possible action regarding Dr. Forbes E. Morse – Disclosure of DUI 

offense. 
 

Dr. Sucher reported that Dr. Morse had received a DUI in February.  He was celebrating 
his engagement and was pulled over.  The out-come is still pending.  Dr. Sucher 
evaluated Dr. Morse and felt that this was an isolated incident.  He did not feel that any 
further treatment was necessary and believed that Dr. Morse was safe to practice. 
 
No action taken. 

 
I. Review, discussion and possible action regarding the development of a denturist 

examination. 
 

WREB had reviewed this issue and concluded that there were not enough examiners for 
them to become involved.  The issue was brought back before the Board because there 
is a possibility that there will be 2 applicants for a denturist license coming up and there 
are timelines involved in administering an exam.  Oregon and Washington share an exam 
and the only other exam available, which was not an option to the Board, was in 
Montana.  They only accept the George Brown exam out of Canada and applicants are 
only examined at the school.  Ms. Chapko informed the Board that she had tried to 
obtain information regarding the Oregon/Washington exam, but she has had no response 
to her inquiries to date. 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Rosenthal the Board voted to TABLE this 
issue pending more information on the Oregon/Washington exam.  MOTION PASSED 
UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
J. Review, discussion and possible action regarding approval for Attorney General Inter-

agency Service Agreement (ISA) funds to be used for continuing education seminars for 
Mary Williams and Marc Harris. 
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Upon MOTION by Dr. Rosenthal, second by Ms. Zastrow the Board voted to APPROVE 
ISA funds for Continuing Education seminars for Ms. Williams and Mr. Harris.  MOTION 
PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
K. Update on the status of the following legislative bills – Information only: 
 

i. House Bill 2115 – Professions; disciplinary action; continuing education 
 

This bill has been sent to the Governor to be signed.  It would allow the Board to 
impose Continuing Education as a non-disciplinary, non-reportable sanction. 

 
ii. House Bill 2438 – Controlled substances; monitoring program 

 
This bill has been held in Senate caucus. 

 
iii. House Bill 2360 – Dental Board; Licensure by Credential 

 
This bill should be heard the week of April 16, 2007, but there were no expected 
amendments. 

 
iv. House Bill 2467 – Licensing eligibility; Lawful presence; verification 

 
This bill would allow health care regulatory boards the legal ability to deny an 
applicant if they were not legally in this country.  This Board has been proactive in 
that the affidavit regarding citizenship is already included with the applications and 
the renewals.  There would be no fiscal impact to the Board unless the applicant 
challenged the denial and wanted to proceed to a formal hearing.  It is still going 
through the process.   

 
v. House Bill 2581 – Agency issued licenses; Tamper proof 

 
This bill died on the Senate floor. 

 
vi. House Bill 2608 – Dental Practices; ownership 

 
This bill died on the Senate floor. 

 
vii. Senate Bill 1337 – Dental Board; Dental Hygienists; Membership 

 
This bill died on the Senate floor. 

 
viii. Community Dental Health Coordinators/Assistants 

 
Information was received that the Dental Association will not be moving forward with 
this issue at this time. 
 
 
 

 
Agenda Item No. 6 – Assistant Attorney General’s Report For Board Direction & Possible 
Action 
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A. Status of Judicial Review Actions 
 

i. Dr. Terry Lee v. ASBDE (Case 240108) 
 
ii. Dr. Michael D. Margolis v. ASBDE (Case 230151)  

 
Ms. Williams reported that the case involving Dr. Terry Lee was still at the Court of Appeals.  The oral 
argument could possibly be heard in September.  The case involving Dr. Michael Margolis was still in 
the Supreme Court.   

 
Agenda Item No. 8 – Request for Action on Licensure/Certificate by Examination 
 

A. Jessica D. Hanson, RDH – Disclosure; using a false I.D./underage drinking 
 

Ms. Hanson was in attendance.  Ms. Zastrow stated that this incident took place 6 years 
ago and Ms. Hanson obviously understood her poor judgment and has been exemplary 
since then. 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to GRANT 
licensure.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

  
Agenda Item No. 9 – Request for Action on Dental Assistant Radiology Certification by 
Credential – Consent Agenda  
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to GRANT certification in radiology 
to the following applicants.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
A. Ms. Mary Ann Antonio – Certified in California 
B. Ms. Alexis R. Ashley – Certified in California 
C. Ms. Stephanie V. Beal – Certified in California 
D. Ms. Lisa D. Burnett – Certified in California 
E. Ms. Adriana L. Caldera – Certified in California 
F. Mr. Genaro Gomez – Certified in California 
G. Ms. Arlene R. Hernandez – Certified in New Mexico 
H. Ms. Vrisa A. Martinez – Certified in California 
I. Mr. Martin R. Rodriguez – Certified in California 
J. Ms. Jennifer A. Griego – Certified in New Mexico 
K. Ms. Janine A. Pinosky – Certified in California 
L. Ms. Amanda Ong Sancineto – Certified in California 
M. Ms. Emilia De Santiago – Certified in Oregon 
N. Ms. Beverly A. Soseman – Certified in California 
O. Ms. Tami D. Souza – Certified in California 
P. Ms. Connie Q. Tat – Certified in California 
Q. Ms. Barbara Ann Vaughn – Certified in California 

 
Agenda Item No. 10 – Request for Action on Licensure by Credential 

 
A. Dr. Naman B. Patel – Board approved exam – Malpractice action disclosure 

Dr. Patel was in attendance.  He stated that it was his bad judgment to perform endo 
without a rubber dam.  He regretted the decision and took full responsibility for his 
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action.  He believed the incident allowed him to grow as a clinician and enabled him to 
recognize his limitations and capabilities.  There were no long term effects to the patient. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Dr. Rosenthal the Board voted to GRANT 
licensure.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
B. Dr. Brian J. Daub – Board approved exam – Malpractice action disclosure 

 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Rosenthal, second by Ms. Stevens the Board voted to GRANT 
licensure.  Dr. Foster OPPOSED.  MOTION PASSED. 

 
C. Dr. Marshall B. Golan – Board approved exam – Disclosure of action taken on license – 

NY, CT and Malpractice action 
 

Dr. Golan was in attendance.  He stated that the Connecticut incident took place 17 
years ago.  He had obtained a written consent for a root canal, but the patient changed 
his mind verbally.  The New York incident occurred in the 80’s.  At that time, all 
insurance companies accepted claims for crowns upon preparation.  He submitted the 
claim crowns on the patient in this case, but the patient did not return until a year later, 
leading the insurance company to believe that he never did the crowns.  In the 80’s, it 
was typical for New York to impose suspension.  The remaining 3 malpractice actions 
involved him only because he was the owner of the practice, not because he, himself did 
anything wrong. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Waite, second by Dr. Rosenthal the Board voted to GRANT 
licensure.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
D. Dr. Thomas R. Cook, III – Board approved exam – Disclosures of NPDB/Adverse Action 

 
Dr. Cook was present and available for any questions from the Board.  He stated that he 
was prosecuted and found guilty for crimes that he did not commit. 
 
Dr. Rosenthal asked Dr. Cook to address the fact that his hospital privileges were 
suspended and he did not disclose that information.  Dr. Cook responded that he did not 
feel it was relevant to the issue at hand.  Dr. Rosenthal also expressed a concern that 
the letter from the Tennessee Dental Board was not current.  Dr. Cook’s release from 
prison was on 02/23/07 and the Tennessee Board’s letter was received on 03/01/07 
stating there was nothing at that time.  The letter from Hamilton County was received by 
the Board on 03/26/07.  There was no way of knowing if his Tennessee license had been 
affected by his incarceration or not.  Dr. Cook stated that Tennessee and also the 
Georgia board, knows of his incarceration, but took no action on his license.  His prison 
term has ended and he questioned the validity of Dr. Rosenthal’s concern. 
 
According to Dr. Cook, there were a total of 4 charges made against him.  1 was 
dismissed.  The remaining 3 were resisting arrest, simple assault and carrying illegal 
weapons.   The civil suit is pending.  They are now going to the Federal court to appeal 
the summary judgment.  Dr. Cook stated that they were all bogus charges.  He 
requested an appeal of the decision, but the request was denied. 
  
Dr. Altman asked for clarification on the incident with the hospital.  It was stated that Dr. 
Cook demonstrated an inability and unwillingness to cooperate with the peer review 
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process.  Dr. Cook explained that he had taken a patient to the hospital and the patient 
threatened to sue.  The hospital thought they would be involved in the lawsuit and 
distanced themselves from Dr. Cook.  He was told that if he resigned, that would be the 
end of the issue, but if he fought it, it would be reported to the National Practitioner Data 
Bank.  He chose to fight it and ended up getting reported as being uncooperative.  The 
claim was he violated the by-laws of the hospital by not sending a specimen to the 
hospital lab.  He maintains that he did send the specimen to the hospital lab, but also 
sent the specimen out for an independent evaluation.  At the hearing, his attorney did 
not speak up for him as he should have and the hospital executive board ruled against 
him. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Waite duly seconded the Board voted to GRANT licensure.  Dr. 
Foster, Mr. Fiegen, Dr. Rosenthal, Ms. Zastrow and Dr. Altman OPPOSED.  Ms. Stevens 
ABSENT.  MOTION FAILED. 
 
Dr. Altman expressed concern with Dr. Cook not taking responsibility for the events that 
have occurred.   

 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Rosenthal, second by Dr. Altman the Board voted to issue a 
comprehensive review request for additional information which entails submitting a 
current letter from the Tennessee Dental Board stating they are aware of Dr. Cook’s 
incarceration and including the current status of his Tennessee license, to be submitted 
by the June Board meeting.  Ms. Stevens ABSENT.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
E. Helen K. Schmidt, RDH – Review of psychological evaluation ordered at the February 2, 

2007 Board meeting  (The Board may go into Executive Session to discuss the 
confidential report) 

 
Ms. Schmidt was in attendance and did undergo the evaluation as requested by the 
Board.  The recommendation was for a consent agreement with certain terms and 
conditions.  Ms. Schmidt stated that she would be willing to enter into an agreement with 
the Board. 

 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Rosenthal, second by Ms. Zastrow the Board voted to GRANT 
licensure.  MOTION WITHDRAWN. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Dr. Rosenthal the Board voted to enter into a 
CONSENT AGREEMENT accepting a VIOLATION of A.R.S. §32-1263.2 with the conditions 
of continued psychiatric treatment with the current psychiatrist or another qualified 
psychiatrist, with quarterly progress reports provided by the psychiatrist to the Board for 
a period of 1 year and bi-weekly psychotherapy for a period of 6 months for a total of 13 
sessions with a Board-approved provider to address developing effective coping 
strategies with monthly psychotherapy reports submitted to the Board.  MOTION PASSED 
UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
F. Dr. Steven C. Harrop – 1978 WA Dental exam prior to a regional exam 

 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Waite, second by Dr. Rosenthal the Board voted to GRANT 
licensure.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
G. Dr. Carlos R. Ruiz – 1980 CA Dental exam prior to a regional exam 
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Upon motion BY Dr. Waite, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to GRANT licensure.    
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
H. Dr. Alice K. Su – 2005 CA Dental exam prior to a regional exam 

 
Dr. Su was in attendance. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Dr. Spigner the Board voted to GRANT 
licensure.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
I. Dr. William P. Smith, Jr. – 1965 OK Dental exam prior to a regional exam 

 
Dr. Smith was present. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Waite, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to GRANT licensure.  
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
J. Deborah A. Nichols, RDH – 1990 WA Hygiene exam prior to a regional exam 

 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Rosenthal the Board voted to GRANT 
licensure.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
Agenda Item No. 10.1 - Request for Action on Licensure by Credential – Consent Agenda 

 
The following items were pulled: 
 
K. Dr. John A. Gregoline – 1977 IN Dental Exam 
L. Dr. William E. Crooks – 1976 FL Dental Exam 
M. Dr. Robert S. Laurenzano – 1972 NERB Dental Exam 

 
Agenda Item No. 10.1.L Dr. William E. Crooks 
 

Dr. Crooks was present.  Dr. Foster pulled this item with the concern that there was no 
endodontic or periodontal assessment included in Dr. Crooks’ exam.  Dr. Crooks had included a 
letter attesting to the fact that perio was included in his exam.  In response to Dr. Rosenthal, 
Dr. Crooks maintained that he has practiced for over 30 years as a periodontist and he does 
not do any endodontics in his practice. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Rosenthal, second by Dr. Altman the Board voted to GRANT licensure.  
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 

Agenda Item No. 10.1.K  Dr. John A. Gregoline 
 

Dr. Gregoline was present.  Dr. Foster pulled this item.  In response to the Board, he stated 
that in 1977, Indiana had no regional examination; only a state exam.  There were no records 
from when he took the exam. An equivalency report was sent in based on the regional exam of 
1980.  He has been a practicing general dentist, off and on, for 30 years.  In response to Ms. 
Zastrow, Board staff reported that the equivalency report was done based on a comparison to 
the current WREB exam. 
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Upon MOTION by Dr. Waite, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to GRANT licensure.  
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 

Agenda Item No. 10.1.M  Dr. Robert S. Laurenzano 
 

Dr. Foster pulled this item with a concern that the exam has too many differences with the 
current WREB exam.  Discussion ensued as to the current law regarding equivalency.  Board 
staff cited the statute which stated: “the other state or testing agency maintained a standard of 
licensure that is substantively equivalent”.   
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Ms. Zastrow the Board voted to GRANT licensure.  
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 

Agenda Item No. 10.2 – Request For Action on Licensure By Credential – Consent Agenda 
Clinical Examination taken less than five years ago 
 

Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Dr. Rosenthal the Board voted to Grant licensure by 
credential to the following applicants.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
N. Patricia M. Quets, RDH – 2004 FL 
O. Dawn L. Brause, RDH – 2005 FL 
P. Cathy L. Bibby, RDH – 2005 LA 

 
Agenda Item No. 11 – Request for Action on Licensure by Credential – Consent Agenda – 
Board-approved Clinical Examination 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Rosenthal the Board voted to Grant licensure by credential 
to the following applicants who have submitted documentation of successful completion of a clinical 
examination taken less than five years.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
  

A. Dr. Richard R. Salb – 1973 NERB 
B. Dr. Karen J. White – 1980 NERB 
C. Dr. Gerardo D. Quinones Whitmore – 1984 NERB 
D. Dr. Jeffrey M. Swartz – 1986/1987 NERB 
E. Dr. Rashmi Bhatnagar – 2000 NERB 
F. Dr. Dirk M. Donovan – 2003 NERB 
G. Dr. Michael I. Domingo – 2003/2004 NERB 
H. Dr. Thomas Hao – 2003/2004 NERB 
I. Dr. Janne M. Lynch – 2004/2005 NERB 
J. Dr. Morteza Zamani – 2004/2005/2006 NERB 
K. Dr. Abhay A. Ektare – 2005/2006 NERB 
L. Dr. Penn Y. Soh – 2005/2006 NERB 
M. Dr. Edward D. Gall, III – 1973 CRDTS 
N. Dr. Mitchell L. Page – 1983 CRDTS 
O. Dr. Shaun H. Lim – 1997 CRDTS 
P. Dr. Robert F. Andrus – 2000 CRDTS 
Q. Dr. Paul D. Clark – 2004 CRDTS 
R. Dr. Bill B. Le – 1988 CA 
S. Dr. Ralph E. Umali – 1989 CA 
T. Dr. Tracy M. Ransdell – 1995 CA 
U. Dr. Kim T. Pham – 1997 CA 
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V. Dr. Jeffrey M. Burstein – 2001 CA 
W. Dr. Ashok N.R. Veeranki – 2003 CA 
X. Dr. Cedric V. Loud – 2001 LA 
Y. Dr. Peter G. Green – 1989 WREB 
Z. Heather A. Johnson, RDH – 2000 CRDTS 
AA. Yvonne M.V. DiCosimo, RDH – 2006 CRDTS 
BB. Kristin K. Landgren, RDH – 1979 NERB 
CC. Jeri S. Warner, RDH – 1987 NERB 
DD. Tia R. Pratt, RDH – 1990 NERB 
EE. Kristina K. DiGiovanni, RDH – 1998 NERB 
FF. Denise A. Johnson, RDH – 2001 CA 
GG. Denise A. Blanos, RDH – 1984 CA 
HH. Joy G. Gall, RDH – 2000 SRTA 
II. Lauren E. Ehrhart, RDH – 2005 SRTA 
JJ. Sandra L. Parton, RDH – 1999 WREB 
KK. Catherine A. Dary, RDH – 1996 WREB 

 
 
Agenda Item No. 13  Case No. 270064 
    Dr. Kelly J. Cook 
 
Dr. Cook and his attorney Mr. Tonner were present.  Dr. Sucher reported that he met with Dr. Cook 
initially for an evaluation following a DUI and recommended that he receive treatment for alcohol 
dependency.  Dr. Cook was admitted to Sierra Tucson in February.  On the day of his discharge, he met 
with Dr. Sucher for an evaluation.  Dr. Sucher was comfortable that Dr. Cook had successfully completed 
treatment and felt that he was safe to practice upon entrance into the MATP with its usual terms and 
conditions.  Additionally, he would recommend that Dr. Cook’s nitrous oxide privileges be restricted for a 
minimum of 2 years.  Dr. Cook is currently in Dr. Sucher’s monitoring program, which is the mirror image 
to the Board’s MATP. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Ms. Zastrow the Board voted to OPEN A CASE against Dr. Cook, 
ACCEPT his entrance into the MATP with a RESTRICTION on Nitrous Oxide and REINSTATE his license to 
practice dentistry.  Ms. Stevens ABSENT.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Agenda Item No. 14  Case No. 260361 
    Dr. Carter Grampp 
 
Dr. Grampp was in attendance.  He had completed and was released from treatment on April 6, 2007.  
Dr. Sucher reminded the Board that Dr. Grampp had previously been in treatment at Valley Hope.  He 
was released after one month, but subsequently tested positive for alcohol and was sent to Betty Ford for 
an evaluation.  It was decided that he would need additional treatment to address the alcohol issue and 
he was admitted into a facility in Virginia for 90 days.  This treatment was completed successfully.  On 
occasion, a 30-day treatment is not enough time to adequately address all issues.  Dr. Sucher had spoken 
with Dr. Grampp’s counselors and the medical director and met with Dr. Grampp on April 9, 2007.  He 
felt that Dr. Grampp was safe to practice dentistry and his recommendation was to allow entrance into 
the MATP, with a restriction on schedule II and III drugs. 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Rosenthal the Board voted to OPEN A CASE against Dr. 
Grampp, ACCEPT his entrance into the MATP with the standard agreement and REINSTATE his license to 
practice dentistry.  Ms. Stevens ABSENT.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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Agenda Item No. 15 – Health and Well Being Committee 
 

A. Dr. Hazem Hussein Jabr – Case 270029 – Review, discussion and possible action on 
acceptance of Consent Agreement. 

 
Dr. Jabr was in attendance.  Dr. Sucher evaluated Dr. Jabr after DEA and Board staff 
visited his office.  Dr. Jabr did not appear to be substance dependent, but was deemed 
to be in the abuse phase.  He did not require treatment, but Dr. Sucher recommended 
allowing Dr. Jabr to enter into a Consent Agreement for a period of 2 years for 
monitoring.  This agreement would entail education in relation to substance abuse, 
random drug testing and abstaining from alcohol and non-prescribed medications.  Both 
Dr. Jabr’s hair and urine tests were negative. 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to ACCEPT the 2-
year Consent Agreement.  Ms. Stevens ABSENT.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 

B. UPDATE ON MATP PARTICIPANTS 
 

Dr. Sucher reported that Dr. Pete Mellas, Dr. Jesse R. DeBaker and Dr. Richard Feldhake 
had all successfully completed the program.  All other participants appeared to be in 
compliance at this time.   

 
ACTION ON CASES – Morning Agenda 
From Investigative or Informal Interview 
 
Agenda Item No. 21  Case No. 260274 
    Dr. Nicholas B. LaFeber 
 
Mr. Tonner on behalf of Dr. LaFeber and complainant BS were in attendance.  In response to Ms. 
Zastrow, BS stated that she still had not received her x-rays.  It took her awhile to file the complaint due 
to her trying to gather information and figuring out how to proceed.  Regarding the issue with the 
anesthesia, after the initial injection, she did not have any more problems, even though the same 
anesthetic was used the second time. 
 
Mr. Tonner stated that the patient presented with existing veneers on teeth 6 through 11 that were about 
8 years old.  The plan was to replace them all with porcelain crowns.  There were 3 failed attempts at 
delivering the crowns, spanning about 2 ½ months.  During this time BS went to see Dr. Paul Douglas.  
The only tooth that appeared to be a problem was #8, which was also the one that kept going back to 
the lab.  Dr. LaFeber and BS communicated by mail back and forth until Dr. LaFeber finally told her that 
he could either refund the money for tooth #8, or she could take the 4th crown to someone else.  He 
never heard from BS and 8 months later the complaint was filed.  The investigative interview panel (I.I.) 
had findings of inadequate clinical, feeling that the treatment was too extensive for a limited exam, 
inadequate radiographs, citing that a pano was not significant enough for the amount of work that was 
done, inadequate treatment plan, citing that the plan should have been for an opaque layer since the 
existing teeth were being replaced and inadequate crown and bridge because tooth #8 didn’t ever match.  
There was documentation from Dr. LaFeber in the patient’s records showing that he was trying to make 
the crown on #8 adequate, but the patient never returned.   Mr. Tonner felt this case should be 
dismissed. 
 
Ms. Zastrow stated that once the initial issue was addressed, there was no documentation in the patient’s 
chart regarding any future comprehensive exams.  All of the work was not done on an emergency basis 
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and follow-up on the non-emergency treatment should have been charted.  Although she understood the 
patient’s frustration with the amount of time it was taking to complete the work, Dr. LaFeber was never 
allowed to finish.  She had a concern with the patient still not having the x-rays.   
 
Dr. Rosenthal had a concern with a case of this magnitude being done with just a panorex.  She did 
agree with Ms. Zastrow in that Dr. LaFeber was never allowed to complete the work, but she did not feel 
that Dr. LaFeber had enough information to even begin the work on BS.  In response to Dr. Rosenthal, 
Mr. Tonner stated that BS still had the crowns placed by Dr. LaFeber, except for the 4th attempt at #8, 
which Dr. LaFeber never had a chance to seat.  Dr. Rosenthal felt that there was enough conflicting 
information regarding the crowns to justify a clinical evaluation.  Dr. Foster felt that had the crowns been 
placed more recently than July of 2005, he would be more inclined to agree with Dr. Rosenthal and ask 
for a clinical evaluation.  
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to CONSIDER the Findings of Fact.  
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Finding of Fact #6 DELETED. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Dr. Rosenthal the Board voted to ACCEPT the Findings of Fact 
as Amended.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Ms. Zastrow moved to find a VIOLATION of A.R.S. §32-1201.20(n), but WITHDREW the motion. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Rosenthal, second by Mr. Fiegen the Board voted to REMAND to a Clinical 
Evaluation and Investigative Interview to address the additional allegation of Failure to Release Records 
only.  Dr. Foster OPPOSED.  MOTION PASSED. 
 
Agenda Item No. 20  Case No. 260414 
    Dr. Henry R. F. Barkett 
 
Complainant MF was present.  There was some confusion as to whether MF had received a refund or not.  
There was a ledger that showed a credit of $720 due to the patient, but nothing showing that she 
received it.  MF stated that she never received it.  Ms. Zastrow expressed a concern with the records in 
this case.  There was no clinical, do diagnosis and the treatment plan was vague.  There was a consistent 
lack of documentation. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Rosenthal, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to CONSIDER the Findings of 
Fact.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Finding of Fact #5 DELETED. 
 
Finding of Fact #6 RENUMBERED to #5. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Rosenthal, second by Dr. Spigner the Board voted to ACCEPT the Findings of Fact 
as Amended.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Rosenthal, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to find a VIOLATION of A.R.S. 
§32-1201.20(n).  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
**The Board requested priors – staff reported none. 
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Upon MOTION by Dr. Rosenthal, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to impose RESTITUTION to the 
patient in the amount of $720 and CONTINUING EDUCATION of 4 hours in Risk Management with 6 
months time to complete.  Dr. Altman RECUSED.   Ms. Stevens ABSENT.  MOTION PASSED. 
 
Agenda Item No. 25  Case No. 260412 
    Dr. George Eric Eifler 
 
Dr. Eifler, his attorney Ms. McLellan, complainant CM and her attorney Mr. Bassett were present.   
 
Ms. McLellan stated this was a fairly complex case which involved a full-mouth restoration.  The work was 
done by Dr. Eifler in 2001 and it wasn’t until 2005 when decay was identified by Dr. Blue as well as 
xerostomia caused by the use of diet medication.  The Investigative Interview (I.I.) panel determined 
that work needed to be done, but were not specific as to what teeth required re-treatment, nor what 
caused the problem with the work.  Also, the panel made a recommendation of restitution to the patient 
in the amount of $16,000, based on CM’s attorney asking for that amount.  There was never any 
discussion among the panel as to what other criteria they used in arriving at that amount.  Ms. McLellan 
wanted the case explored further as to what caused the decay 4 years after the restoration, which teeth 
were involved and what the accurate dollar amount of the restitution would be, if any. 
 
Mr. Bassett stated that Ms. McLellan failed to take into account Dr. Kim’s records which identified 
numerous margin problems immediately after the placement of the crowns and also Dr. Grajales’ records.  
Additionally, Dr. Zacher has photographs of cotton pellets which were left behind by Dr. Eifler and the 
extensive re-work that he has to do because of failing crowns.  There is a xerostomia issue, but the use 
of diet pills does not seem to account for the extensive re-work that must be done.  Lastly, Mr. Bassett 
believed the I.I. panel made their determination for restitution based on documentation presented to 
them by Mr. Bassett. 
 
The Board reviewed radiographs and discussed the frequency of CM’s cleanings.  It was recommended 
that CM return for follow-up every 3 months, but she went on the average of every 6 months instead.  
Also, CM was seeing both a prosthodontist and a periodontist consistently and simultaneously for 
approximately 3 years and neither of the two made any mention or references to open margins.  Dr. 
Rosenthal reviewed the FMX from Dr. Zacher dated 10/03/05 and did not detect any blatant open 
margins.  A photograph from that same date showed cervical decay, which could be the result of several 
different reasons.  Dr. Rosenthal felt it was unfair to place blame on Dr. Eifler for the decay, several years 
after his treatment.  Dr. Spigner agreed and stated that from the x-rays and photographs, it did not 
appear that the decay was the result of open margins, but the result of a dry mouth. 
 
CM testified that 1 month after treatment with Dr. Eifler, she went to Dr. Kim because she was unhappy 
with Dr. Eifler’s work and wanted a second opinion.  Dr. Kim told her of the margin problems.  She 
returned to Dr. Eifler, who disagreed with Dr. Kim.  When she returned to Dr. Kim and informed him of 
Dr. Eifler’s conflict with his opinion, he backed down from his original opinion.  CM stated that she 
suffered through several different problems after the restoration, including cotton pellets being left in her 
tooth and the possibility of needing a root canal under the bridge Dr. Eifler had just seated.  She did not 
understand how the restoration could be considered good work.  She felt uncomfortable returning to Dr. 
Eifler. 
 
Dr. Eifler stated that he did see cotton fibers on the photograph taken by Dr. Zacher; not cotton pellets 
and if he left them behind, he takes full responsibility for that.  Ms. McLellan stated that there were fibers 
on tooth #18, not pellets and the root canal CM referred to actually took place several months after the 
work done by Dr. Eifler.  Also the abscess occurred in an area that had extractions and an existing bridge 
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placed prior to any treatment by Dr. Eifler.  Dr. Rosenthal stated that Dr. Kim did find a problem with the 
margins just months after Dr. Eifler completed the work.   
 
Ms. Zastrow felt that whatever the problems with the margins were should have been documented.  Dr. 
Kim only indicated that he had a concern regarding the margins; but not whether they were bulky, open 
or any other type of significant information.  He doesn’t ever state what the actual problem was.  This 
boils down to a difference of opinion between a general dentist and a prosthodontist over the treatment 
that was done.  The thing that was most disturbing to Ms. Zastrow was that, from the documentation in 
various charts, there was no way to tell what the issue regarding the margins was.  None of the dentists 
were willing to be thorough enough to document what their observations were.  As a result, and after an 
I.I., the Board must sift through the information in an attempt to resolve this case. 
 
The Board discussed the Findings of Facts in this case. 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Rosenthal the Board voted to issue a LETTER OF CONCERN 
regarding the comprehensive follow-up on a patient with full mouth reconstruction.  Dr. Foster, Mr. 
Fiegen and Dr. Altman OPPOSED.  MOTION PASSED. 
 
Agenda Item No. 18  Case No. 260363 
    Dr. Dale R. Hamblin 
 
Ms. McLellan, on behalf of Dr. Hamblin and complainant GR were present.  Ms. McLellan stated that this 
case involved a root canal on tooth #19 performed in May of 2006.  In September of 2006, GR was still 
complaining and Dr. Hamblin re-treated the tooth.  He noted in the chart that if the problem continued, 
GR would be referred to an endodontist.  Dr. Hamblin ended up refunding the fee to GR because the 
tooth was subsequently extracted.  There was a crack in the tooth, but Dr. Hamblin could not tell if it was 
a perforation or a fracture, even after the tooth was extracted.  The I.I. panel had no problem with the 
endodontics in this case.  They recommended upholding the allegation of inadequate history and clinical.  
All other allegations were dismissed.  Ms. McLellan pointed out that, even though the panel dismissed the 
allegation of inadequate endodontics, they still recommended continuing education in the area of 
Endodontic Therapy.  She also felt that if the Board did find a violation regarding the record keeping, the 
recommended time of 8 hours was a bit excessive. 
 
Dr. Altman moved to accept the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law.  The motion died due to lack of 
a second. 
 
Dr. Rosenthal reviewed the x-rays and stated that, while there was an obvious fracture on tooth number 
19, the root canal was adequately done.  The fracture of the tooth could not have been predicted. 
 
There was discussion regarding the record-keeping issues and the allegation of inadequate history and 
clinical.  Ms. McLellan stated that Dr. Hamblin did not perform perio probing on the patient because he 
had referred her to a periodontist and didn’t want to subject her to the probing twice. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Rosenthal, second by Dr. Waite the Board voted to DISMISS for Lack of Supporting 
Evidence.  Ms. Bevers and Ms. Zastrow OPPOSED.  Ms. Stevens ABSENT.  MOTION PASSED. 
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Agenda Item No. 24  Case No. 260345 
    Dr. Billie F. Downing 
 
Ms. McLellan appeared on behalf of Dr. Downing.  This particular case was the result of other 
noncompliance cases.  Dr. Downing sent 2 checks to the Board.  One was based on the Investigative 
Interview panel recommendation, which Dr. Downing sent prematurely, and the other was in the amount 
of $500 which was to take care of his outstanding complaint.  He was scheduled to take the 
Jurisprudence exam on April 20, 2007 at 3:00 p.m.  Ms. McLellan wanted to know what other 
requirements he had to fulfill in order to resolve, not only this complaint, but the other issues as well. 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to CONSIDER the Findings of Fact.  
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Finding of Fact No. 1 AMENDED to read: 
 
He has not complied with Board Order in case #260029.  Administrative penalty of $500 was paid as of 
04/12/07.  4 hours Ethics not completed as of 10/31/06.  Has not retaken the Jurisprudence exam as of 
10/31/06. 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Foster the Board voted to ACCEPT the Findings of Fact as 
amended.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Rosenthal the Board voted to find a VIOLATION of A.R.S. 
§32-1201.20(w).  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to impose an ADMINISTRATIVE 
PENALTY of $1000, completion of the existing CONTINUING EDUCATION in Ethics and successful 
completion of the JURISPRUDENCE EXAM within 90 days.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Agenda Item No. 19  Case No. 260373 
    Dr. Rosalyn D. Keith 
 
Mr. Tonner was present on behalf of Dr. Keith.  He stated that Dr. Keith did a treatment plan that 
included $10,000 worth of work.  Dr. Keith started the treatment, but the patient opted to have the work 
completed elsewhere which left a balance of $7895 owed to him.  In August of 2006, Capital One 
contacted Dr. Keith to inform her of the patient request for a refund, but she was financially unable to 
accommodate the patient at that time.  Capital One would not allow partial payments to be made, but 
ultimately the money was returned as of 02/28/07, approximately 6 months late.  Because Dr. Keith 
informed Capital One immediately that she didn’t have the money, Mr. Tonner felt that the allegation of 
Fraud and Misrepresentation did not apply in this case. 
 
Ms. Zastrow felt that neither allegation applied to this case.  It was an issue of Dr. Keith obtaining a fee 
ahead of time for treatment she was going to do.  Once the patient decided not to return to Dr. Keith, 
she was unable to return the remaining balance to Capital One due to financial difficulty. 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Waite the Board voted to DISMISS for Lack of Supporting 
Evidence.  Dr. Foster, Mr. Fiegen, Dr. Rosenthal, Dr. Spigner, Ms. Bevers, Dr. Waite, Ms. Stevens and Ms. 
Zastrow OPPOSED.  MOTION FAILED. 
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Dr. Altman felt that, if a patient couldn’t afford to pay a doctor, he would still be held accountable.  It’s 
expected of the patient to obtain a loan to pay the doctor; the doctor should be expected to obtain a loan 
as well. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Rosenthal, duly seconded the Board voted to CONSIDER the Findings of Fact.  
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Finding of Fact #1 AMENDED to read: 
 
Dr. accepted payment. Services weren’t done and money was not returned in a timely fashion.  Dr. Keith 
has sent payment to Capital One in the amount of $7895 as of 2/28/07.  Interest payments on money 
not refunded by Dr. Keith were made by patient. 
 
Finding of Fact #2 DELETED. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Rosenthal, duly seconded the Board voted to ACCEPT the Findings of Fact as 
amended.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Rosenthal, second by Ms. Stevens the Board voted to find a VIOLATION of A.R.S. 
§32-1201.20(n).  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
**The Board requested priors – staff reported 12. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Rosenthal, second by Dr. Foster the Board voted to impose an ADMINISTRATIVE 
PENALTY of $2000 and 24 hours of COMMUNITY SERVICE with 6 months time to complete.  MOTION 
PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Agenda Item No. 23  Case No. 260413 
    Dr. Henry C. Yu 
 
Dr. Corcoran was present on behalf of Dr. Yu.  She stated that she was present to answer any questions 
the Board may have, but wanted it noted that Dr. Yu has already paid the recommended restitution to 
the patient. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Ms. Zastrow the Board voted to ACCEPT the Findings of Fact 
and Conclusions of Law and find a VIOLATION of A.R.S. §32-1201.20(n).  MOTION PASSED 
UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
**The Board requested priors – staff reported none. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Dr. Foster the Board voted to impose CONTINUING EDUCATION 
of 6 hours in Operative Dentistry, 4 hours in Risk Management and 6 hours in Crown and Bridge with 6 
months time to complete.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Agenda Item No. 22  Case No. 260331 
    Dr. Nicholas J. Meyer 
 
Mr. Cummings on behalf of Dr. Meyer and complainant KI were present.  KI stated that she took out a 
loan that she is still paying on for work that was done inadequately.  This issue had been going on long 
enough and she was ready to have a healthy mouth.  In response to Dr. Foster, KI stated that she was 
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referred to Dr. Meyer by a holistic doctor.  Dr. Meyer removed the mercury fillings and told her there 
were a lot of cracks in her teeth.  She went to Dr. White to get an evaluation on the work Dr. Meyer did. 
 
Mr. Cummings was requesting a new Investigative Interview.  He stated that KI initially went to Dr. 
Meyer because he was known in the holistic community and was someone who would be willing to 
remove mercury fillings and replace them with composite.  He completed a lot of restorations and had 
problems with some of the work which he replaced without any charge to KI.  Mr. Cummings felt that the 
records in this case were incomplete.  Accucare Dental should have been subpoenaed for their records.  
Also, KI saw Dr. Emery.  There was an x-ray submitted by him, but there were no records.   KI has a 
condition which causes dry mouth which, in turn, causes decay.  This has served as a wake-up call for Dr. 
Meyer in that he has taken positive steps to improve his record keeping issues.  After a clinical evaluation 
and the additional records, if the Board still finds a violation, Mr. Cummings would be willing to work with 
the Board’s attorney on a proposed consent agreement. 
 
In response to Dr. Rosenthal, KI stated that she did give her consent to a therapeutic injection of 
homeopathic antibiotic and pain medication.  In response to Dr. Waite, KI stated that she was initially 
referred to Dr. Meyer for the mercury removal.  Her homeopathic physician told her the mercury in her 
mouth was causing other negative responses in her body and suggested she have it removed.  
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Foster, second by Dr. Waite the Board voted to VACATE the previous Investigative 
Interview, REMAND to a new Investigative Interview with a Clinical Evaluation and a subpoena issued to 
Accucare Dental and ADD an allegation of Over Treatment due to an Inadequate Diagnosis.  MOTION 
PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Agenda Item No. 17  Case No. 260339 
    Dr. Lee R. Raddatz 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Rosenthal, second by Dr. Altman the Board voted to ACCEPT the Findings of Fact 
and Conclusions of Law and find a VIOLATION of A.R.S. 32-1201.20(n).  Ms. Zastrow OPPOSED.  
MOTION PASSED. 
 
**The Board requested priors – staff reported none. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Rosenthal, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to impose CONTINUING 
EDUCATION of 4 hours in Risk Management with 6 months time to complete.  Ms. Zastrow OPPOSED.  
MOTION PASSED. 
 
ACTION ON PREVIOUS ACTION 
 
Agenda Item No. 26  Case No. 260311 
    Dr. Sharok Atighechi 
 
Complainant GMR and Mr. Cummings, on behalf of Dr. Atighechi, were present.    At the February 
meeting, the Board requested a review of the records by the Chief Investigator to determine the 
responsible party in this case.  Ms. Chapko informed the Board that after an extensive review of the 
records it was discovered that this case should never have been opened against Dr. Atighechi, but 
against Dr. Kalika instead.  Dr. Kalika was the dentist who initially prepped GMR’s bridge. 
 
GMR stated that he did not get the bridge permanently cemented.  He did not like the look or feel so he 
asked to have it temporarily cemented to see how it felt and looked.  Dr. Atighechi refused to temporarily 
cement it because of the size of the bridge and the risks involved.  GMR stated that the balance of his fee 
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was to be paid upon permanent cementation of his bridge and felt that was the reason Dr. Atighechi did 
not want to temporarily cement it.  He does not have a problem with paying for his bridge; he just wants 
to pay for a good bridge.  In response to Dr. Altman, GMR stated that he could not have the clinical 
evaluation because he takes care of his mother and the clinician was not able to accommodate his 
schedule. 
 
Board staff confirmed that a case was already proceeding against Dr. Kalika. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Foster, second by Ms. Zastrow the Board voted to ADMINISTRATIVELY ADJUST 
case 260311 against Dr. Sharok Atighechi.  Ms. Stevens ABSENT.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Agenda Item No. 28  Case No. 250280 
    Dr. Michael R. Templeton 
 
Dr. Templeton, his attorney Mr. Tonner and Ms. Underwood, attorney for the complainant, RG, were in 
attendance.  Mr. Tonner stated that Dr. Templeton had undergone a second psychological evaluation.  
The recommendations were that Dr. Templeton attend a class regarding boundaries, that an assistant be 
present while the doctor is treating female patients and that Dr. Templeton undergo individual 
counseling.  It was understood that the complainant in this case passed away the week of April 2, 2007 
and Mr. Tonner and his client offered their condolences to RG’s family.   
 
Mr. Tonner re-stated his argument from previous Board proceedings as listed:  After the allegations by 
RG, she returned to Dr. Templeton for treatment 20 days after the alleged incident and RG’s daughter 
saw Dr. Templeton as well, there was an affidavit from Ms. Zastrow stating that she never witnessed any 
inappropriate conduct, Dr. Templeton took and passed a polygraph test, RG was offered a polygraph test, 
free to her, and she refused, the office layout is open, and no nitrous oxide was used on the day the 
incident was to have occurred.  Mr. Tonner and Dr. Templeton were in agreement with the 
recommendations of the psychologist. 
 
Ms. Underwood stated that on April 6, 2007, RG committed suicide.  She suffered from a deep depression 
and a substantial factor of that depression was due to the sexual assault that occurred to her while being 
treated by Dr. Templeton.  He caused her to feel extreme emotional distress.  She felt hopeless and 
when she couldn’t take the pain anymore, dying was her only way out.  She brought her complaint to the 
Board to ensure that Dr. Templeton never got the opportunity to assault any other women.  While it was 
too late to give RG that comfort, it was not too late to protect the public.  In rebuttal to Mr. Tonner, Ms. 
Underwood stated that RG never returned to Dr. Templeton for treatment after the assault.  RG’s ex-
husband took her daughter to Dr. Templeton only because he had no idea that RG had been sexually 
assaulted by him.  Dr. Templeton has already testified to groping, touching and kissing his female 
patients.  RG was not his first incident. 
 
Mr. Tonner stated he had not known that RG committed suicide.  While he realized it was a sensitive 
subject, he felt compelled to note that there was no proof the suicide was directly related to Dr. 
Templeton. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Mr. Fiegen the Board voted to go into EXECUTIVE SESSION.  
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
** Executive Session ** 
 
RETURN TO OPEN MEETING 
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In response to Dr. Altman, Mr. Tonner stated that Dr. Templeton was willing to enter into a consent 
agreement with the Board. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to offer a CONSENT AGREEMENT to 
include: a VIOLATION of A.R.S. §32-1201.20(n), individual therapy for Dr. Templeton, an assistant who is 
a non-family member to be present when Dr. is treating female patients, who must also initial the 
treatment charts of those female patients, unannounced audits by Board staff to review the charts, 
completion of an approved medical boundaries course, quarterly reports to be submitted by the treating 
therapist and bi-annual appearances by Dr. Templeton before the Board with all of the mentioned items 
to be in effect for a 3-year period.  Dr. Foster, Dr. Rosenthal and Ms. Zastrow RECUSED.  MOTION 
PASSED. 
 
** The Board requested the consent agreement be brought before them at the June meeting. 
 
Agenda Item No. 29  Case No. 270003 
    Dr. Larry D. Russell 
 
Dr. Russell was in attendance.  Dr. Altman stated that the Board had requested a comprehensive 
psychological evaluation, but since then it was discovered that type of evaluation would not benefit the 
Board in making its determination.  Dr. Counts was asked to provide a recommendation to the Board as 
to the type of tests it should have requested, but there has been no response from him.   
 
Ms. Chapko stated that she attempted to contact Dr. Russell to inform him of the special meeting of the 
Board, but was unsuccessful in reaching him.  She tried to reach Dr. Lett, who was out of the country 
and Dr. Counts has not returned her calls. 
 
Discussion ensued among the Board as to how to proceed with this issue.  Some Board members felt it 
was unfair to subject Dr. Russell to more waiting and more tests when the Board approved evaluator sent 
a letter recommending they contact his treating psychologist and the treating psychologist sent a letter to 
the Board saying that he’s fine.  Other Board members felt that, although a comprehensive evaluation 
was not going to be helpful in making a determination, there should be a test that would help.  The 
problem lay in getting an idea of what type of test that would be.  Another factor in this case was that 
until the Board made a decision, Dr. Russell was unable to practice; therefore his income would be 
affected as well.  Also, Dr. Russell should not be disallowed to practice just because Dr. Counts was not 
returning phone calls to Board staff. 
 
Ms. Zastrow stated that she was comfortable with the reports she’s read so far.  This case arose, because 
Dr. Russell had become upset over some issues, realized he had some problems and went on his own 
accord and received therapy.  The issue has been addressed and there were 2 letters presented by Dr. 
Counts attesting to that.  Basically, because Dr. Russell was honest with the Board, he was now being 
made to jump through hoops.  
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Bevers, second by Dr. Rosenthal the Board voted to GRANT renewal of Dr. 
Russell’s license.  Dr. Foster, Mr. Fiegen and Dr. Altman OPPOSED.  MOTION PASSED. 
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Agenda Item No. 29A  Case No. 260276 
    Missouri Commons Family Dental 
 
This case had been tabled from the February Board meeting pending proof of payment to the 
complainant.  Proof has been provided. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman the Board voted to DISMISS for Lack of Supporting Evidence.  MOTION 
PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Agenda Item No. 27  Case No. 260247 
    Dr. Gordon C. Williamson 
 
At its October 2006 meeting, the Board voted to incorporate the allegations in this case with another case 
pending a signed amended consent agreement.  This case had been administratively adjusted in the 
meantime.  The signed agreement was just received, after 4 months.  The Board discussed whether they 
would vacate their vote to administratively adjust this case and proceed with an investigation, or accept 
the consent agreement now, even though it had been months since the Board asked for it. 
 
Ms. Williams suggested that, in the future, the Board issue a deadline as to when the proposed consent 
agreements should be returned to the Board. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Rosenthal, second by Ms. Zastrow the Board voted to ACCEPT the Consent 
Agreement.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MORNING CONSENT AGENDA 
 
The following items were pulled form the Morning Consent Agenda either at the request of a Board 
Member or by the public. These items will be discussed individually: 
 
Cases pulled that are Recommended for Dismissal – Consent Agenda - From Investigative 
Interview 
 
Agenda Item No. 30  Case No. 260384 Dr. Jeffrey Todd Erickson 
Agenda Item No. 32  Case No. 260059 Dr. Christopher J. Woolaver 
Agenda Item No. 33  Case No. 260218 Dr. Gary J. Core 
Agenda Item No. 35  Case No. 260369 Dr. Denham Bohart Crafton, II 
Agenda Item No. 38  Case No. 260330 Dr. David E. Spring 
Agenda Item No. 39  Case No. 260358 Dr. Michael E. Coggins 
Agenda Item No. 40  Case No. 260388 Dr. Morad R. Malaki 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Altman the Board voted to DISMISS the remaining cases 
on the Consent Agenda.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Cases DISMISSED: 
 
Agenda Item No. 31  Case No. 260308 Dr. Kamal Al-Fakiani 
Agenda Item No. 34  Case No. 260343 Dr. Frank W. Maybusher 
Agenda Item No. 36  Case No. 260397 Western Dental of Arizona, Inc. 
Agenda Item No. 37  Case No. 260349 Dr. Justin Wayne Heiden 
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Cases pulled that are Recommended for Dismissal without Prejudice – Consent Agenda 
 
Agenda Item No. 41  Case No. 270033 Sun Dental Systems 
Agenda Item No. 42  Case No. 270035 Sun Dental Systems 
 
Cases pulled that are Recommended for Issuance of a Letter of Concern – Consent Agenda – 
From Investigative Interview 
 
Agenda Item No. 43  Case No. 260360 Dr. Clayton Wainwright 
Agenda Item No. 44  Case No. 260229 Dr. Ryan Porter 
Agenda Item No. 45  Case No. 260321 Dr. Hugh T. Keeffe 
Agenda Item No. 46  Case No. 260375 Dr. Ronald H. Watkins 
 
Cases pulled that are Recommended for Termination/Lack of Jurisdiction – Consent Agenda 
 
Agenda Item No. 47  Case No. T-07-001 Dr. Glenn C. Hanf 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Altman the Board voted to TERMINATE for Lack of 
Jurisdiction the remaining cases on the Consent Agenda.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Cases TERMINATED/LACK OF JURISDICTION: 
 
Agenda Item No. 48  Case No. 260326 Dr. Daniel Kang 
Agenda Item No. 49  Case No. 260372 Dr. Sathish Bhadra Chari 
Agenda Item No. 50  Case No. 260408 Dr. Neetu Gupta Patel 
Agenda Item No. 51  Case No. 270010 Dr. David M. Chei 
Agenda Item No. 52  Case No. 260410 Dr. Janece M. Davis 
 
Cases pulled that are Recommended for Discipline for Failure to Comply with C.E. 
Requirements – Consent Agenda – From Triage 
 
Agenda Item No. 53  Case No. 260379 Dr. Michael J. Neary 
Agenda Item No. 54  Case No. 260376 Dr. Michael Louis Haynie 
 
Cases pulled that are Recommended to Open a New Complaint for Noncompliance with a 
Consent Agreement or Board Order – Consent Agenda 
 
Agenda Item No. 55  Case No. 250069 Dr. Robert D. Sundberg 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Waite the Board voted to OPEN A NEW COMPLAINT on the 
remaining cases on the Consent Agenda.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
NEW COMPLAINT OPENED ON: 
 
Agenda Item No. 56  Case No. 260097 Dr. David M. Fox 
Agenda Item No. 58  Case No. 260111 Dr. Steven K. Rubisch 
 
*Agenda items 57 and 59 were vacant 
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Agenda Item No. 60 – Approval of Restricted Permits (Application or Renewal) – Consent 
Agenda  
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to APPROVE the following 
Restricted Permits.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 

A. Dr. John Paul Mitchell – Renewal  
 
B. Dr. Bruce L. Wolff – Application  
 

Agenda Item No. 61 – Ratification of New Dental and Dental Hygiene Licenses – Consent 
Agenda 
 
Nothing was pulled.  Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to RATIFY 
the following licenses.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Jeremy W. Cull, DDS 
D  7170, issued:  02/07/2007 
 
Claudia Colorado, DDS 
D  7171, issued:  02/07/2007 
 
Katrina H. Naasz, DDS 
D  7172, issued:  02/15/2007 
 
Tarik W. Jbarah, DMD 
D  7173, issued:  02/22/2007 
 
Timothy J. Manning, DMD 
D  7174, issued:  02/27/2007   
 
Shahin Madi, DMD 
D  7175, issued:  03/01/2007 
 
Alexander L. Matheson, DMD 

 
Adam R. Pershing, DMD 
D  7177, issued:  03/15/2007 
 
Adam N. Smith, DDS 
D  7178, issued:  03/15/2007 
 
Thong Dinh Ho, DDS 
D  7179, issued: 03/15/2007 
 
Shaun R. Cullimore, DMD 
D  7180, issued:  03/21/2007 
 
Jamie L. Laughery, DDS 
D  7181, issued:  03/28/2007 
 
Michael C. Hawkins, DDS 
D  7182, issued:  04/04/2007

D  7176, issued:  03/14/2007 
 
Total Dental:  13 
 
Genneve Andrade, RDH 
H  6110, issued:  01/16/2007 
 
Rachelle E. Michaels, RDH 
H  6121, issued:  02/20/2007 
 
Alysson K. Whitney, RDH 
H  6122, issued:  03/08/2007 
 

Arlene Jones, RDH 
H  6123, issued:  03/19/2007 
 
Natalia DeRojas, RDH 
H  6124, issued:  03/21/2007 
 
Lucille M. Goldberg, RDH 
H  6125, issued:  04/02/2007

Total Dental Hygiene:  6 
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Agenda Item No. 62 – Approval of Consultants and Examiners – Consent Agenda 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to APPROVE the following 
Consultant/Examiner.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 

A. Roy P. Holexa, DDS 
 
Agenda Item No. 63 – Approval of Minutes – Consent Agenda 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Altman the Board voted to APPROVE the following minutes.  
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
  A. February 2, 2007 Board Meeting Minutes 
 
  B. February 2, 2007 Executive Session Minutes 
 
    C. March 22, 2007 Special Board Meeting Minutes 
 
    D. March 22, 2007 Special Board Meeting Executive Session Minutes 
 
Agenda Item No. 32  Case No. 260059  
      Dr. Christopher J. Woolaver 
 
Dr. Woolaver and his attorney Mr. White were present.  The complainant CD had signed in to appear, but 
was not present when the case was called.  Mr. White stated that this case has had 2 Investigative 
Interviews (I.I.) and 3 orthodontists, one who did an evaluation on CD, have reviewed it.  Both I.I.’s and 
all of the specialists have determined the treatment to be within the standard of care. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Rosenthal, second by Ms. Zastrow the Board voted to DISMISS for Lack of 
Supporting Evidence.  Dr. Spigner ABSENT. MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.   
 
Agenda Item No. 43  Case No. 260360 
      Dr. Clayton Wainwright 
 
Mr. Tonner, attorney for Dr. Wainwright and complainant CT were present.  CT stated that the 
Investigative Interview (I.I.) panel informed Dr. Wainwright that $800 was still owed to Care Credit.  She 
wanted to know if that had been paid in addition to any interest that would have accumulated on the 
account. 
 
Mr. Tonner stated he was not aware of any outstanding debt to Care Credit.  The I.I. panel 
recommended a letter of concern.  He believed the complainant was mistaken. 
 
The Board reviewed the I.I. report and the patient records and could not find proof of an outstanding 
balance of $800. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Dr. Rosenthal the Board voted to issue a LETTER OF CONCERN 
regarding Documentation of patient’s walkout sheets and office practice financial policies for payments 
and insurance.  Dr. Spigner ABSENT.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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Agenda Item No. 30  Case No. 260384 
      Dr. Jeffrey Todd Erickson 
 
Dr. Erickson and his attorney Mr. Morris were in attendance. 
 
Dr. Altman pulled this case from the consent agenda to address the September 27th letter from Dr. 
Ingersoll.  Dr. Altman felt that Dr. Erickson knew that he was not abiding by the statutes and rules and 
the comment that “I’ve learned my lesson” was inconsequential.  Dr. Altman wanted to know what Dr. 
Erickson’s understanding of the law was at present. 
 
Mr. Morris stated that Dr. Erickson would respond to what his understanding of the law was then and 
what his current understanding was.  Dr. Erickson stated that Dr. Ingersoll has always visited his practice 
in a very intimidating fashion.  The dentists in his office have no training in anesthesia, yet Dr. Ingersoll 
tests them as if they are anesthesiologists.  Dr. Erickson has always believed that the role of the Board 
consultant was to test the anesthesiologist.  There are 2 full-time medical anesthesiologists along with 
some nurse anesthetists in the practice.  But Dr. Ingersoll was of the opinion that the dentists must be 
tested.  This is where they disagree.  Currently, Dr. Erickson is doing everything that Dr. Ingersoll has 
suggested they do, even though he interprets the law differently. 
 
Dr. Altman stated that he interpreted the law the same as Dr. Ingersoll.  Discussion ensued regarding the 
intent of the law.  Had Dr. Erickson, who has a 1301 permit, been the person who anesthetized the 
patients before the students treated them, there would be no issue.  However, the Board has no 
jurisdiction over medical anesthesiologists or nurse anesthetists.  The law states “Before inducing general 
anesthesia by any means, a dentist shall possess a section 1301 permit”.  Mr. Morris stated that the law 
should address the treating dentist by clearly stating he or she should have a 1301 permit.  As it stands, 
an MD anesthesiologist does have the legal ability to induce the patient.  Since the controversy arose 
between Dr. Erickson and Dr. Ingersoll, the dentists in Dr. Erickson’s office have now obtained 1301 
permits, but Mr. Morris did not believe the statute actually required them to do so.   
 
Dr. Altman stated that if there was confusion with any other dentists, he would be more inclined to feel 
that the wording of the law was inadequate; but in his 2 years with the Board, this is the first time this 
issue has come to the Board.  Dr. Erickson responded that there have been at least 2 other dentists who 
have expressed their confusion as well, but he, personally was now abiding by the guidelines set by Dr. 
Ingersoll. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Waite, second by Dr. Rosenthal the Board voted to DISMISS for Lack of Supporting 
Evidence.  Dr. Spigner ABSENT.  Dr. Altman OPPOSED.  MOTION PASSED. 
 
Agenda Item No. 33  Case No. 260218 
      Dr. Gary J. Core 
 
Dr. Core, his attorney Mr. Tonner and complainant JM were present.  JM stated that at the Investigative 
Interview (I.I.) Dr. Core stated that she had a piece of tooth hanging out of her mouth which is why the 
flipper didn’t work.  That was the first she had heard of that being an issue.  While at his office, Dr. Core 
told her the flipper didn’t work because of her bite.  Unfortunately, JM did not take a picture of her mouth 
after the extraction, but she did save the tooth.  She further stated that Dr. Core tried to refund the 
money to her, but she was out of the country at the time and did not receive the mail. 
 
Mr. Tonner stated that JM presented with tooth #8 partially fractured.  Dr. Core referred her to a 
periodontist for extraction and JM was supposed to return to Dr. Core for the flipper.  When JM returned 
to Dr. Core, she had not had the fractured tooth removed yet.  He took an impression for a second 
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flipper, but JM never returned for it.  He mailed the flipper and a check for $331 to JM in June of 2006, 
but they came back unclaimed.  Mr. Tonner stated that Dr. Core was still willing to refund the money. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Ms. Zastrow the Board voted to TABLE this case pending proof 
of payment to the patient.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Agenda Item No. 46  Case No. 260375 
      Dr. Ronald H. Watkins 
 
Dr. Watkins and his attorney Mr. Woods were present.  Dr. Altman was not comfortable with the fact that 
Dr. Watkins, a periodontist, went 6 years without an updated I. V. sedation permit.  Whether it was 
inadvertent or advertent was not the issue.  Board staff would have sent a renewal.  To feel that it would 
be okay to renew the permit 6 years later and pay a fine was not acceptable.  Dr. Altman was not willing 
to set that type of precedent.   
 
Mr. Woods stated Dr. Watkins discovered he no longer held a valid permit due to an insurance billing 
being returned.  The Board did not know about Dr. Watkins administering anesthesia without a permit 
until he called to inquire about it.   Board staff informed him that it had expired.  Dr. Watkins has taken 
60 hours of C.E. and eventually obtained his permit.  His renewal was something that just got put in the 
wrong pile and was forgotten about.  Mr. Woods stated that he would not know if he had not completed 
his C.E.; his secretary takes care of administrative details for him.  Dr. Watkins does the same.  The 
periodontist who sat on the Investigative Interview (I.I.) panel knew Dr. Watkins’ work well.  Mr. Woods 
stated that if a doctor works hard his entire career to be recognized professionally and respected 
professionally, when a circumstance arises, such as this case, that’s the time when professional contacts 
should be beneficial, not detrimental.   The I.I. panel didn’t think Dr. Watkins should be disciplined for 
this and Mr. Woods was asking the Board to consider the I.I. panel’s recommendation.  One panel 
member had an issue with Dr. Watkins getting away with not paying the fees for so long, but if there was 
a way Dr. Watkins could pay a fine or make up the fees, he was willing to do that.  Mr. Woods stated 
that his whole effort was trying to avoid discipline and he was requesting special treatment because this 
was an administrative oversight on Dr. Watkins’ behalf.  There were no patients placed in any danger and 
the non-renewal was not done deliberately. 
 
Dr. Altman stated that the Board should not give special treatment to someone based on their character.  
He would like to believe that everyone who appears before the Board is of good character.  This was not 
some small quirk in the law.  Dr. Altman reiterated his point that the Board should not set precedent in 
this case.  There was a 6-year period of time in which Dr. Watkins did not have an I.V. sedation permit.   
Mr. Woods stated it was Dr. Watkins’ office staff’s responsibility to take care of his renewal.  Dr. Altman 
disagreed and responded that, ultimately, it was Dr. Watkins’ responsibility.  This was not about 
character or intent.  It was not personal at all…the issue was whether the law would be adhered to or 
not.  It was about Dr. Watkins’ responsibility and about the laws regulating his licensure.  Mr. Woods 
argued that the Board had the discretion to discipline for this issue, but there was nothing stating they 
absolutely had to impose discipline for it.  They were asking the Board to exercise its discretion.  Ms. 
Bevers felt it was Dr. Watkins’ responsibility and that was the only issue applicable in this situation.   
 
Dr. Rosenthal wanted to know what Dr. Watkins’ frame of mind was to have let 6 years pass without 
renewing his permit.  Dr. Watkins responded that he did get a notice from the Board, but he never 
received another notice after that.  He didn’t think to ask about it until the insurance denial.  He then 
immediately went to the Board to inquire as to the status of his permit.  In response to Dr. Rosenthal, Dr. 
Watkins stated that his secretary used to be responsible for his triennial renewal, his DEA renewal and his 
I.V. sedation permit.  All of the documents came to his desk, but he has no idea what happened 6 years 
ago. 
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Upon MOTION by Dr. Foster, second by Dr. Waite the Board voted to issue a LETTER OF CONCERN 
regarding Failure to renew the anesthesia permit in a timely manner.  Dr. Spigner ABSENT.  Ms. Zastrow 
RECUSED.  Mr. Fiegen, Ms. Bevers, Ms. Stevens and Dr. Altman OPPOSED.  MOTION FAILED. 
 
Mr. Fiegen made a motion to find a VIOLATION of A.A.C. R4-11-1302 and R4-11-1306, failure to renew a 
sedation permit. 
 
Ms. Williams noted that the Board would need to formulate a Finding of Fact in support of this motion. 
 
Upon MOTION by Mr. Fiegen, second by Ms. Bevers the Board proposed Finding of Fact No. 1 to read:  
Dr. Watkins did not renew his sedation permit in a timely fashion and practiced sedation for a period of 6 
years with no permit.  MOTION FAILED. 
 
Mr. Fiegen could not understand the Board’s reluctance to find a violation in this matter.  While he agreed 
that the oversight of failing to renew the permit was something that could happen to anyone, he could 
not understand why the Board would find this acceptable.  The bottom line was that a permit is required 
to do I.V. sedation.  If anyone else appeared before the Board who was doing I.V. sedation without a 
permit, it would be looked at very strongly; he didn’t believe the Board would just say “oh, well”.  Ms. 
Stevens agreed with Mr. Fiegen and added that a renewal is not something that can just be handled by 
the staff.  Those papers must be presented to the licensee for signature.  At some point, the licensee 
does see the renewal.  It was no different than knowing when tax time was or knowing when deadlines 
are.  At some point it has to dawn on the licensee that they have not signed their renewal.  The 
responsibility lies with the licensee. 
 
The Board discussed the potential violations and options related to finding a violation as opposed to 
issuing a Letter of Concern. 
 
Ms. Bevers offered another MOTION to issue a Letter of Concern regarding non-compliance with R4-11-
1302, failure to renew sedation permit.  NO SECOND. 
 
Dr. Altman recommended tabling this matter until the next meeting in order to attempt a vote that would 
not result in a tie.  The Board discussed that changing the Findings of Fact is only necessary if the Board 
intends to find a violation of the law and that a violation could not be found if only a Letter of Concern 
was issued. 
 
Upon MOTION by Mr. Fiegen, second by Ms. Stevens the Board voted to ADOPT Finding of Fact No. 1 – 
Dr. Watkins did not renew his sedation permit in a timely fashion and practiced sedation for a period of 6 
years with no permit.  MOTION PASSED. 
 
Upon MOTION by Mr. Fiegen, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to find a VIOLATION of A.A.C. R4-
11-1302 and 1306.  MOTION PASSED. 
 
**The Board requested priors – staff reported 1. 
 
Upon MOTION by Mr. Fiegen, second by Dr. Rosenthal the Board voted to impose an ADMINISTRATIVE 
PENALTY of $1000.  MOTION PASSED. 
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Agenda Item No. 47  Case No.  T-07-001 
      Dr. Glenn Cochran Hanf 
 
The complainant had signed in for this case, but was not in attendance when the case was called. 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to TERMINATE for Lack of 
Jurisdiction.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Agenda Item No. 39  Case No. 260358 
      Dr. Michael E. Coggins 
 
Mr. Tonner was present on behalf of Dr. Coggins.  Dr. Rosenthal pulled this case to address several 
concerns she had with the treatment of tooth #6. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Foster, second by Ms. Zastrow the Board voted to DISMISS for Lack of Supporting 
Evidence.  Dr. Rosenthal OPPOSED.  Dr. Altman ABSENT.  MOTION PASSED. 
 
Agenda Item No. 53  Case No. 260379 
      Dr. Michael J. Neary 
 
Mr. Tonner was present on behalf of Dr. Neary.  Mr. Tonner signed in for this case in order to ask the 
Board to forward it to an Investigative Interview due to Dr. Neary had acquired the C.E. at the Western 
Conference and could provide proof of his completion. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Dr. Bevers the Board voted to FORWARD to an Investigative 
Interview.  Dr. Waite OPPOSED.  MOTION PASSED. 
 
Agenda Item No. 55  Case No. 250069 
      Dr. Robert Dr. Sundberg 
 
Mr. Tonner was in attendance on behalf of Dr. Sundberg.  Dr. Sundberg’s C.E. was completed and Mr. 
Tonner provided the Board with proof at the meeting.  Although it was completed timely, it was not 
reported to the Board in a timely manner. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Foster, second by Mr. Fiegen the Board voted to OPEN AN INVESTIGATION for not 
complying with a Board order in a timely manner.  Dr. Waite, Dr. Spigner and Dr. Rosenthal OPPOSED.  
MOTION PASSED. 
 
Agenda Item No. 44  Case No. 260229 
      Dr. Ryan Porter 
 
Mr. Cummings, on behalf of Dr. Porter and complainant NW were present.  In response to the Board, NW 
stated that she received a check in the amount of $555 from Dr. Porter. 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Rosenthal the Board voted to issue a LETTER OF CONCERN 
regarding the lack of documented clinical charting, comprehensive exam, soft tissue findings and perio 
charting in the patient record.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
 
 
 



ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF DENTAL EXAMINERS 
MINUTES OF THE BOARD MEETING 
APRIL 13, 2007 
PAGE 28 
 
Agenda Item No. 45  Case No. 260321 
      Dr. Hugh T. Keeffe 
 
Mr. Bayham, attorney for Dr. Keeffe was in attendance.  Dr. Rosenthal pulled this case to address the 
amount of anesthetic Dr. Keeffe administered to the patient.  8 carps of mepivacaine administered to a 
patient weighing 139 pounds was essentially an overdose.  Because the anesthetic was expired, its 
potency was probably zero, but Dr. Rosenthal wanted to make sure Dr. Keeffe knew that it was an issue 
of concern. 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to issue a LETTER OF CONCERN 
regarding the lack of complete clinical charting and the fact that the Dr. needs to be aware of the 
recommended dosage of anesthetic given per weight of patient and the use of expired anesthesia.  
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Agenda Item No. 54  Case No. 260376 
      Dr. Michael Louis Haynie 
 
Dr. Altman pulled this case in order to verify that Dr. Haynie had completed the required C.E.  Dr. Haynie 
had not submitted any proof that the C.E. was completed. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to impose an ADMINISTRATIVE 
PENALTY of $500 and completion of the required Continuing Education with 3 months time to complete.  
Dr. Spigner ABSENT.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Agenda Item No. 41 & 42 Case No. 270033 & 270035 
      Sun Dental Systems 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Ms. Zastrow the Board voted to DISMISS without Prejudice both 
cases.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
**The Board directed staff to place East Dentistry on the June agenda to OPEN AN INVESTIGATION and 
subpoena the records from the new owners. 
 
Agenda Item No. 40  Case No. 260388 
      Dr. Morad R. Malaki 
 
Dr. Rosenthal pulled this case to address the issue of failing to refer the patient to an oral surgeon.  Ms. 
Bevers’ concern was that Dr. Malaki stated that he had no reason to refer the patient because she was 
not complaining of paresthesia, but this case was not a paresthesia issue. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Ms. Zastrow the Board voted to DISMISS for Lack of Supporting 
Evidence.  Dr. Spigner ABSENT.  Mr. Fiegen, Ms. Bevers, Dr. Rosenthal and Ms. Stevens OPPOSED.  
MOTION FAILED. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Rosenthal, duly seconded the Board voted to REMAND to a new Investigative 
Interview to address only the allegation of Failure to Refer.  Dr. Spigner ABSENT.  Dr. Foster, Ms. 
Zastrow and Dr. Waite OPPOSED.  MOTION PASSED. 
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Agenda Item No. 38  Case No. 260330 
      Dr. David E. Spring 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Rosenthal, duly seconded the Board voted to DISMISS for Lack of Supporting 
Evidence.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Rosenthal duly seconded the Board voted to OPEN A NEW INVESTIGATION against 
Thunderbird Dental Group for failure to supply records.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Agenda Item No. 35  Case No. 260369 
      Dr. Denham Bohart Crafton, II 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to DISMISS for Lack of Supporting 
Evidence.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
**The Board directed staff to place Dr. Eddlemon on the June agenda to Open an Investigation regarding 
failure to submit all x-rays and failure to supervise staff. 
 
ACTION ON CASES – Afternoon Agenda 
From Investigative or Informal Interview 
 
Agenda Item No. 66  Case No. 260387 
    Dr. Stanley K. Sweet 
 
Dr. Sweet and his attorney Mr. Lockwood were present.  Mr. Lockwood stated that Dr. Sweet and his wife 
were going through a divorce.  It had been discovered that Dr. Sweet’s wife had taken over $20,000 from 
the office account during the 14 months they were together.  The pills were ordered by Dr. Sweet’s wife 
and he was unaware that she had been ordering them.  Dr. Sweet cooperated fully with the Board and 
with DEA.  He voluntarily attended addiction counseling and all of his office personnel cooperated fully 
with the investigation.  His wife however would not cooperate.  The evaluation by Dr. Sucher was 
complete. 
 
In response to the Board, Dr. Sweet stated that he did have an evaluation done by Dr. Sucher.  He had 
taken a bottle of Hydrocodone home because his wife had access to the office, but not to his home.  He 
was advised by his wife’s psychiatrist to keep all of the pills away from her.  She didn’t have access to the 
office cabinet where his medications are kept, but she did have access to the office itself.  He would have 
placed the bottle of Hydrocodone in his locked cabinet, but it was too large to fit, so he took it home 
instead.  He gave the bottle to DEA when they went to his home.  Of the 500 tablets, 9 were missing and 
of the 9 pills, Dr. Sweet took 2 of them.  He had a prescription for Hydrocodone from his medical doctor 
and decided to take the pills he had at home rather than bother his doctor.  He understood that he 
should not have taken the pills. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Foster, second by Dr. Rosenthal the Board voted to CONSIDER the Findings of 
Fact.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
There were no changes to the Findings. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Dr. Rosenthal the Board voted to issue a LETTER OF CONCERN 
regarding the inappropriateness of taking scheduled drugs home rather than keeping them locked in a 
secure office environment.  Dr. Spigner ABSENT.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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Agenda Item No. 69  Case No. 260309 
    Dr. Joanne Marie Curry 
 
Complainant SV was present and stated that this whole situation had cost her a great deal of money and 
the work Dr. Curry did was very poorly done.  In response to Dr. Altman, SV stated she had not received 
a refund from Dr. Curry. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Dr. Rosenthal the Board voted to ACCEPT the Findings of Fact 
and Conclusions of Law and find a VIOLATION of A.R.S. §32-1201.20(n).  MOTION PASSED 
UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
**The Board requested priors – staff reported none. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to impose RESTITUTION of $1820 
to the patient, $1896 to the insurer and CONTINUING EDUCATION of 6 hours in Crown and Bridge with 6 
months time to complete.  Dr. Spigner ABSENT.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Agenda Item No. 71  Case No. 260390 
    I Smile Dentistry 
 
Patient GM was present.  Mr. Gil Morlock was also in attendance.  Ms. Williams reminded the Board that 
because I Smile is a corporation, they must be represented by an attorney.  Mr. Morlock could not 
represent I Smile Dentistry, but if the Board had questions for him, he was available. 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Foster the Board voted to ACCEPT the Findings of Fact and 
Conclusions of Law and find a VIOLATION of A.R.S. §32-1201.20(n).  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to impose a CIVIL PENALTY of 
$2000.  Dr. Spigner ABSENT.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Agenda Item No. 64  Case No. 260334 
    Dr. Orville S. Diggs 
 
Mr. Tonner was present on behalf of Dr. Diggs.  Treatment on the patient, GW, consisted of a crown on 
#28 and a lower partial.  GW’s testimony was that the crown came off and he swallowed it and he was 
unable to wear the partial.  GW also stated that he had no problems with Dr. Diggs and would be willing 
to go back to him for re-treatment.  The Investigative Interview (I.I.) panel, without aid of a clinical 
evaluation found a violation of inadequate crown and bridge and inadequate partial denture.  Since the 
I.I., GW had returned to Dr. Diggs.  Mr. Tonner had records from that treatment which showed the 
crown still placed on tooth #28 and it was revealed that the partial was actually broken due to GW 
having it in his back pocket when he sat down.  Dr. Diggs has fabricated a new partial and also placed a 
crown on tooth #21, free to the patient. 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Rosenthal the Board voted to DISMISS for Lack of 
Supporting Evidence.  Dr. Spigner ABSENT.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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Agenda Item No. 73  Case No. 260213 
    Dr. Champa R. Chatterjee 
 
Mr. Tonner, on behalf of Dr. Chatterjee and complainant MS were present.   
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Waite, second by Ms. Zastrow the Board voted to REMAND to a new Investigative 
Interview due to tape malfunction and ADD an allegation of Inadequate Record Keeping.  MOTION 
PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Agenda Item No. 68  Case No. 260356 
    Dr. Richard P. Baker 
 
Complainant SR was in attendance.  After the Investigative Interview, (I.I.) SR received a check for 
$3000 and her insurance provider has been reimbursed. 
 
Ms. Zastrow expressed concern with the clinical exam.  She did not understand how, even though this 
was an Invisiline case, there was no need for models or a panorex or some sort of diagnosis.  There was 
no dialog or documentation regarding the progress or lack of progress and no baseline models.  Ms. 
Zastrow’s issue was more with deciphering what prompted Dr. Baker to begin the case than with the 
work he actually did.  
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Rosenthal the Board voted to ACCEPT the Findings of Fact 
and Conclusions of Law and find a VIOLATION of A.R.S. §32-1201.20(n).  MOTION PASSED 
UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
**The Board requested priors – staff reported none. 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Rosenthal the Board voted to impose CONTINUING 
EDUCATION of 12 hours in Invisiline procedures, 4 hours in Risk Management and 6 hours in Diagnosis 
and Treatment Planning with 6 months time to complete.  Dr. Spigner ABSENT.  MOTION PASSED 
UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Rosenthal the Board voted to OPEN A NEW 
INVESTIGATION with the allegation of Noncompliance with a Subpoena.  MOTION PASSED 
UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Agenda Item No. 72  Case No. 260386 
    Dr. Wade A. Mendenhall 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Altman the Board voted to ACCEPT the Findings of Fact.  
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Dr. Rosenthal read Dr. Sucher’s report regarding Dr. Mendenhall.  The report indicated Dr. Mendenhall 
did not appear to have a substance abuse problem and required no further evaluation or treatment.  He 
considered Dr. Mendenhall safe to practice, but recommended a course in appropriate prescribing and 
professional ethics. 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Altman the Board voted find a VIOLATION of A.R.S. §32-
1201.20(c), (t) and (v) and A.R.S. §32-1264.A.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
**The Board requested priors – staff reported none. 



ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF DENTAL EXAMINERS 
MINUTES OF THE BOARD MEETING 
APRIL 13, 2007 
PAGE 32 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Ms. Stevens the Board voted to impose and ADMINISTRATIVE 
PENALTY of $500, CONTINUING EDUCATION of 4 hours in Risk Management, 6 hours in Prescription 
Drugs and 4 hours in Professional Ethics with 6 months time to complete.  Dr. Spigner ABSENT.  MOTION 
PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Agenda Item No. 70  Case No. 260342 
    Dr. Mark A. Draugel 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to ACCEPT the Findings of Fact.  
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Altman the Board voted to find a VIOLATION of A.R.S. 
§32-1201.20(c), (v) and A.R.S. §32-1298.A.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Altman the Board voted to impose an ADMINISTRATIVE 
PENALTY of $500 and CONTINUING EDUCATION of 4 hours in Risk Management and 6 hours in Infection 
Control with 6 months time to complete.  Dr. Spigner ABSENT.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Agenda Item No. 67  Case No. 260362 
    Dr. Charles E. Pick 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Dr. Foster the Board voted to ACCEPT the Findings of Fact.  
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Ms. Zastrow the Board voted to find a VIOLATION of A.R.S. 
§32-1264.D.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
**The Board requested priors – staff reported none. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Ms. Zastrow the Board voted to impose an ADMINISTRATIVE 
PENALTY of $500.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Dr. Waite stated that, according to the records, the patient was charged a fee for a core buildup, but the 
buildup was never completed. 
 
Upon MOTION by Mr. Fiegen, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to OPEN A NEW INVESTIGATION 
with the allegations of billing irregularities and fraud and misrepresentation.  MOTION PASSED 
UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Agenda Item No. 65  Case No. 260328 
    Dr. Bharat S. Patel 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Altman the Board voted to ACCEPT the Findings of Fact 
and Conclusions of Law and find a VIOLATION of A.R.S. §32-1201.20(n).  MOTION PASSED 
UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
**The Board requested priors – staff reported none. 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Altman the Board voted to impose RESTITUTION of $1730 
to the patient and CONTINUING EDUCATION of 6 hours in Crown and Bridge with 6 months time to 
complete.  Dr. Spigner ABSENT.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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PETITION TO REHEAR 
 
Agenda Item No. 73A  Case No. 260344 
    Dr. Theodore A. Kiersch 
 
Dr. Foster reviewed this petition and reported that Dr. Kiersch’s license was placed on disabled status as 
of June of 2006.  Dr. Kiersch’s statement was that he only wrote prescriptions for patients, not for family 
members.  Disabled status means that the doctor has completely withdrawn from the practice of 
dentistry due to a permanent disability, which includes writing prescriptions.  Dr. Kiersch received a 
notice informing him of the definition prior to placing his license on disabled status. The findings show 
evidence of over-prescribing narcotic drugs and the records were sparse.   
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Foster, second by Ms. Zastrow the Board voted to DENY the Petition to Rehear.  
Dr. Spigner ABSENT.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Dr. Foster the Board voted to AMEND Finding of Fact number 1.  
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Finding of Fact No. 1 AMENDED to read: 
 
Walgreen records show five pages of prescriptions in 2005 and 2006.  35 prescriptions written after 
license changed to disabled status on 6/30/06. 
 
AFTERNOON CONSENT AGENDA 
 
The following items were pulled form the Afternoon Consent Agenda either at the request of a Board 
Member or by the public. These items will be discussed individually: 
 
Cases pulled that are Recommended for Dismissal – Consent Agenda - From Investigative 
Interview 
 
Agenda Item No. 74  Case No. 260366 Dr. F. Timothy Leong 
Agenda Item No. 78  Case No. 260357 Dr. Ronald D. Walker 
Agenda Item No. 81  Case No. 260364 Dr. Trent Wilsey Smallwood 
Agenda Item No. 82  Case No. 270004 Dr. Maryum Beyramian 
Agenda Item No. 83  Case No. 260317 Dr. Robert Hoskyns 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to DISMISS the remaining cases 
on the Consent Agenda.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Cases DISMISSED: 
 
Agenda Item No. 75  Case No. 260403 Dr. Kevin J. Ortale 
Agenda Item No. 76  Case No. 260404 Dr. Mark Everett Ellicson 
Agenda Item No. 77  Case No. 260407 Dr. Mu-Hun Kim 
Agenda Item No. 79  Case No. 260389 Dr. Stephen Christopher Phillips 
Agenda Item No. 80  Case No. 260383 Dr. Michael T. Mayo 
Agenda Item No. 84  Case No. 260416 Dr. Navid Zamani 
 
 



ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF DENTAL EXAMINERS 
MINUTES OF THE BOARD MEETING 
APRIL 13, 2007 
PAGE 34 
 
Cases pulled that are Recommended for Issuance of a Letter of Concern – Consent Agenda – 
From Investigative Interview 
 
Agenda Item No. 87  Case No. 260420 Dr. Bradley X. DeMark 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Foster the Board voted to issue a LETTER OF CONCERN in 
the remaining cases on the Consent Agenda.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Cases issued a LETTER OF CONCERN: 
 
Agenda Item No. 85  Case No. 260418 Dr. Eric A. Heap ** 

Re: The doctor’s responsibility to make sure all 
records are supplied to the Board and fully 
documenting the diagnosis prior to treatment 
 

**The complaint, SA, appeared after Case No. 260418 had been adjudicated.  The Board allowed her to 
address them regarding this issue.  SA stated that she went to Dr. Heap, was diagnosed with a cavity and 
was charged $1200 for the treatment.  Her subsequent treating dentist informed her that she had no 
cavity.  Also, she claimed Dr. Heap’s assistant chipped her front tooth.  According to the records, Dr. 
Heap acknowledged that the tooth was chipped and scheduled it to be repaired at SA’s next 
appointment.  She never returned for re-treatment.  In reviewing the ledger, it was discovered that SA 
was mistaken regarding being charged $1200 for the treatment.  The actual charge was $300 for 2 teeth.  
The Board considered SA’s statement, but stood by its earlier vote. 

 
Agenda Item No. 86  Case No. 260417 Dr. Kae C. Hogan 

Re: The lack of a written documented diagnosis 
 

Cases that are Recommended for Issuance of a Letter of Concern – Consent Agenda – From 
Triage 
 
Nothing was pulled.  Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to issue a 
LETTER OF CONCERN in the following case on the Consent Agenda.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Case issued a LETTER OF CONCERN: 
 
Agenda Item No. 88  Case No. 260377 Dr. Christine M. Kopsky 

Re: Proper allocation of CE courses for license 
renewal 

 
Cases that are Recommended for Discipline for Failure to Comply with C.E. Requirements – 
Consent Agenda – From Triage 
 
Nothing was pulled.  Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Waite the Board voted to impose 
DISCIPLINE in the following cases on the Consent Agenda.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
DISCIPLINE IMPOSED ON: 
 
Agenda Item No. 89  Case No. 260391 Dr. John M. McLaughlin 

Administrative penalty of $2000 and issue a 
subpoena for the records of verification of the 
required CE 
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Agenda Item No. 90  Case No. 260378 Dr. John P. LaPine 

Administrative penalty of $500 and completion 
of the required CE with 3 months time to 
complete 
 

Cases pulled that are Recommended for Remand – Consent Agenda 
 
Agenda Item No. 91  Case No. 260400 Dr. Brandon J. Kroll 
 
Cases pulled that are Recommended for Termination/Lack of Jurisdiction – Consent Agenda 
 
Agenda Item No. 93  Case No. 270006 Dr. Barry James Nestlerode 
Agenda Item No. 94  Case No. T-07-003 Dr. Robert Griego 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Waite the Board voted to TERMINATE for Lack of 
Jurisdiction the remaining cases on the Consent Agenda.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Cases TERMINATED/LACK OF JURISDICTION: 
 
Agenda Item No. 92  Case No. T-07-002 Dr. Hugh T. Keeffe 
Agenda Item No. 95  Case No. T-07-004 Dr. Oskana Stoj 
Agenda Item No. 96  Case No. 270018 Dr. Shandy S. Condie 
Agenda Item No. 97  Case No. 270044 Dr. Robert G. Manning 
Agenda Item No. 98  Case No. 270014 Dr. Mark H. Lidner 
 
Cases pulled that are Recommended for Termination/Lack of Supporting Evidence – Consent 
Agenda – From Triage 
 
Agenda Item No. 99  Case No. 270001 Dr. Jon Gregory Sabol 
Agenda Item No. 99A  Case No. 260350 Dr. Garrett F. Harnett 
 
Cases that are Recommended for Discipline for Failure to Comply with a Subpoena – Consent 
Agenda – From Triage 
 
Nothing was pulled.  Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Waite the Board voted to impose a 
CIVIL PENALTY in the following case on the Consent Agenda.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
CIVIL PENALTY IMPOSED ON: 
 
Agenda Item No. 100  Case No. 260396 Dr. Marc R. Mondragon - $250  
 
Agenda Items that are Recommended for Review and Filing of Cases for Investigation – 
Consent Agenda 
 
Nothing was pulled.  Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Foster the Board voted to FILE CASES 
FOR INVESTIGATION for the following items on the Consent Agenda.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
INVESTIGATIONS OPENED FOR: 
 
Agenda Item No. 101 Dr. Louis J. Casillas – Alleged inadequate infection control and 

failing to follow recommended OSHA and CDC guidelines 
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Agenda Item No. 102 Dr. Brent Boyse – Malpractice report – Alleged inadequate oral 

surgery 
 
Agenda Item No. 103 Dr. Michele Bibeau – Alleged abuse of prescribing privileges, 

failure to maintain records, dispensing for non-dental purposes 
and conscious sedation without a permit 

 
Agenda Item No. 104 Dr. David E. Naisbitt – Alleged misleading advertising 
 
Agenda Item No. 105 Dr. Ronald A. Foeldi – Alleged misleading advertising 
 
Agenda Item No. 106 Dr. Karen A. Kramarczyk – Alleged adverse occurrence and 

alleged sedation without a permit 
 
Agenda Item No. 107 Dr. Orville S. Diggs – Alleged inadequate oral surgery 
 
Agenda Item No. 108 Dr. Jose G. Fernandez – Alleged inadequate endodontics and 

complications during or after treatment 
 
Agenda Item No. 109 Dr. Darian Kaar – As a result of Case 260318 for alleged failure 

to fully comply with a Board subpoena to produce records by not 
sending all the records 

 
Agenda Item No. 110 Dr. Mark J. Castle – As a result of Case 260268 for alleged 

failure to maintain records and failure to release records 
 
Ratification of Cases Recommended for Investigative Interview – Consent Agenda 
 
Nothing was pulled.  Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Waite the Board voted to RATIFY for 
Investigative Interview the cases on the Consent Agenda.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
CASES RATIFIED FOR INVESTIGATIVE INTERVIEW: 
 
Agenda Item No. 111  Case No. 260370 Dr. Jeremy P. Sweet 
Agenda Item No. 112  Case No. 260368 Dr. Carter A. Grampp 
Agenda Item No. 113  Case No. 260406 Dr. Forbes E. Morse 
Agenda Item No. 114  Case No. 260380 Dr. Kevin M. Shuster 
Agenda Item No. 115  Case No. 260381 Dr. Gary L. VanderYacht 
Agenda Item No. 116  Case No. 260392 Dr. Rosalyn D. Keith 
Agenda Item No. 117  Case No. 260394 Dr. Ralph L. Juriansz 
Agenda Item No. 118  Case No. 260395 Dr. Soheyla Marzvaan 
 
Agenda Item No. 93  Case No. 270006 
    Dr. Barry James Nestlerode 
 
Mr. Gaines was present on behalf of Dr. Nestlerode.  He stated that Dr. Nestlerode and the patient had 
entered into an agreement.  He refunded her money and she forwarded a letter to the Board saying that 
she didn’t wish to pursue the case any longer.  Mr. Gaines felt that if the dentist can make the patient 
whole and put the complaint to rest, this type of arrangement should be encouraged.  As an attorney 
representing dentists and physicians, Mr. Gaines would like to be able to recommend to his clients that 
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they attempt to satisfy the complainant and offer them some type of solace that their case would be 
terminated once it came before the Board. 
 
Dr. Altman pulled this case because, even though Dr. Nestlerode refunded the fee to the patient, there 
was still a quality of care issue to be considered and he had concerns with the clinical aspect of the work.  
Mr. Gaines understood Dr. Altman’s concerns, but Dr. Nestlerode never finished this case.  Also, Mr. 
Gaines wanted to provide his clients with some type of assurance that if they were to reach an 
agreement with the patient, the case would be terminated.  Otherwise, what would his clients have to 
gain by working out an agreement with the patient, just to have the case come before the Board and it 
does not get terminated.  Dr. Altman responded that it was Mr. Gaines’ role to advise his clients, not to 
guarantee what an 11-member Board would do.  If there was a quality of care issue with a case, it did 
not matter that the patient had sent a letter to the Board; it was at the Board’s discretion to review the 
case with the intent of protecting the public. 
 
Ms. Zastrow stated that in this particular case, Dr. Nestlerode was not able to finish this case.  He did a 
bridge for the patient; she wasn’t happy with it and chose to go somewhere else to have it re-done.  Dr. 
Nestlerode then refunded the money to her. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Foster, second by Dr. Rosenthal the Board voted to TERMINATE for Lack of 
Supporting Evidence.  Dr. Altman OPPOSED.  Dr. Spigner ABSENT.  MOTION PASSED. 
 
Agenda Item No. 78  Case No. 260357 
    Dr. Ronald D. Walker 
 
Mr. Gaines, on behalf of Dr. Walker and complainant CJ were present.  CJ stated that she did not attend 
the Investigative Interview (I.I.) because she was unaware that it was appropriate for her to attend.  She 
submitted supporting information to the Board members for them to review.  In response to Dr. 
Rosenthal, CJ reported that she had received reimbursement for the implant he placed and her insurance 
was reimbursed as well.  Additionally, Dr. Walker gave her $900 toward the removal of the implant.  CJ’s 
current dentist is Dr. Goodner, a periodontist whom Dr. Walker referred her to.  She also saw Dr. Weiss.  
In response to Board questions, CJ stated that she had gone to 4 different specialists and all 4 reported 
that the implant must be removed.  None of them wanted to salvage the implant because further bone 
loss would possibly occur.  4 days after the procedure was done she had one of the sutures removed, 
due to discomfort, by Dr. Davis.  Dr. Walker was out of the country.  When he returned 3 weeks later, 
she had the remaining sutures removed by Dr. Walker. 
 
Mr. Gaines stated they were sorry that CJ was unhappy.  She had signed an extensively written informed 
consent.  Implants carry a 5 to 11% failure rate.  Dr. Walker had done all that he could to help CJ, 
including refunding her fees when he was unable to help her and giving her an additional $900 toward 
the implant removal.  Still CJ submitted this complaint and has also sued him in court in Pinal County.  
Dr. Davis’ notes reflect that CJ pointed out one suture, but Dr. Davis removed more than just the one 
suture and it was not Dr. Walker who removed the sutures 3 weeks later.  The problem with CJ came 
about when the sutures were removed, exposing the implant and causing the infection that resulted in 
bone loss.  This was just a failed implant case; there was no unprofessional conduct towards this patient.  
In response to Dr. Rosenthal, Mr. Gaines reported that the abutment was placed shortly after the implant 
in hopes that the bone would heal itself.  Although the implant was removed a year after it was placed, 
the process of trying to correct the problem had been ongoing; the end result was the removal of the 
implant.  Dr. Walker’s contention remained that the removal of the sutures resulted in the infection that 
caused the bone loss.  But there was a continuous effort on his part to correct the problem. 
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In response to Dr. Rosenthal, CJ stated that she was aware prior to the treatment that implants fail.  She 
was not aware that Dr. Walker placed perio-glass in an effort to supplement the 4 millimeters of bone she 
was missing prior to the implant being placed.  The 4 dentists she’s seen have all said that Dr. Walker 
should never have done that. 
 
Ms. Zastrow stated that it appeared Dr. Walker did all he could to save this implant.  When he realized he 
was unable to save it, he referred CJ to someone else.  He’s already reimbursed both CJ and her 
insurance provider.  While she sympathized with CJ in all that she’s been through, Ms. Zastrow could not 
ascertain how this case would rise to the level of a violation. 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Foster the Board voted to DISMISS for Lack of Supporting 
Evidence.  Mr. Spigner ABSENT.  Dr. Rosenthal, Ms. Bevers and Ms. Stevens OPPOSED.  MOTION 
PASSED. 
 
Agenda Item No. 87  Case No. 260420 
    Dr. Bradley X. DeMark 
 
Mr. Tomai was present on behalf of Dr. DeMark.  He asked the Board to reconsider the recommendation 
for a letter of concern.  There was no evidence to support the issuance of a letter of concern. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Foster, second by Dr. Rosenthal the Board voted to DISMISS for Lack of Supporting 
Evidence.  Dr. Spigner ABSENT.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Agenda Item No. 99  Case No. 270001 
    Dr. Jon Gregory Sabol 
 
Dr. Sabol and complainant HA were present.  HA was diagnosed with acute TMJ.  Part of her treatment 
was to wear an orthodic appliance which she wore daily until she accidentally threw it away.  She went to 
Dr. Sabol to have the appliance replaced.  She described a very large appliance with an open bite, very 
large in the back, on both sides.  When she initially saw the appliance Dr. Sabol made for her, she knew 
that it was not the same as her previous appliance.  She told Dr. Sabol and he asked her to wear it for a 
few weeks first.  He finally told her that he did not make splints like the one she described because they 
would destroy her top teeth.  HA does not have any top teeth, she has a partial.  HA felt that Dr. Sabol 
should have referred her to someone else at the onset of her case, since he already knew that he would 
not and did not make the kind of appliance she described.  HA also stated that Dr. Sabol had offered to 
refund the $400 for the splint, but apparently did not have the authority to do so.   
 
Ms. Bevers pulled this case because she felt there was a quality of care issue.  She herself has TMJ and, 
from her experience, once an orthodic has been proven effective for pain relief, it’s best to stick with 
what works.  She felt the statement Dr. Sabol made to HA regarding having to endure some pain 
because she suffered with TMJ was completely untrue. 
 
Dr. Sabol stated that HA wanted the splint built over her upper partial and wanted 1 side of the splint to 
be thicker than the other side.  He suggested they wait and see what the splint looked like once it arrived 
from the lab.  After it was received, several attempts at adjustments were made. 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Altman the Board voted to FORWARD TO AN 
INVESTIGATIVE INTERVIEW.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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Agenda Item No. 83  Case No. 260317 
    Dr. Robert Hoskyns 
 
Mr. Tonner, on behalf of Dr. Hoskyns and complainant MW were present.  MW stated that she had never 
requested that her over-bite be corrected by Dr. Hoskyns.  She had dealt with it for over 60 years and it 
was not a problem for her.  Dr. Hoskyns convinced her that the over-bite was severe and needed to be 
corrected.  He never gave her the option of going home to think about whether she wanted the 
treatment or not.  She felt that the problem with her lower teeth should have been corrected first.  She 
has suffered bone loss in that area and has had problems with teeth #’s 17 through 21.  Since he ground 
her teeth, she was now at the original malocclusion.  She expected Dr. Hoskyns, with his expertise, to 
take into consideration what was best for her age, finances and needs.  She felt that she was used as a 
guinea pig for his new practice of cosmetic dentistry.  MW further stated that she had asked Dr. Hoskyns 
several times to stop grinding her teeth and to not break any of her teeth during the prepping for 
crowns.  She continued treatment with Dr. Hoskyns because she trusted him not to damage healthy 
teeth.  At her last visit, she kept telling Dr. Hoskyns to stop, but he wouldn’t and also asked his assistant 
to help him hold her tongue out of the way.  MW felt that Dr. Hoskyns was guilty of all of the allegations 
made in this complaint. 
 
Mr. Tonner stated that he was very taken aback with MW’s statements.  They were not in the original 
complaint and were not discussed at the Investigative Interview.  The clinical evaluation showed the 
work to be fine with the exception of recurrent caries on tooth #30.  Her complaint centered on her last 
office visit in which Dr. Hoskyns used a Telscan device which shows where the occlusion is.   She did not 
want that procedure done.  Over the course of 10 years of treatment by Dr. Hoskyns, MW has had 
implants, 5 root canals, several bridges, several crowns and veneers placed.  Mr. Tonner found it hard to 
believe that all of that work would be acceptable, but the Telscan would be the one thing that would set 
MW off and make her leave the office.  Mr. Tonner felt this case should be dismissed. 
 
Ms. Bevers pulled this case to address the clinical evaluator’s comment regarding the occlusion on tooth 
#30. 
 
In response to Dr. Rosenthal, MW stated that she was a patient of Dr. Hoskyns for several years.  Once 
he moved to his new location, his attitude changed.  He was a very aggressive and “take charge” person 
in his office.  From diagnosis to treatment, approximately 1 to 2 weeks had passed. 
 
Ms. Zastrow stated that, while she did not want to appear insensitive to MW’s problem, she found it 
difficult to believe that MW was manipulated into having the treatment done by Dr. Hoskyns; more so 
because MW is a nurse and has a healthcare background. Just because Dr. Hoskyns would not allow her 
to go home and think about it did not mean that MW didn’t have that option.  It appeared to Ms. Zastrow 
that MW knew that she didn’t need the treatment, but she decided to trust Dr. Hoskyns anyway.  MW 
was unhappy with the results, but there was some accountability on MW’s part. 
 
MW stated that Dr. Hoskyns ground her teeth down until they were too short.  No other dentist made this 
diagnosis; this was what she was continuously telling Dr. Hoskyns.  In response to the Board, MW stated 
that Dr. Hoskyns had not replaced her short teeth nor has he made the offer to replace them.  Also, if he 
were to make the offer now, she would be very uncomfortable to allow him to do so. 
 
Ms. Zastrow moved to DISMISS for Lack of Supporting Evidence but the motion died due to lack of a 
second. 
 
Dr. Rosenthal expressed concern that Dr. Gibbons, the clinical evaluator, and Dr. Bleaker, the 
prosthodontist and MW’s subsequent treating dentist, shared the same office.  Ms. Paschal clarified for 
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the Board that Dr. Gibbons clinical evaluation was done 2 months prior to MW going to Dr. Bleaker for 
treatment.  MW independently sought out a prosthodontist and chose Dr. Bleaker after the evaluation 
had been completed.  Additionally, Dr. Gibbons called to verify that there would be no conflict with MW 
becoming a patient of Dr. Bleaker prior to Dr. Bleaker accepting her as a patient.   It was his 
understanding that Dr. Bleaker would be seeing MW for continued treatment.  It was Dr. Bleaker’s 
assumption that his records would not be considered by the Board and they were not subpoenaed by the 
Board; MW submitted them on her own for consideration. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Rosenthal, second by Ms. Zastrow the Board voted to DISMISS for Lack of 
Supporting Evidence.  Mr. Spigner ABSENT.  Dr. Foster, Mr. Fiegen, Ms. Bevers, Dr. Waite and Ms. 
Stevens OPPOSED.  MOTION FAILED. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to CONSIDER the Findings of Fact.  
MOTION PASSED. 
 
Finding of Fact #11 ADDED to read: 
 
Occlusion is unbalanced.   
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to ACCEPT the Findings of Fact as 
amended.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Ms. Bevers the Board voted to find a VIOLATION of A.R.S. §32-
1201.20(n).  Dr. Spigner ABSENT.  Ms. Zastrow and Ms. Stevens OPPOSED.  MOTION PASSED 
UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
**The Board requested priors – staff reported 6. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Dr. Bevers the Board voted to impose RESTITUTION regarding 
tooth #30 in the amount of $1000 and CONTINUING EDUCATION of 8 hours in Hands-on Crown and 
Bridge with 6 months time to complete.  Dr. Spigner ABSENT.  Ms. Zastrow OPPOSED.  MOTION PASSED. 
 
Agenda Item No. 74  Case No. 260366 
    Dr. F. Timothy Leong 
 
Mr. Tonner was present on behalf of Dr. Leong. 
 
Ms. Zastrow pulled this case because she had concerns with the entire treatment plan.  There was no 
diagnosis to justify scheduling 2 quadrants of scaling and root planing, with pockets of 4 millimeters or 
less.  Also Dr. Leong did not provide the patient with plaque control instructions to see if some of the 
inflammation could be reduced.  She felt a letter of concern should be issued. 
 
Mr. Tonner stated that Dr. Leong’s front office person made a mistake and placed scaling and root 
planing in the treatment plan on her own.  Dr. Leong had not yet diagnosed the perio issue, just the 
restorative issue.  The patient had 1 quad of scaling done.   
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Rosenthal the Board voted to issue a LETTER OF CONCERN 
regarding lack of documentation of a diagnosis for scaling and root planing.  Ms. Stevens and Dr. Spigner 
ABSENT.  Ms. Bevers RECUSED.  MOTION PASSED. 
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Agenda Item No. 82  Case No. 270004 
    Dr. Maryum Beyramian 
 
Mr. Tonner appeared on behalf of Dr. Beyramian.   
 
Dr. Rosenthal pulled this case and expressed concerns with the way this case was handled.  Considering 
the patient’s age, Dr. Rosenthal could not comprehend why 4 quadrants were done on the same day and 
the option was not given to clean the patient up and re-evaluate.  She felt that if a 7 millimeter pocket 
was found on the distal of a wisdom tooth, quadrant scaling would not be warranted. 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Rosenthal, second by Dr. Waite the Board voted to issue a LETTER OF CONCERN 
regarding over-diagnosis of periodontal cases.  Dr. Spigner ABSENT.  Dr. Foster OPPOSED.  MOTION 
PASSED. 
 
Agenda Item No. 99A  Case No. 260350 
    Dr. Garrett F. Harnett 
 
Upon MOTION by Dr. Altman, second by Ms. Stevens the Board voted to TERMINATE for Lack of 
Supporting Evidence.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Agenda Item No. 94  Case No. T-07-003 
    Dr. Robert Griego 
 
Ms. Zastrow pulled this case for the reason that it was unclear as to whether the patient had ever 
received the records or not. 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Ms. Stevens the Board voted to FORWARD TO AN 
INVESTIGATIVE INTERVIEW.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Agenda Item No. 91  Case No. 260400 
    Dr. Brandon J. Kroll 
 
Ms. Zastrow pulled this case in order add an allegation of failure to respond to a subpoena. 
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Altman the Board voted to REMAND to an Investigative 
Interview with the allegations of Inadequate full upper denture and Failure to respond to a subpoena.  
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Agenda Item No. 81  Case No. 260364 
    Dr. Trent Wilsey Smallwood 
 
Ms. Bevers pulled this case to discuss Finding of Fact number 5 regarding the clinical evaluation.  The 
evaluator found the case to be inadequate based on the patient’s objections, but there was no clinical 
data to support that finding.  Ms. Zastrow stated that Dr. Smallwood was never given the opportunity to 
make any adjustments.  
 
Upon MOTION by Ms. Zastrow, second by Dr. Foster the Board voted to DISMISS for Lack of Supporting 
Evidence.  Mr. Fiegen ABSTAINED.  MOTION PASSED. 
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Agenda Item No. 119 – Members of the Public 
 
 None 
 
Agenda Item No. 120 – Associations 
 
 None 
 
Agenda Item No. 121 – Future Agenda Items 
 
 None 
 
Agenda Item No. 122 – Next Meeting Date 
 
 Special Meeting May 4, 2007 
 Board Meeting June 1, 2007 
 
Agenda Item No. 123 – Adjournment 
 
Dr. Altman adjourned the meeting at 4:50 PM. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Minutes APPROVED at the June 1, 2007 Board Meeting 
 
 
 
 
Julie N. Chapko, Executive Director 
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