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The Office of the Auditor General has conducted a follow-up review of the 

State of Arizona, Board of Medical Examiners (BOMEX), complaint review 

process as required by Senate Bill 1385 of the Thirty-fifth Legislature, 

Second Regular Session. This review is based on findings contained in 

performance audit report number 81-11 prepared by the Office of the 

Auditor General on the Board of Medical Examiners. 

The Board of Medical Examiners, established in 1913, is responsible for 

examining and licensing medical doctors in Arizona and protecting the 

public from incompetent and harmful practitioners. The Board is comprised 

of 12 members: 9 licensed physicians, 2 lay members and a licensed 

professional nurse from the Arizona State Board of Nursing. 

Results of this follow-up review show that BOMEX has improved its 

complaint review process since Auditor General report number 81-11 was 

completed. BOMEX has improved its discipline of doctors with multiple 

complaints. Discipline is more consistent with California guidelines and 

statutory provisions in effect in Michigan that the Auditor General 

previously utilized as a benchmark in measuring BOMEX actions. Also, 

BOMEX has eliminated inappropriate Board member involvement in complaint 

investigations by barring Board members from participating in the 

investigative process. Previously, the Board was lenient in disciplining 

doctors with multiple complaints and Board members were unnecessarily 

involved in the actual complaint investigations. 

Board communication with complainants and doctors has improved. A 

pamphlet explaining the Board's complaint review process is now sent to 

all complainants. In addition, a review of a sample of complaints 

indicates the Board is now properly using the informal interview 

procedure. Moreover, the number of formal hearings held has increased. 

However, the Executive Director improperly closed three minor complaints 

without full-Board review. We recommend that all opened investigations be 

presented to the Board for final disposition. 



F i n a l l y ,  w h i l e  most o f  t h e  recommendations s e t  f o r t h  i n  t h e  Audi to r  

General  r e p o r t  o f  October 1981 appear  t o  have been fol lowed by t h e  Board, 

t h e  long-term e f f e c t s  of t h e s e  changes have y e t  t o  b e  seen.  



INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

The O f f i c e  o f  t h e  Audi to r  General  h a s  conducted a  follow-up rev iew of  t h e  

Board o f  Medical  Examiners (BOMEX), compla in t  r ev iew p r o c e s s  a s  r e q u i r e d  

by Sena te  B i l l  1385 enac ted  by t h e  3 5 t h  L e g i s l a t u r e  i n  1982. T h i s  review 

i s  based on  f i n d i n g s  c o n t a i n e d  i n  performance a u d i t  r e p o r t  number 81-11 

p repared  by t h e  O f f i c e  of t h e  Audi to r  General  on t h e  Board o f  Medical  

Examiners d a t e d  October  1981. 

The Board of Medical  Examiners, o r i g i n a l l y  e s t a b l i s h e d  by t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e  

i n  1913, i s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  examining and l i c e n s i n g  medica l  d o c t o r s  i n  

Arizona,  renewing medical  l i c e n s e s  a n n u a l l y  and p r o t e c t i n g  t h e  p u b l i c  from 

incompetent and harmful  p r a c t i t i o n e r s  o f  medicine .  The Board i s  comprised 

of 12 members: 9  l i c e n s e d  p h y s i c i a n s ,  2  l a y  members and a  l i c e n s e d  

p r o f e s s i o n a l  n u r s e  who i s  a  member o f  t h e  S t a t e  Board o f  Nursing.  A l l  

members a r e  appo in ted  by t h e  Governor, excep t  t h e  l i c e n s e d  n u r s e  member 

who i s  appointed by t h e  Board o f  Nursing.  

Audi t  Scope 

The scope of t h i s  a u d i t  i s  l i m i t e d  t o  a  rev iew o f  t h e  B o a r d ' s  complaint  

review p r o c e s s  t o  de te rmine  i f  improvements have been made s i n c e  t h e  

i n i t i a l  a u d i t .  Audi to r  G e n e r a l ' s  r e p o r t  number 81-11 s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  

Board had been l e n i e n t  i n  i t s  d i s c i p l i n i n g  o f  d o c t o r s  w i t h  m u l t i p l e  

compla in t s  and t h a t  d e f i c i e n c i e s  e x i s t e d  i n  BOMEX complaint  review 

procedures .  Th i s  a u d i t  t a k e s  a  second look a t  t h e s e  two a r e a s .  

Because t h i s  review c l o s e l y  f o l l o w s  t h e  f i r s t  a u d i t ,  t h e  long-term e f f e c t s  

of changes made by t h e  Board have y e t  t o  be seen.  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  Board 

i s  now o p e r a t i n g  under new requ i rements  and p rocedures  a s  a  r e s u l t  of 

Sena te  B i l l  1385 enac ted  by t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e  i n  1982. Although 

implementation had begun on some of  i t s  e lements ,  t h e  s t a t u t e  was n o t  i n  

e f f e c t  d u r i n g  t h e  p e r i o d  o f  t h i s  review. 



The Auditor General and s t a f f  express  app rec i a t ion  t o  t h e  employees and 

members of t he  Board f o r  t h e i r  coopera t ion  and a s s i s t a n c e  dur ing  the  

course of t h i s  aud i t .  



FINDING 

THE BOARD OF MJ3DICAL EXAMINERS HAS MADE IMPROVEMENTS I N  ITS COMPLAINT 

REVIEW PROCESS. 

The Board o f  Medical  Examiners h a s  made improvements i n  i t s  compla in t  

review p r o c e s s  s i n c e  A u d i t o r  Genera l  r e p o r t  number 81-11 was completed.  

BOMEX h a s  1 )  improved i t s  d i s c i p l i n i n g  of d o c t o r s  w i t h  m u l t i p l e  

c o m p l a i n t s ,  2)  e l i m i n a t e d  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  Board member involvement  i n  

complaint  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s ,  3 )  improved Board c o n t a c t  w i t h  compla inan t s  and 

d o c t o r s ,  and 4 )  used i n f o r m a l  i n t e r v i e w s  a p p r o p r i a t e l y  and h e l d  more 

fo rmal  h e a r i n g s .  However, Board s t a f f  improper ly  c l o s e d  t h r e e  c o m p l a i n t s  

w i t h o u t  f u l  1-Board review. 

Complaint Review Methodology 

D i s c i p l i n a r y  a c t i o n  f o r  s p e c i f i c  d o c t o r s  was reviewed f o r  t h e  p e r i o d  J u l y  

1981 th rough  June  1982. I n i t i a l l y ,  a  l i s t  o f  14  d o c t o r s  w i t h  m u l t i p l e  

compla in t s  was developed.  Of t h e s e  14  d o c t o r s ,  8 had a t  l e a s t  one 

s u b s t a n t i a t e d  compla in t  d u r i n g  t h e  1981-82 review p e r i o d .  Fo l lowing  t h e  

methodology employed i n  t h e  p r e v i o u s  a u d i t ,  d i s c i p l i n a r y  a c t i o n s  t a k e n  i n  

t h e s e  c a s e s  were ana lyzed  by comparing Board a c t i o n s  t o  minimum a c t i o n s  

sugges ted  by d i s c i p l i n a r y  g u i d e l i n e s  used i n  C a l i f o r n i a  and requ i rements  

i n  Michigan s t a t u t e s .  

Our follow-up complaint  s t u d y  a l s o  c o n s i s t e d  of r ev iewing  a  sample of  

compla in t s  randomly chosen from 304 c o m p l a i n t s  r e c e i v e d  by BOMEX between 

J u l y  1981 and June  1982. Of 60 c o m p l a i n t s  sampled,  4 1  had f i n a l  a c t i o n  

t a k e n  a t  t h e  t ime  of o u r  review. 



D i s c i p l i n a r y  Act ions  

BOMEX h a s  improved i t s  d i s c i p l i n i n g  o f  d o c t o r s  w i t h  m u l t i p l e  compla in t s .  

D i s c i p l i n e  of t h e s e  d o c t o r s  by BObEX i s  more c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  suggested 

d i s c i p l i n e  i n  C a l i f o r n i a  and Michigan. Also,  BOMEX i s  c u r r e n t l y  

deve lop ing  d i s c i p l i n a r y  g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  mandatory p e n a l t i e s  f o r  m u l t i p l e  

v i o l a t i o n s  by a  p h y s i c i a n  a s  r e q u i r e d  by S e n a t e  B i l l  1385 enac ted  i n  

1982. These improvements should  be i n t e r p r e t e d  w i t h  c a u t i o n ,  however, 

s i n c e  t h e i r  long-term e f f e c t s  have y e t  t o  be  seen.  

Recent d i s c i p l i n a r y  a c t i o n s  by BOMEX compare more f a v o r a b l y  t o  recommended 

a c t i o n s  of C a l i f o r n i a  and Michigan. I n  o u r  follow-up, 62.5 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  

a c t i o n s  reviewed had d i s c i p l i n e  e q u a l  t o  o r  g r e a t e r  t h a n  t h e  minimum 

d i s c i p l i n e  r e q u i r e d  i n  ~ a l i f o r n i a ' s  d i s c i p l i n a r y  g u i d e l i n e s  o r  Michigan 

s t a t u t e s  ( s e e  Tab le  1 ) .  Only 25 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  a c t i o n s  reviewed were 

found t o  be  l e n i e n t .  T h i s  review shows a n  improvement from o u r  p r i o r  

r e p o r t  o f  33 p e r c e n t  more a c t i o n s  be ing  e q u i v a l e n t  t o  t h o s e  suggested by 

t h e  two o t h e r  s t a t e s .  

TABLE 1 

REVIEW OF DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS 
INVOLVING DOCTORS WITH MULTIPLE COMPLAINTS 

Follow-up 
I n i t i a l  Audi t  Review 

1981 1982 

BOMEX d i s c i p l i n e  equa l  t o  o r  g r e a t e r  t h a n  
minimum r e q u i r e d  i n  o t h e r  s t a t e s  29.5% 

BOMEX d i s c i p l i n e  l e s s  t h a n  minimum r e q u i r e d  
i n  o t h e r  s t a t e s  70.5 25.0 

No minimum d i s c i p l i n e  requirement  found 
i n  o t h e r  s t a t e s  



BOPEX s t a t i s t i c a l  r e p o r t s  show t h a t  t h e  Board took more d i s c i p l i n a r y  

a c t i o n  and s t r i c t e r  a c t i o n  i n  f i s c a l  y e a r  1981-82 t h a n  i n  p r i o r  y e a r s .  

T o t a l  a c t i o n s  a g a i n s t  d o c t o r s  i n  1981-82 i n c r e a s e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a s  shown 

i n  Tab le  2. I n  f i s c a l  y e a r  1981-82, 32 t o t a l  a c t i o n s  were t aken  i n c l u d i n g  

2  l i c e n s e  suspens ions  and 5 r e v o c a t i o n s .  I n  f i s c a l  y e a r  1980-81, o n l y  13 

t o t a l  a c t i o n s  were t aken  and i n  1979-80, o n l y  14 a c t i o n s  were taken.  Only 

one l i c e n s e  was permanently suspended o r  revoked d u r i n g  t h e  two-year 

p e r i o d  1979 through 1981. 

TABLE 2  

BOMEX COMPLAINT ACTION 
FISCAL YEARS 1979-80 THROUGH 1981-82 

Complaints r ece ived  -1. J- 304 

L e t t e r s  o f  Concern** 88 128 

D i s c i p l i n a r y  a c t i o n :  
Censures  
P r o b a t i o n  NEW 
S t i p u l a t i o n  NEW 
Summary suspension 
Suspension 
Kevocat i o n  

T o t a l  

Source:  BOMEX s t a t i s t i c a l  summary 

* Data  on  compla in t s  r e c e i v e d  p r i o r  t o  f i s c a l  y e a r  1981-82 a r e  a v a i l a b l e  
by c a l e n d a r  y e a r  on ly .  Complaints r e c e i v e d  by c a l e n d a r  y e a r  a r e  a s  
f o l l o w s :  1979-224; 1980-319; 1981-314. 

** L e t t e r s  of Concern a r e  n o t  c o n s i d e r e d  a n  o f f i c i a l  d i s c i p l i n a r y  a c t i o n  
by t h e  Board. 

BOMEX i s  c u r r e n t l y  developing g u i d e l i n e s  i n  compliance w i t h  l e g i s l a t i o n  

passed i n  1982 which r e q u i r e s  t h e  Board p r o v i d e  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  w i t h  

recommended mandatory p e n a l t i e s  f o r  m u l t i p l e  v i o l a t i o n s  by a  p h y s i c i a n .  

The d e a d l i n e  f o r  p rov id ing  t h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  i s  January  1, 1983. These 

g u i d e l i n e s  a r e  des igned  t o  f u r t h e r  improve t h e  d i s c i p l i n a r y  p r o c e s s  by 

p r e s c r i b i n g  a p p r o p r i a t e  a c t i o n s  i n  c a s e s  i n v o l v i n g  r e p e a t  v i o l a t i o n s .  



Board Member Involvement 

Inappropriate and unnecessary Board member involvement in complaint 

investigations has been eliminated. Board members currently review 

investigative reports but are barred from actively participating in 

investigations of complaints. 

Auditor General report number 81-11 stated that Board members were 

unnecessarily involved in the investigative process and overburdened with 

assignments. Board members participated in investigational interviews and 

acted directly on Board dispositions resulting in an appearance of 

partiality in some cases. 

Board members currently review investigative reports but are not allowed 

to participate directly in the investigative process. A staff physician 

at BOMEX prepares a report on the complaint, listing his findings and 

recommendations. This report is reviewed by a Board member who makes a 

second recommendation for disposition. At the Board meeting, the staff 

physician presents the complaint to the Board. The reviewing Board member 

is provided an opportunity to give his comments but is barred from making 

motions or voting on matters related to the complaint. 

Board Contact 

Board contact and communication with complainants and doctors has also 

improved. complainants are contacted by the Board and currently are 

provided a pamphlet explaining Board investigative procedures. Also, 

doctors are properly notified of the complaint filed against them. 

The Board contacts all patient/consumer complainants through routine 

correspondence. Patient/consumer complaints receive acknowledgment 

letters and letters of disposition. Also, in April 1982 the Board 

prepared a pamphlet describing the complaint investigation process at 

BOMEX which is enclosed with letters of acknowledgment. The pamphlet 

includes information on complaint processing procedures and a list of 

possible disciplinary actions which can be taken by the Board. 



It  appears  a l l  doc to r s  r ece ive  n o t i f i c a t i o n  of complaints  w i th in  s t a t u t o r y  

time l i m i t s .  A l l  complaints  i n  ou r  sample ac ted  upon by t h e  Board had a  

l e t t e r  s en t  app r i s ing  t h e  doc tor  of t h e  complaint.  

Board Procedures 

Our follow-up review revealed no inapp rop r i a t e  use of informal  in te rv iews  

by the  Board. I n  add i t i on ,  t he  number of formal hear ings  he ld  by the  

Board has  increased.  

Auditor General r epo r t  number 81-11 s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  Board held informal  

in te rv iews  r a t h e r  than formal hear ings  even when c a s e  circumstances 

warranted a  formal hear ing.  Informal in te rv iews  a r e  no t  app rop r i a t e  i n  

very s e r i o u s  ca se s  o r  when t h e  doc to r  involved i s  uncooperat ive.  During 

t h e  18-month per iod  of January 1979 through June 1980, only 4 formal 

hear ings  were held compared t o  49 informal  in te rv iews .  

Our follow-up review found no c a s e s  i n  which informal  in te rv iews  were 

i napp rop r i a t e ly  used by t h e  Board. I n  f i v e  ca se s  sampled, t h e  Board held 

an informal  i n t e rv i ew  with t h e  doc to r  involved i n  t h e  complaint.  The 

f a c t s  i n  t he se  f i v e  ca se s  d id  no t  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  formal hear ings  would have 

been more appropr ia te .  

Moreover, t h e  number of formal hear ings  he ld  by t h e  Board has  increased .  

Seven doc to r s  were involved i n  formal hear ings  dur ing  t h e  12-month per iod  

reviewed compared t o  fou r  doc to r s  during t h e  p r i o r  18-month review 

per iod .  This  amount r e p r e s e n t s  an  i nc rease  i n  t h e  percentage  of hear ings  

t o  complaints  received from 1.1 percent  during January 1979 through June 

1980 t o  2 . 3  percent  during f i s c a l  year  1981-82. The Board a t t r i b u t e s  t h i s  

i nc rease  t o  t h e  1981 s t a t u t o r y  a u t h o r i z a t i o n  t o  u t i l i z e  hear ing  o f f i c e r s  

i n  l i e u  of convening t h e  Board f o r  formal hear ings .  



Unauthor ized Complaint C losures  

Board s t a f f  c l o s e d  compla in t s  wi thou t  p r o p e r  Board a u t h o r i z a t i o n  o r  

approva l .  F i l e s  had been c l o s e d  a f t e r  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  had begun b u t  b e f o r e  

t h e  Board o r  any of i t s  members reviewed t h e  complaint .  N e i t h e r  BOMEX 

s t a t u t e s  nor  a  Board r e s o l u t i o n  on t h e  d u t i e s  o f  t h e  Execu t ive  D i r e c t o r  

a l l o w s  t h e  c l o s i n g  o f  complaint  m a t t e r s  by s t a f f .  

Our sample of compla in t s  d u r i n g  f i s c a l  y e a r  1981-82 inc luded  t h r e e  minor 

compla in t s  t h a t  had been a d m i n i s t r a t i v e l y  c l o s e d  by t h e  Execu t ive  D i r e c t o r  

a f t e r  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  were begun bu t  b e f o r e  t h e  Board o r  a  Board member 

reviewed t h e  c a s e .  Usua l ly ,  a  w r i t t e n  i n v e s t i g a t i v e  r e p o r t  would be 

p repared  by a  s t a f f  p h y s i c i a n ,  t h e n  a  Board member would be  a s s i g n e d  by 

t h e  Execu t ive  D i r e c t o r  t o  review t h e  r e p o r t  and make a  recommendation on 

d i s p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  c a s e .  

N e i t h e r  BOMEX s t a t u t e s  n o r  Board a u t h o r i z a t i o n s  a l l o w  t h e  c l o s i n g  of 

complaint  m a t t e r s  by BOMEX s t a f f .  I n  June  1982, t h e  Board passed a  

r e s o l u t i o n  s e t t i n g  o u t  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  d u t i e s  o f  t h e  Execu t ive  D i r e c t o r .  

These d u t i e s  inc luded  t h e  i n i t i a t i o n  of i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  b u t  n o t  c l o s u r e  of 

i n v e s t i g a t i o n s .  When Audi to r  General  s t a f f  ques t ioned  one c a s e ,  t h e  

Execu t ive  D i r e c t o r  reopened t h e  f i l e  and r e q u e s t e d  Board d i r e c t  i o n  on t h e  

m a t t e r .  

CONCLUSION 

S i n c e  t h e  Audi to r  General  r e p o r t  on BOMEX d a t e d  October  1981, BOMEX h a s  

improved i t s  complaint  review process .  However, t h e  long-term e f f e c t s  of 

t h e s e  changes have y e t  t o  b e  seen.  

RECOMMENDATION 

A l l  compla in t s  r e c e i v e d  and i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  opened should be p r e s e n t e d  t o  

t h e  Board f o r  f i n a l  d i s p o s i t i o n .  
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The Board o f  M e d i c a l  Examine r s  would l i k e  t o  f o r m a l l y  i n d i c a t e  
i t s  a p p r e c i a t i o n  t o  t h e  A u d i t o r  G e n e r a l ' s  s t a f f  f o r  d e v e l o p i n g  a  
r e p o r t  which r e c o g n i z e s  t h e  p o s i t i v e  e f f o r t s  t h a t  have  been  
made by t h e  Board t o  c a r r y  o u t  i t s  s t a t u t o r y  mandate  t o  p r o t e c t  
t h e  p u b l i c  t h r o u g h  l i c e n s u r e ,  r e g u l a t i o n ,  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  and  
d i s c i p l i n e  o f  t h e  S t a t e ' s  a l l o p a t h i c  p h y s i c i a n s .  T h i s  is p a r -  
t i c u l a r l y  g r a t i f y i n g  s i n c e  t h e  A u d i t o r  G e n e r a l  i s  n o t  n o t e d  f o r  
i t s  r e c o g n i t i o n  o f  any  p o s i t i v e  e f f o r t s  by s t a t e  a g e n c i e s .  The 
Board i s  aware  t h a t  t h e  r e a l i t i e s  o f  S u n s e t  Review r e q u i r e  t h e  
A u d i t o r  G e n e r a l  t o  f i n d  f a u l t ,  b u t  t h e  z e a l  w i t h  which t h e  Audi- 
t o r  G e n e r a l  u n d e r t o o k  t h e  o r i g i n a l  r e v i e w  o f  t h e  Board l e f t  a 
s u b s t a n t i a l l y  "skewed" i m p r e s s i o n  o f  how e f f e c t i v e l y  t h i s  Board 
was c a r r y i n g  o u t  i t s  s t a t u t o r y  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  

The Board was p l e a s e d  t o  s e e  t h a t  t h e  A u d i t o r  G e n e r a l  f e l t  t h e  
Board was more c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  C a l i f o r n i a ' s  d i s c i p l i n a r y  g u i d e -  
l i n e s  and M i c h i g a n ' s  s t a t u t o r y  p e n a l t i e s .  However, t h e  Board 
f i n d s  t h e  u s e  of  t h e s e  "benchmarksff  a n e c d o t a l ,  s i n c e  n e i t h e r  
C a l i f o r n i a  n o r  Michigan  r a n k  a s  h i g h  i n  d i s c i p l i n a r y  a c t i o n  p e r  
t housand  p h y s i c i a n s  a s  d o e s  A r i z o n a .  The f o l l o w i n g  t a b l e ,  which 
r e f l e c t s  t h e  1980 a n n u a l  s t a t i s t i c s  a s  p r e p a r e d  and p u b l i s h e d  by 
P u l i t z e r  p r i z e  w inn ing  r e p o r t e r ,  J o e l  B r i n k l e y ,  i n  t h e  
L o u i s v i l l e ,  Kentucky C o u r i e r  J o u r n a l  newspape r ,  well i l l u s t r a t e s  
t h e  p o i n t .  

1980 
Ranking S t a t e  

M e d i c a l  M e d i c a l  Bd A c t i o n s  
D o c t o r s  D i s c i p l i n a r y  p e r  1 , 0 0 0  
i n  1980 A c t i o n s  D o c t o r s  

1  Oregon 5 , 2 3 2  8 2  15 .7  
2  New J e r s e y  10 ,567  124 11 .7  
3 Wyoming 61 0  6  9 . 8  
4  Ar i zona  5 , 8 5 9  42 7 .2  
5 Alabama 5 , 2 2 9  30 5 .7  
6  V i r g i n i a  10 ,476  47 4 .5  
7 New Mexico 2 , 2 9 2  10 4.4 
8 Michigan  15 ;571  56 3 . 6  
9  Washington  8 , 4 5 0  29 3.4 

10 M i s s o u r i  8 , 5 0 8  29 3.4 
11 M i s s i s s i p p i  3 , 0 1 5  
12 Maryland 13 ,282  

PLEASE ADDRESS ALL COMMUNICATIONS TO THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR FOR THE BOARD 
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G e o r g i a  8 , 5 4 9  
F l o r i d a  21 ,131  
s o u t h  C a r o l i n a  4 , 6 0 7  
Texas  24 ,058  
Nevada 1 , 2 3 3  
Oklahoma 4 ,194  
Kansas  4 , 0 4 3  
C a l i f o r n i a  6 0 , 7 5 2  
Nor th  C a r o l i n a  9  , 742 
C o l o r a d o  6 , 3 9 1  
Rhode I s l a n d  2 , 1 6 3  
A l a s k a  627 
Iowa 3 , 9 1 7  
Minneso t a  8 , 2 9 7  
Utah  2  , 570 
L o u i s i a n a  6 , 9 9 7  
T e n n e s s e e  7 , 6 8 6  
Ohio 18 ,781  
W i s c o n s i n  8 , 0 0 5  
Delaware  1 ,047  
I d a h o  1 ,134  
P e n n s y l v a n i a  23 ,742  
M a s s a c h u s e t t s  16 ,661  
New Hampshire  1 , 7 0 1  
Kentucky 5 , 2 1 2  
Maine 1 , 9 2 7  
I l l i n o i s  22 ,228  
New York 49 ,978  
C o n n e c t i c u t  8 , 3 2 2  
Ind  i a n a  7 , 5 2 7  
S o u t h  Dakota  884 
Nor th  Dakota  956 
Montana 1 , 1 5 3  
Vermont 1 , 2 1 5  
Hawai i  2 , 2 6 5  
Nebraska  2 , 5 0 9  
West V i r g i n i a  2 , 8 5 7  
Arkansas  3 , 0 7 0  
D i s t .  o f  Columbia 4 ,164  

P e r h a p s  t h e  A u d i t o r  G e n e r a l  would n o t  have  u t i l i z e d  t h e  g u i d e -  
l i n e s  o f  C a l i f o r n i a  and  t h e  s t a t u t o r y  p e n a l t i e s  o f  Michigan  a s  
benchmarks  i f  i t  had f i r s t  e v a l u a t e d  t h e s e  s t a t i s t i c s .  Add it i o n -  4 
a l l y ,  t h e  A u d i t o r  G e n e r a l  f a i l e d  t o  r e c o g n i z e  t h a t  i n  12 .5% o f  
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t h e  c a s e s  i n c l u d e d  i n  i t s  s u r v e y ,  t h e  Ar i zona  Board of  M e d i c a l  
Examiners  t o o k  d i s c i p l i n a r y  a c t i o n  where Michigan  and C a l i f o r n i a  
would n o t .  (See T a b l e  1 page 1 )  

I n  view o f  t h e  f o r e g o i n g ,  t h e  Board w i l l  c o n t i n u e  t o  d e l i b e r a t e  
w i t h  c a u t i o n ,  a c t  w i t h  d e c i s i v e n e s s  and oppose  i ncompe tence  and 
u n p r o f e s s i o n a l  conduc t  w i t h  f i r m n e s s ,  w h i l e  a t  t h e  same time 
e v a l u a t i n g  t h e  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  o f  e a c h  c a s e  and a s s u r i n g  t h a t  t h e  
p u b l i c  is n o t  p l a c e d  i n  j e o p a r d y .  

With r e g a r d  t o  t h e  A u d i t o r  G e n e r a l ' s  f i n d i n g  t h a t  t h e  E x e c u t i v e  
D i r e c t o r  i n a p p r o p r i a t e l y  c l o s e d  3 c o m p l a i n t s  b e f o r e  t h e  Board 
r e v i e w e d  t h e  c a s e s ,  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  d e t a i l s  o f  t h e s e  c a s e s  w i l l  
r e f l e c t  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  o f  t h e  a c t i o n .  However, s i n c e  t h e  
A u d i t o r ' s  s t a f f  h a s  e x p r e s s e d  c o n c e r n s  a b o u t  t h e s e  a c t i o n s ,  t h e  
Board w i l l  c o n s i d e r  a t  i t s  December 1982 m e e t i n g  t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  
o f  a l l o w i n g  t h e  E x e c u t i v e  D i r e c t o r  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  t o  f i l e  matters 
f o r  i n f o r m a t i o n  where t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  was i n s t i t u t e d  by t h e  
B o a r d ' s  s t a f f  and showed no v i o l a t i o n  o f  t h e  M e d i c a l  P r a c t i c e  
Ac t .  The above  would n o t  i n c l u d e  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  t o  f i l e  m a t t e r s  
f o r  i n f o r m a t i o n  which were  r e c e i v e d  a s  a  r e s u l t  o f  w r i t t e n  com- 
p l a i n t s  o r  m a l p r a c t i c e  c l a i m s ,  

Case 1  
P h y s i c i a n  A had been on p r o b a t i o n ,  f o r  s u b s t a n c e  a b u s e ,  u n t i l  
Sep tember  1979. I n  O c t o b e r  1981,  t h e  Drug Enforcement  Admini- 
s t r a t i o n  (DEA)  a d v i s e d  t h e  B o a r d ' s  s t a f f  t h a t  t h e  d o c t o r  had 
o r d e r e d  1  o z  o f  p h a r m a c e u t i c a l  c o c a i n e  f o r  o f f i c e  u s e .  

The E x e c u t i v e  D i r e c t o r  q u e s t i o n e d  t h e  p h y s i c i a n ' s  u s e  o f  c o c a i n e  
i n  l i g h t  o f  h i s  s p e c i a l t y  and p a s t  h i s t o r y  o f  s u b s t a n c e  a b u s e  
a n d ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  d i r e c t e d  t h e  B o a r d ' s  i n v e s t i g a t i v e  s t a f f  t o  
p r o c e e d  t o  t h e  d o c t o r ' s  o f f i c e ,  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  D E A  a g e n t s  i f  
n e c e s s a r y ,  t o  1 )  o b t a i n  a  l o g  o f  p a t i e n t s  who r e c e i v e d  t h e  co-  
c a i n e ,  a s  w e l l  a s  t h e i r  m e d i c a l  r e c o r d s ,  2 )  check  a l l  n a r c o t i c s  
m a i n t a i n e d  i n  t h e  o f f i c e ,  and 3 )  o b t a i n  a b i o l o g i c a l  f l u i d  sam- 
p l e .  

A s  t h e  i n v e s t i g a t o r s  e n t e r e d  t h e  b u i l d i n g  t o  c a r r y  o u t  t h i s  d i -  
r e c t i v e ,  t h e  p h a r m a c i s t  i n  Doc to r  A ' s  b u i l d i n g  i n q u i r e d  a s  t o  
what was happen ing .  The p h a r m a c i s t  was a s k e d  i f  he had s u p p l i e d  
a n y  more c o c a i n e  t o  Doc to r  A b e s i d e s  t h e  1  o z ,  which was e a r l i e r  
r e p o r t e d  t o  BOMEX. The p h a r m a c i s t  r e p o r t e d  t h a t  t h e  d o c t o r  had 
o n l y  o r d e r e d  t h e  1  o z  of  c o c a i n e ,  which was s t o r e d  i n  t h e  p h a r -  
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macy s a f e .  The d r u g  was b e i n g  u t i l i z e d  i n  p r e p a r i n g  a  60cc 
s o l u t i o n ,  a p p l i e d  t o p i c a l l y  i n  t r e a t i n g  o f f i c e  p a t i e n t s  and 
d i s p e n s e d  o n l y  i n  s m a l l  amounts .  The s o l u t i o n  c o n t a i n e d  
o n l y  a  m i n u t e  amount o f  c o c a i n e .  

The Board i n v e s t i g a t o r s  s i g h t e d  t h e  1  oz  b o t t l e  o f  c o c a i n e  t a k e n  
f rom t h e  s a f e  and found  t h a t  a n  a p p r o p r i a t e  amount was m i s s i n g ,  
which c o i n c i d e d  w i t h  t h e  p h a r m a c i s t ' s  r e p o r t  i n  which he s t a t e d  
t h a t  h e  had p r e p a r e d  t h e  t o p i c a l  s o l u t i o n  o n c e .  

Recogn iz ing  a t  t h i s  p o i n t  t h a t  t h e  q u e s t i o n  which i n i t i a t e d  t h e  
d i r e c t i v e ,  namely ,  t h a t  Doc to r  A was p e r s o n a l l y  u s i n g  c o c a i n e ,  
was i l l - f o u n d e d ,  t h e  i n v e s t i g a t o r  c a l l e d  t h e  E x e c u t i v e  D i r e c t o r  
f o r  i n s t r u c t i o n s  on  how t o  p r o c e e d  i n  t h i s  m a t t e r .  The Execu- 
t i v e  D i r e c t o r  d e t e r m i n e d  t o  t e r m i n a t e  t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n .  Ac- 
c o r d i n g l y ,  t h i s  m a t t e r  was n o t  p r e s e n t e d  t o  t h e  Board .  I n d e e d ,  
t h e r e  was n o t h i n g  t o  p r e s e n t .  

Case 2 
I n  Oc tobe r  1980 ,  w h i l e  c o n d u c t i n g  an  u n r e l a t e d  pharmacy s u r v e y ,  
a  Board i n v e s t i g a t o r  found  t h a t  Doc to r  B was p r e s c r i b i n g  
P r e l u d i n  75mg f o r  we igh t  c o n t r o l .  T h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  was p ro -  
v i d e d  t o  t h e  E x e c u t i v e  D i r e c t o r ,  who d i r e c t e d  t h a t  a n  i n - d e p t h  
s u r v e y  be conduc ted  i n t o  Doc to r  B 1 s  p r e s c r i p t i o n - w r i t i n g  h a b i t s ,  
as h i s  p r e s c r i p t i o n  p r a c t i c e s  had been  c r i t i c i z e d  by BOMEX on a  
p r e v i o u s  o c c a s i o n .  

A pharmacy s u r v e y  o f  34 pha rmac ie s  r e v e a l e d  43 p r e s c r i p t i o n s  f o r  
39 p a t i e n t s .  36 p a t i e n t s  r e c e i v e d  p r e s c r i p t i o n s  f o r  30 P r e l u d i n  
i n  compl i ance  w i t h  t h e  Board ' s  Amphetamine R e g u l a t i o n .  However, 
one  p a t i e n t  r e c e i v e d  2  p r e s c r i p t i o n s  f o r  30 P r e l u d i n .  The 
o t h e r  p r e s c r i p t i o n s  were w i t h i n  a c c e p t e d  l i m i t s .  

The d o c t o r  was n o t i f i e d  i n  w r i t i n g  ( s e e  a t t a c h e d  O c t o b e r  27 ,  
1981 l e t t e r )  o f  t h e  B o a r d ' s  r e g u l a t i o n  l i m i t i n g  amphetamine p r e -  
s c r i p t i o n s  t o  30 d a y s  f o r  t h e  t r e a t m e n t  o f  exogenous  o b e s i t y .  
The Doc to r  r e p l i e d  on Oc tobe r  2 8 ,  1981 t h a t  he would d i s c o n t i n u e  
a l l  p r e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  amphetamines  f o r  w e i g h t  c o n t r o l .  The 
E x e c u t i v e  D i r e c t o r ,  a t  t h i s  p o i n t ,  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e l y  c l o s e d  t h e  
f i l e .  

On September  1 7 ,  1982 t h e  A u d i t o r  G e n e r a l ' s  s t a f f  p o i n t e d  o u t  t o  
t h e  E x e c u t i v e  D i r e c t o r  t h a t  h e  had no a u t h o r i t y  t o  r e s o l v e  t h i s  
m a t t e r .  R e c o g n i z i n g  t h e  A u d i t o r  G e n e r a l ' s  d i f f i c u l t y  i n  e v a l u a t -  
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i n g  a c t i o n s  t a k e n  based  on common s e n s e ,  t h e  E x e c u t i v e  D i r e c t o r  
r eopened  t h e  c a s e  and i m m e d i a t e l y  r e f e r r e d  t h e  m a t t e r  t o  t h e  
Board f o r  i t s  c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  Also  a  pharmacy s u r v e y  was c a r r i e d  
o u t  which i n d i c a t e d  i n  t h e  seven-month p e r i o d  f rom A p r i l  
t h r o u g h  Oc tobe r  1982,  t h e  d o c t o r  had w r i t t e n  no p r e s c r i p t i o n s  
f o r  S c h e d u l e  I1 d r u g s .  

Case 3 
On June  1 ,  1982,  an  a i d e  t o  a n  A r i z o n a  congressman r e q u e s t e d  t h e  
B o a r d ' s  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  " ~ e r s u a d i n g "  two d o c t o r s  t o  r e l e a s e  c e r -  - 
t a i n  m e d i c a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  f o r  u s e  i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h e  d i s a b i l i t y  
c l a i m  o f  a c o n s t i t u e n t  f o r  S o c i a l  S e c u r i t y  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  bene-  
f i t s .  

Upon i n q u i r y  by t h e  Board ,  i t  was found  t h a t  one o f  t h e  p h y s i -  
c i a n s ,  who had r e t i r e d  f rom t h e  p r a c t i c e  6 months  e a r l i e r ,  had 
a l r e a d y  n o t i f i e d  t h e  a i d e  t h a t  he c o u l d  n o t  f i n d  t h e  c o n s u l t a -  
t i o n  r e p o r t  which h e  p r e p a r e d  f o r  a n  i n s u r a n c e  company, b u t  i f  
s h e  c o n t a c t e d  t h e  i n s u r a n c e  company, t h e  r e p o r t  c o u l d  e a s i l y  be  
o b t a i n e d .  The a t t a c h e d  June  18 ,  1982 l e t t e r  a p p r o p r i a t e l y  re-  
f l e c t s  t h e  s u b s t a n c e  of  t h i s  m a t t e r .  

L i k e w i s e ,  t h e  s econd  p h y s i c i a n  had r e l e a s e d  r e c o r d s  t o  t h e  pa- 
t i e n t  and h i s  a t t o r n e y  p r i o r  t o  t h e  a i d e ' s  r e q u e s t .  The p h y s i -  
c i a n ' s  o f f i c e  t o l d  t h e  a i d e  o f  t h e  above  s i t u a t i o n  a s  w e l l  a s  
t h e  f a c t  t h a t  s h e  c o u l d  g e t  t h e  r e c o r d  f rom t h e  p a t i e n t  o r  f rom 
h i s  a t t o r n e y .  Yet  a s  a  r e s u l t  o f  t h e  B o a r d ' s  i n q u i r y  i n t o  t h i s  
m a t t e r ,  t h e  d o c t o r  s e n t  a d d i t i o n a l  c o p i e s  o f  t h e  s o u g h t - a f t e r  
m e d i c a l  r e c o r d s  t o  t h e  a i d e ,  once  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  r e l e a s e  o f  
r e c o r d s  was s u b m i t t e d .  

The D i r e c t o r  b e l i e v e d  t h a t  t h e r e  was no v i o l a t i o n  t o  r e p o r t  t o  
t h e  Board a s  t h i s  m a t t e r  had been  r e s o l v e d  p r i o r  t o  t h e  B o a r d ' s  
i nvo lvemen t .  

H o p e f u l l y ,  w i t h  t h e  above  d e t a i l s ,  a  more v a l i d  a s s e s s m e n t  o f  
t h e  A u d i t o r ' s  c o n c e r n s  c a n  b e  made. 

I n  c o n c l u s i o n ,  t h e  Board is w i l l i n g  t o  p l a c e  i t s  r e c e n t  r e c o r d  
a g a i n s t  a n y  o t h e r  s t a t e  m e d i c a l  b o a r d  a s  w e l l  a s  a g a i n s t  a n y  
o t h e r  h e a l t h  r e g u l a t o r y  agency  i n  A r i z o n a .  The B o a r d ' s  a d m i n i s -  
t r a t i v e ,  i n v e s t i g a t i v e ,  and l i c e n s u r e  p r o c e d u r e s ,  r e c o r d  manage- 
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ment and s t a t u t e s  a r e  a  model f o r  o t h e r  a g e n c i e s .  The Board 
b e l i e v e s  t h e  A u d i t o r  G e n e r a l ' s  r e p o r t ,  t o  a  l a r g e  d e g r e e ,  r e c o g -  
n i z e s  t h e  s u p e r i o r i t y  of  i t s  o p e r a t i o n s .  

w~sp/&L yy 
M .  David 'Ben-Asher, M . D .  
Chairman 

~ x e c u t i v e  D i r e c t o r  
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THE ARiZONA B O A R D  OF MEDICAL EXAFY'IINE'RS 
5060 north 19th  avenue, s t ~ ~ t e  300 phoenrx, artzona 85315 

Re: ~ I i n p h c t a n i i n e  I < c g ~ l l a t  i o n  

D c a r  D o c t o r  

The  A r i z o n a  B o a r d  o f  b l c d i c a l  I ~ s n r i ~ i r l e r s  i s  i n  r e c e i p t  
o f  t h e  e n c l o s e d  c o p y  o f  a  sum!liclry o f  y o u r  p r e s c r i p t i o n s  
s i n c e  J u n e  1 9 8 1 .  

A t  t h i s  p o i n t  i n  t i m e ,  t h e  Bu:~rd  w o u l d  l i k e  t o  rcrnirld 
y o u  o f  t h e  Alnphctani ine R e g u l a t i o n  w h i c h  c o v e r s  t h e  
d r u g  P r e l u d i n ,  a n d  r e a d s  a s  f o l l o w s :  

R4-1G-10 Ampheta ln ine  R e g u l a t i o n  

A.  The  A r i z o n a  B o a r d  o f  M e d i c a l  E x a m i n e r s  a f t e r  
r e v i e w i n g  a v a i l a b l e  d a t a  a n d  i n f o r m a t i o n ,  f i n d s  t h a t  
t h e  u s e  o f  a m p h e t a m i n e s  and s i m i l a r  s y m p a t h o m i m e t i c  
d r u g s  h a s  a h i g h  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  a b u s e  a n d  d e p e n d e n c e .  

13. O r a l  Arnphetamincs  - T l ~ c  13oard f i n d s  t l l c  \ \ s c  o f  
o r a l  a m p h e t a m i n e s  a n d  s i m i l a r  s y m p a t h o m i r n c t i c  d r u g s  i n  
t h e  t r e a t m e n t  o f  e x o g e n o u s  o b e s i t y  s h o u l d  b e  r e s t r i c t e d  
t o  s h o r t  t e r m  ( l e s s  t h a n  o n e  m o n t h )  a d j u n c t i v e  t h e r a p y  
i n  p a t i e n t s  whose  o b e s i t y  h a s  p r o v e n  r e f r a c t o r y  t o  o t h e r  
Illec2SUTCS. 

- -- 

C .  I n j e c t a b l e  i l m p h c t a m i n e s  - The Doard  f i n d s  t h e r e  
a r e  no  t h e r a p e u t i c  i n d i c a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  u s e  o f  i n j e c t a b l e  
a lnphe ta lu incs  o r  s i m i l a r  s y m p a t h o r n i m e t i c  d r u g s .  

D .  I t  i s  t l l e r e f o r e ,  t h e  o p i n i o n  o f  t h i s  Ronrd  
t h a t  t h e  prescription o f  o r -n l  a r n p h c t a m i n c s  beyond  t h e s e  
l i r ~ i i t a t i o n s ,  o r  a n y  u s e  o f  i n j  c c t a b l e  a r n p h e t n ~ n i n c s ,  i s  
3 c o n d u c t  o r  p r a c t i c c  \chic11 d o c s  o r  m i g h t  c o n s t i t u t e  
a  d z n g c r  t o  t h e  h e a l t h ,  w e l f a r e  o r  s a f e t y  o f  t h e  p a t i e n t  
o r  t h e  p u b l i c ,  a n d  t l i u s  c o n s t i t u t e s  u n p r - o C c s s i o ~ \ a l  
c o n d u c t  ancl i s  a  v i o 1 : i t i o n  o f  A . R . S .  5 3 2 - 3 2 - 1 . ! 0 1 . 1 0 ( t )  
n s n~ncnclcd.  



The Eoa rd  h a s  n o t i f i e d  you  i n  t h e  p a s t  o f  t h i s  
r e g u l a t i o n ,  and y o u r  c o m p l i a n c e  w i t h  i t  will climi- 
n a t e  t h e  n e e d  f o r  Board m o n i t o r i n g  o r  y o u r  p n r t i c i -  
p a t i o n  i n  a n  i n v c s t i g n t i o n a l  i n t e r v i e w .  

Though t h e  summary a p p e a r s  t o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  you a r c  
c u r r e n t l y  o n l y  w r i t i n g  f o r  a t h i r t y  ( 3 0 )  day  S ~ i p p l y  
o f  t h e  P r e l u d i n , o n e  p a t i e n t ,  l lowevcr ,  r e c e i v e d  two 
p r e s c r i p t i o n s  f o r  t h i r t y  ( 3 0 )  s i n g l e  u n i t  d o s a g e s  o f  
I ' r c l u d i n  or1 J u l y  1 6 ,  1 3 8 1  and August  2 4 ,  1 9 8 1 .  The 
Hoard a d v i s e s  t h a t  you r e v i e w  y o u r  r e c o r d s  and  i f  you 
Elre p r o v i d i n g  p r c s c r i p t i o r l s  f o r  w c i g h t  c o n t r o l ,  t h a t  - 
you r c c v n l u a t c  t i ~ e s c  prescriptions, a s  y o u  may be  i n  
v i o l a t i o n  o f  t h e  c u r r c n t  amphetamine r e g u l r l t i o n .  

Your c o m p l i a n c e  w i t h  t h e  130ard1s  c u r r e n t  r u l e s  and 
r e g u l a t i o n s  would bc  u r g e d  and g r e a t l y  a p p r c c i a t c d .  

I f  you have  any  q u e s t i o n s  regarding t h i s  m a t t e r ,  p l c a s e  
do n o t  h e s i t a t e  t o  c o n t a c t  me d i r e c t l y ,  c i t h c r  by 
l e t t e r  o r  phone.  

S i n c e r e l y ,  

B O A R D  OF JIEDI CAL ESAJIIXERS 
STATE O F  A R I Z O N A  

Douglas  N .  Ce r f  
E x e c u t i v e  D i r c c t o r  



October  28,  1981 

The Arizona Board o f  Medical  Examiners 

- - 5060 N. 1 3 t h  Avenue S u i t e  300 
Phoenix,  Arizona 85015 

Rc: October 27 ,  1 9 S 1  l e t t e r  

Dear S i r s ,  

I would l i k e  t o  inform you t h a t  s i n c e  Sep tenber  15,  1981, I have 
d i s c o n t i n u e d  w r i t i n g  p r e s c r i p t i o n s  f o r  amphetamines f o r  weight  c o n t r o l .  

However, I would l i k e  t o  thank  t h e  Board f o r  reciinding m e  of t h e  
anpheteminc r e g u l a t i o n  a t  t h i s  p o i n t .  

S i n c e r e l y ,  



J u n e  18 ,  1982 

Mr. Douglas C e r f ,  E x e c u t i v e  D i r e c t o r  
Ar i zona  Board of  F led ica l  Examine r s  
5060 North N i n e t e e n t h  Avenue, S u i t e  3 0 0  
P h o e n i x ,  A r i z o n a  85015 

Dear  M r .  Cer f  : 

T h i s  i s  i n  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  c l a i m  which  h a s  been  lodged  a g a i n s t  me - 
by t h e  o f f i c e  of  

S t r a n g e l y  enough ,  a f t e r  f o r t y - s i x  and  a  h a l f  y e a r s  o f  m e d i c a l  p r a c t i c e ,  
I have  t o  w a i t  u n t i l  e i g h t  months  a f t e r  my r e t i r e m e n t  b e f o r e  someone 
l o d g e s  t h e  f i r s t  c o m p l a i n t  t h a t  h a s  e v e r  been  made a b o u t  my p r o f e s s i o n a l  
c o n d u c t .  

I h a r d l y  know how t o  answer  t h i s .  O b v i o u s l y ,  who lodged  
t h e  c o m p l a i n t ,  r e a d  my r e p o r t  i n  which  I t o l d  h e r  t h a t  I remember 
examin ing  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  p a t i e n t  f o r  a n  i n s u r a n c e  company b u t  was 
c o m p l e t e l y  u n a b l e  t o  f i n d  a  copy o f  my r e p o r t  t o  him. T h i s  happens  
r a r e l y ,  t a k e  my word f o r  i t ,  b u t  I am s u r e  you w i l l  a p p r e c i a t e  t h e  
f a c t  t h a t  i t  c a n  happen.  I f u r t h e r  s u g g e s t e d  t o  h e r ,  i n  a n  e f f o r t  
t o  b e  a s  c o o p e r a t i v e  a s  I c o u l d ,  t h a t  i f  s h e  o b t a i n e d  t h e  name of 
t h e  i n s u r a n c e  company f rom t h e  p a t i e n t ,  and  I am s u r e  h e  would have  
i t ,  a l l  she  had  t o  do was w r i t e  t o  them and  a s k  them f o r  t h e  o r i g i n a l  
r e p o r t  t h a t  I s e n t  t o  them. I n s t e a d  o f  d o i n g  t h a t ,  s h e  w r i t e s  you a 
l e t t e r  which w i l l  g e t  h e r  a b s o l u t e l y  nowhere a t  a l l .  

1 - a m  i m p r e s s e d - b y  h e r  u s e  of  t h e  t e r m  " r e l e a s e  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  t o  a  
C o n g r e s s i o n a l  o f f i c e " .  I n  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  c a s e ,  i f  i n s t e a d  of  a  
C o n g r e s s i o n a l  o f f i c e ,  t h i s  r e q u e s t  was made by t h e  P r e s i d e n t  oE t h e  
U n i t e d  S t a t e s ,  t h e  Pr ime M i n i s t e r  of  G r e a t  B r i t a i n ,  t h e  Prime k l i n i s t e r  
o f  West Germany, t h e  P r e s i d e n t  of  F r a n c e ,  a n d ,  f o r  good m e a s u r e ,  t h e  
P r e s i d e n t  of  t h e  S o v i e t  S t a t e ,  i t  s t i l l  w o u l d n ' t  g e t  them anywhere .  
I c a n ' t  f u r n i s h  i n f o r m a t i o n  t h a t  I s i m p l y  c a n ' t  f i n d .  

I c a n n o t  t h i n k ,  i n  l i n e  w i t h  t h e  r e q u e s t ,  o f  any  a p p r o p r i a t e  a c t i o n  
wh ich  c o u l d  be  t a k c n  by' y o u r  agency  t o  p e r s u a d e  (and s h e  d o e s n ' t  even 
s p e l l  t h i s  c o r r e c t l y )  me t o  r e l e a s e  i n f o r m a t i o n  t h a t  I am u n a b l e  t o  
p u t  my hands  on .  


