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THE STATE EDUCATION DEPARTMENT | THE UNIVERSITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK

OFFICE OF PROFESSIONAL DISCIPLINE 195 Montague Street — Fourth Floor
(718) 246-3060,3061 Brooklyn, New York 11201

July 2, 2008

William Wright, Jr., Physician
Redacted Address

Re: Application for Restoration

Dear Dr. Wright:

Enclosed please find the Commissioner's Order regarding Case No. CP-08-02 which is in reference to
Calendar No. 22754. This order and any decision contained therein goes into effect five (5) days after the date of
this letter.

Very truly yours,

Daniel] J. Kelleher

Director of Investigations
n .
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IN THE MATTER
of the

Application of WILLIAM WRIGHT,
JR., for restoration of his license to
practice as a physician in the State of
New York.

Case No. CP-08-02

It appearing that the license of WILLIAM WRIGHT, JR., 828 Glenview Street,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19111 to practiée as a physician in the State of New York, was
revoked by Order of the State Board for Professional Medical Conduct, dated December 22,
1994, and he having petitioned the Board of Regents for restoration of said license, and the
Regents having given consideration to said petition and having agreed with and adopted the
recommendations of the Peer Committee and the Committee on the Professions, now, pursuant
to action taken by the Board of Regents on March 18, 2008, it is hereby

ORDERED that the petition for restoration of License No. 152265, authorizing
WILLIAM WRIGHT, JR. to practice as a physician in the State of New York, is granted, and his
license to practice as a physician in the State of New York shall be fully restored.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, 1, Richard P. Mills,
Ry ; Commissioner of Education of the State of New York for
-\-._\;)“5*""“”‘p‘*’-"ér and on behalf of the State Education Department, do

o

hereunto set my hand and affix the seal of the State

Education Department, at the City of Albany, this 2 7l/"n_,
day of June. 2008.

Redacted Signature
Couzéssioner of Education * )




Case No. CP-08-02

It appearing that the license of WILLIAM WRIGHT, JR,, Xedacted Address
to practice as a physician in the State of New York, was

revoked by Order of the State Board for Professional Medical Conduct, dated December 22,
1994, and he having petitioned the Board of Regents for restoration of said license, and the
Regents having given consideration to said petition and having agreed with and adopted the
recommendations of the Peer Committee and the Committee on the Professions, now, pursuant
to action taken by the Board of Regents on March 18, 2008, it is hereby

VOTED that the petition for restoration of License No. 152265, authorizing WILLIAM
WRIGHT, JR. to practice as a physician in the State of New York, is granted and his license to
practice as a physician in the State of New York shall be fully restored.



Case Number
CP-08-02
February 27, 2008

THE UNIVERSITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
The State Education Department

Report of the Committee on the Professions
Application for Restoration of Physician License

Re: William Wright, Jr.

William Wright, Jr., Redacted Address : |

petitioned for restoration of his physician license. The cnrohology-f" of events is as
follows: ' .

10/29/82 Issued license number 152265 to practice as a phyéician in New
York State.

06/30/93 Convicted in United States District Court for the Eastern District of
Virginia of charges relating to distribution of prescription drugs.

07/08/93 Order issued suspending applicant’s license to practice as a
' : physician in Virginia.

09/28/94 Charged with fwo specifications of professional misconduct by the
New York State Office of Professional Medical Conduct (OPMC).

12/22/94 Order issued revoking applicant’s license to practice as a physician
. in the State of New York.

12/22/97 Order issued reinstating applicant’s license to practice in Virginia
~  and placing him on indefinite probation.

06/12/00 Order issued terminating the terms and conditions imposed on
applicant's license to practice in Virginia and reinstating him to full
and unrestricted status.

11/17/03 . Submitted application for restoration of physician license.

04/27/06 Peer Committee restoration review.

06/24/06 Report and Recommendation of the Peer Committee. (See “Report
of the Peer Committee”)

(L

08/08/07 Committee on the Professions meeting with applicant.



02/27/08 Report and Recommendation of the Committee on the Professions.

Disciplinary History. Inan order dated December 22, 1994, the OPMC found
Dr. Wright guilty of two specifications of professional misconduct, one charging him with
having been convicted of a crime under federal law, and the second charging him with
having had his medical license suspended by another state. On June 30, 1993, in the
United States District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, the applicant had pled
guilty to eight counts of distributing a Schedule 11I controlled substance, eight counts of
furnishing false information in drug prescriptions, six counts of distributing a Schedule |l

controlled substance, and one count of forfeiture. On July 8, 1993, the State of Virginia

suspended his license to practice medicine.

Recommendation of Peer Committee. (See attached Report of the Peer
Committee.) The Peer Committee (Alfred, Herrman, Holtzapple) convened on April 27,
2006 to consider Dr. Wright's application for restoration of his physician license. In its
report dated June 24, 2006, the Committee unanimously recommended that the
petitioner’s license to practice medicine be restored without restriction.

Recommendation of the Committee on the Professions. On August 8, 2007,
the Committee on the Professions (COP) (Ahearn, Earle, Hansen) met with Dr. Wright
to consider his application for restoration. Dr. Wright appeared without an atiorney.

The COP asked Dr. Wright to begin with an explanation of what led to the
revocation of his license and of why he believes that his application for restoration
should be granted. The applicant described his practice in Norfolk, Virginia, where he
was a sole practitioner in a low income community. He told the Committee that he was
an attending physician in five hospitals and was trying to be all things to all people. He
reported that he suffered from stress and began to drink. He stated that his ability to
say “no” to patients began to diminish, and he prescribed narcotics in large amounts. He
rationalized this activity by thinking that if it was done in a medical office, it must be
within the scope of practice. He explained that he is now the clinical director of a drug
and alcohol rehabilitation facility. His goals are not firm, but he hopes to pursue
occupational medicine.

Dr. Wright was asked about his immediate plans, and whether he will return to
New York to practice. He stated that he would be getting married in November and
then living in the Philadelphia area. He indicated his intention to look in that region for a

position involving safety and environmental issues. He expressed a reluctance to return’

to a private practice or hospital-based practice. When asked why he is pursuing his
New York license if he plans to practice in Pennsylvania, he referenced an interest in
being board certified in family practice and his belief that an outstanding revocation in
New York would preclude such certification; he further indicated that the public record of

the revocation of his license in New York affects both his employability and his

insurability.

The COP asked the applicant whether his actions led to patient harm or had any
other negative impact. Dr. Wright referred to his loss of moral compass, and he
admitted that he gave narcotics to patients who should have received more appropriate
medical treatment. When asked what triggered the loss of his moral compass, the
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applicant described his arrogance and a feeling that the laws did not apply to him. He
also made reference to stress resulting from his attempts to practice as a sole
practitioner and from his bad marital relationship. Dr. Wright thereafter described the
clever nature of the individuals who sought drugs from him, explaining that he has
gained insight into the ability of addicts to do whatever it takes for them to obtain drugs.

The Committee asked the applicant to describe his strategy for maintaining
sobriety, and the applicant cited attendance at Caduceus meetings, his association with
several professional colleagues who are also in recovery from substance abuse, and
the support he receives from his sponsor and other friends. He also discussed the
many instances he has seen of relapse after years of sobriety and depicted alcoholism
as a powerful disease. He told the Committee that he knows that drinking would make
life a lot worse for him and that he stays out of environments in which drugs and alcohol
are consumed. He explained that his current employment as the clinical director of a
drug and alcohol clinic keeps addiction issues in the forefront of his mind.

In closing remarks, Dr. Wright pointed to Step Eight in the Twelve Step Program
that speaks to making amends to those you have harmed. He stated that he wanted to

seek atonement and to help others, especially those whose health care needs are not
being well served. ' '

The overarching concern in all restoration cases is the protection of the public.
Education Law §6511 gives the Board of Regents discretionary authority to make the
final decision regarding applications for the restoration of a professional license. Section
24.7 of the Rules of the Board of Regents charges the COP with submitting a
recommendation to the Board of Regents on restoration applications. Although not
mandated by law or regulation, the Board of Regents has instituted a process whereby
a Peer Committee first meets with an applicant for restoration and provides a
recommendation to the COP. A former licensee applying for restoration has the
significant burden of satisfying the Board of Regents that there is a compelling reason
that licensure should be granted in the face of misconduct that resulted in the loss of
licensure. There must be clear and convincing evidence that the applicant is- fit to
practice safely, that the misconduct will not recur, and that the root causes of the
misconduct have been addressed and satisfactorily dealt with by the applicant. It is not
the role of the COP to merely accept, without question, the arguments presented by the

applicant but to weigh and evaluate all of the evidence submitted and to render a
determination based upon the entire record.

The record shows that Dr. Wright served 30 months in prison following his plea of
guilty in federal court to unlawful distribution of controlled substances. This prison term
was followed by three years of supervised release, successfully completed in January
2000. The record supports Dr. Wright's assertion that his alcoholism was a significant
factor in what he described as the “loss of moral compass” that caused him to distribute
prescription drugs in violation of law. He has spent considerable time addressing his
disease, starting with programs during his prison stay. He continued with formal
participation in Caduceus groups following his release. He currently serves as clinical
director of a drug and -alcohol rehabilitation facility. Acknowledging that there is no
guarantee that relapse will not occur, the evidence shows that Dr. Wright has
undertaken significant efforts to deal with his condition and is aware of the implications



that it has on his ability to practice. Under these circumstances, we believe that the
chances of relapse have been minimized and that the applicant is unlikely to experience
practice issues related to his alcohol use. We also believe that, based upon the
activities described above, he has engaged in sufficient rehabilitation to support his
application.

~ Turning to re-education, Dr. Wright had completed approximately 324 continuing
education credits at the time of his Peer Commitiee review, and submitted additional
documentation of continuing course work in 2006 at our meeting with him. We also
note that the petitioner applied for re-licensure in the Commonwealth of Virginia, and, by
order dated December 22, 1997, Virginia required him to achieve a passing score on
the Special Purpose Examination (SPEX) of the Federation of State Medical Boards of
the United States. He passed this examination in November 1998, and Virginia granted
the petitioner a conditional license to practice medicine. His full license 1o practice was
reinstated in that state by order dated June 12, 2000. Among the conditions that the
petitioner fulfilled for Virginia before full reinstatement were one month of supervised
practice, fifty hours of continuing education, and participation in monitored rehabilitation
activities. While the petitioner has not regularly practiced medicine since his license
was revoked, his pursuit of continuing education has been diligent, and he has been
involved professionally in health care issues in recent years. We also note that Dr.
Wright's license to practice medicine in Pennsylvania was reinstated to unrestricted
non-probationary status by order dated July 9, 2003.

Dr. Wright's presentation before us was sincere and forthright, and his remorse
for his misconduct was evident. He demonstrated self-awareness of his own substance
abuse issues as well as of the difficulties he faced in the private practice of medicine.
He appeared to be dedicated to his sobriety and the maintenance of his rehabilitation
efforts. He was also realistic in terms of his re-entry into the medical profession. He
discussed several possibilities, but understood the need to practice within the limits of
his experience and ability. He grounded most of his choices in the areas of
occupational safety, where he has significant experience and education.

Based on all of the foregoing, a complete review of the record, and its meeting
with him, the Committee on the Professions voted unanimously to concur with the
recommendation of the Peer Committee that the application herein be granted and that
Dr. Wright's license to practice as a physician in New York State be restored.

Kathy A. Ahearn, Chair
Steven Earle
Stanley Hansen
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NEW YORK STATE EDUCATION DBPARTME‘,NT

OFFICE OF PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY :

| STATE BOARD FOR MEDICINE
- X
In the Matter of the Application of -

* William Wright, Jr., M.D. - LT L S REPORT OF

COMMITTEE

'CAL.NO.22754

for the restoration of 1115 llcense to. practlce
as a physician in the State of New York.
- : ~-X

' Wllliam Wright, Jr., heremafter known as the apphcant was prevxously hcensed to practice
asa phy'.:‘.lclan in the State of New York by the New York State Board of Regents The apphcant 5.

license was revoked as aresult of a profesmonal nusconduct proceedmg, and he has apphed for

; resto:atmn of his license.

On Ap:il-' 27, 2006, this Peer Committee convened to review this matter and makes the

following recommendation to.the Committee on the Professions and the Board of Regents.’

BACKGROUND INF ORMATION

. The written apphcatlon, suppomng papers prowded by the applicant, and papers resultmg

| from the mvest1 gatlon conducted by the Office of Professmnal DlSClpllne (OPD), were complled by

the prosecutor from OPD into a packet tbat was dlsmbuted to tl'us Peer Commlttee in advance of 1tsl

meetmg and also pmwded to the apphcant



William Wright, Jr. (22754)

L1stcd below is the background information from that packct and the infonoation con'taihod

in the apphcant 4

documents may be found therein.

PRIOR DIS CIPLINE PROCEEDING
Act'ioo by Sta_te Board for ProfeSsional'Medical Conduct R
~ CaseNo. isi'MC 94273 o
| On Septcmber 28 1994 thc apphcant was charged by the New Yoi'k State Departmeot of
| Health, Ofﬁce of Profcssmnal Medical Conduct (OPMC) with two spemﬁcat:tons of misconduct. :

On Dcc_cmber 22,1994, an order from OPMC was 1ssued revokmg the apphcant's 11ccnse to

' practnce medlcme '

- OMPC Hearing Committee -
A heanng was conducted on Novcmbcr 22 1994 by OPMC concermng the charges agamst

apphcant for violations-of New York State Education Law §6530 -The OPMC Hearing Cormmttce

detenmned that the apphcant was gullty of both speclﬁcatlons of professmnal mlsconduct for whu;h

hehad becn charged They found hn:n gullty undct New York State Education Law §6530(9)(a)(n)
- for havmg becn convmted of commlttmg an act conshtutmg a cnme undcr foderal law, and undcr
New York State Eduoatlon Law §6530(9)(d) for havmg had his hccnse suspcnded and dlsclplma:y
e actlon ‘taken agamst him by anothcr state. The Comrmttec determined that rcspondent had been
'convmted in Federal Court of the followmg exght counts of unlawfully, lmovnngly, and '

mtennonally d;smbutmg and rhspensmg a Schedule 1]1 controlled substance by prescnptlon, in .

violation of §2l USC 841(3)(1), ei ght counts of uniawﬁllly, owmgly and mtennonally ﬁlrmshmg

submissions on the. day of the meetmg Furthcr detalls perfaining to these
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Willlam Wright, Jr. (22754)

false and ﬁaudulent information in drug prescriptions, in violation of §21 USC 843(2)(4)(A); six

counts of unlawfully, knowmgly and mtenttonally dlsmbutmg and dtspensmg a Schedule o

- controlled substance by prescnpnon in violation of §21 USC 841(a)(1); and one cotmt of forfetture

\

pursuant to §21USC 853. , As a result, respondent was sentencedl to tlnrty months_ mcarceratton to be |

;i followed by tlu'ee years of supemsed release

The Committee also detennmed that the Dtrector of the Vtrg]ma Department of Health

K Professmns had suspended respondent’s ltcense to practlce med1cme n Vu'gtma. on July 8 1993, _

based upon respondent’s convxctlons of wolatsons of twenty-three counts of vanous secttons of

Title 21 of the Umted States Code “The Comrmttee detenmned that the d1sclphnary action taken

against respondent s 11cense to practtce medu:me in the state of Vlrgn:ua by the Vlrglma Department
| of Health Professmns, was based on conduct which, if it had been eommltted in New York State,

~ would have constxtuted professional nusconduct pursuant to New York State Educanon Law

| §6530(2) and!or (3), for practlcmg the professxon ﬁaudulently or W1th neghgence on more than one - -

h occas:on, w1th respect to his, dlstnbutlon and prescnptlon of controlled substances As a result,

| apphcant s New York llcense was revoked by an order dated December 22 1994 :

" PETITION FOR RESTORATION

- Applicant submitted a restoration application dated November 17, 2003, with attachments as

. summarized below.

x Submlsswns of Aff’ davits

iy

- Five afﬁdawts in support of the apphcanon were recelved Three were from physmlans, one

was from a _speech therap:st, and one was ﬁ'om a clergyman. A-lette_r_ of recommendatlon was also-
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william Wright, Jr. (22754)

submitted by Roberta Walsh, manager at Livengrin Foundaﬁon Inc., and from Michael Burke, a |
therapist 'atl'Liven'grin Foundation Inc.

Continuing Edncntion |

Also mcluded in the packet was proof that apphcant had taken approxrmately one-hundred- te

: thirty-four CME credlts from J. anuary to June of 1997 and had taken a mm:-resrdency in the Proper

Prescribing of Controlled and Dangerous Substances in November of 1996. Apphoant also
submitted proof that he has contmued to take CM'E’s frorn 1998 through 2006 accumﬂatmg
approximat_ely 'ﬂaree-hundred-twenty-four addltlonal CME s

Addmonal Attachments

A copy of an order was subnntted dated October 22, 199‘? from. the Vn'glma Board of

| _ Medicme wlnch had remstated apphcant s hcense, placmg the applicant on mdeﬁmte probat:on

B | upon vanous tenns and condrtxons The probatronary terms mciuded a requlrement that apphcant
| was not to engage in the practxce of medlcme until he had obtamed a passing score on the Speoral
. Purpose Exammatlon of the F ederatxon of State Medlcal Boards of the Umted States (SPEX) and

Ihad reoe1ved anthonzatlon ﬁ'om the Board to practice med.tcme After he had achteved a passmg

re on SPEX apphcant was to be prolublted from prescnhmg oontrolled substances st

'probatron terms also requlred that he successfully complete ﬁfty hours of Category I CME that he

was to praotlce medlcme only ina group setting approved by the Board was to oomply w1th the

terms of his federal probatlon, and was to provzde progress reports to the Board ona quarterly bas1s

Apphcant submltted a copy ofa June 12, 2000 order by the Vrrglrna Board of Medrcme, |

wh;ch ﬁllly remstated apphcant’s hcense to practlce medlcme in the state of Vrrguua to an’
unrestncted status with all attendant nghts and prmleges A!so subnutted was an order from the %

- 'State Board of Medlcme, the Commonwea!th of Pennsylvama, dated J uly 9, 2003 whrch remstated

4
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 William Wright, Jr. (22754)

apphcant s hcense to practxce medtcme in that state to an unrestncted non—probatlonary status.

Apphcant further subrmtted proof that he had successfully passed the SPEX exammatlon whrch he

had taken on November 17 1998, as well as proof that he had successfully completed hls federal

 probation; from whlch he was released as of Ianuary 30 2000. His mcarceratton ran ﬁ'om

: Septembe:r 23 1993 to August 5, 1996 at Petersburg Federal Correctlonal Faclllty in Vu‘gtma. ,

' Apphcant prov1ded mformatton concemmg past drug screemng that he had taken through

h his Vtrglma momtonng, as well asa recent drug test from Aprﬁ 2006 mdlcatmg that apphcant was

drug free Apphcant also subm.ttted a personal statement outlmmg hzs 1mt1a1 mvolvement in

; prescnbmg illicit drugs and his alcohollsm before his conviction. In the statemt, appltcant

' outlmed hls remorse and the actlons that he has taken to, asslst in gettmg back his hcense - '

| Department Exhlbits

Denms : Graz:tano, Director of the Ofﬁce of Professzonal Medxcal Conduct, subm.ttted a

letter dated Febmary 24 2005 whlch opposed apphcant’s request for restoration of his med1ca1

license. Mr Grazrano noted in partlcular that the apphcant had not yet prov1ded mdeplldent

: ewdence of current chemtoal/alcohol dependency testing or ev:dence of psychlatnc treatment SO

- that a determmanon couId be made as to whether apphcant had recovered ﬁ'om any dependency

_‘ problems a decrsmn necessary in order to conclude whether apphcant could be safely retumed to .

"the pract:lce of medlcme

The department also presented coples of the underlymg deten:mnat:lon and order by the

o Department of Health, wh:ch was prevxously referenced anda copy of a Case Summa:ry Report

Whlch summanzed apphcant’s drug charges The drug charges pnmanly concerned the wntmg of -

‘ prescnptlons for V1cod1n Tylox and Percodan between January 14, 1992 and April 30,:1992 which

- were not fora legmmate medzcal pl]rpose The Case Summary Report mcluded an mtemew with |

5



william Wright, Jr. (22754)

applicant, in wluch he mdlcated that he had never diverted drugs for his own use and that he has
remamed drug and a.lcohol free smee 1993. The report also mcluded an outline as to the apphcant s
2 employment since he was releaSed ﬁom pnson whtch included employment as: a techmclan in an
influenza productlon faclhty, a senior counselor at Bowhng Green Inn in Pennsylvama and at
: Melvem Institute; in Melvern, Pennsylvama, a substance dependence counselor at Lwengnn
N Foundat:lon Inc m Phlladelphla, a worker at an mﬂuenza vu'us productlon faclhty, a medlcal revnew
E officer at Palmetto Farmly Care in Charleston, South Carolma, a worker domg- pre-employment .
physicals and drug screens and other tasks at Concentra in Rxchmond Vlrglma, a worker in B

" industrial hyglene momtonng at Alhed S1gual in Petersburg, Vu'gmla and asa retail sales h

supervisor at the Dlabettc Shoppe of Eastern Vlrgmla in Norfo]k, Vlrgmla

PEER COMMITTEE MEETING R

‘On Aprﬁ 27, 2006 this Peer Commlttee met to conmder tl:us matter ‘The apphcant appeared o
- before us personally and was not represented by an attomey Also present was Walter Ramos, Esq o :
| an attomey from the Dlwswn of Prosecutlons, of the Office of Professmnal Dlsc1p1me (OPD) ‘
' .Kathleen L. Werther, Esq served as the admmtstranve oﬁicer

| Apphcant adrmtted in h:s testxmony that he had become mvolved with dtstnbutmg comrolled
bstances when he was a busy sole—practmoner who had over-extended htmselfmth work. He was
.. an attendmg physwran at ﬁve dlﬂ'erent hosp:tals and drank excesswely at mght He hved on the edge '
. of a poor community in Virginia where patients frequently requested narcotics for pain. He became :
caught up in wntmg preecnptzons for narconcs in exchange for cash, presumably for the office v151t. :

Apphcant test:ﬁed that his conwctlon and pnson term had a profound effect on making him '

| reallze the enormity and effect of his 1mpa1red Judgmem wh;ch he believes stemmed from his over- | (H__

6



William Wright, Jr. (22754)

work and’ alcohollsm ‘He testified that he realizes his actions were wrong and that he has worked to

sharpen his ethlcs and values anid to actively check hunself We beheve that the apphcant sincerely =

expressed His remorse and regret for the chcnces he made that led to his arrest and mcarcerat:on, and

appeared to be very aware of the potentlal danger to patents that could have resulted from h13 actions;
Apphcant testlﬁed that in pnson he had completed a six month Drug and Alcohol

Rchablhtatton Program After pnson, he partlmpated in and passed a six day forensm mm—resideacy
in the Proper Prescnbmg of Controlled Dangerous Substances in 1996. He has also taken hundreds of
CME’s and graduated from Old Dominion Umvers1ty w1th a master’s degree in mdustnal hygiene. I-Ie .
has worked asa volunteer for the Arnencan Red Cross and Books Thmugh Bars. Hei is presently
working as C]inica.l Dlrector at Bowling Green Brandywine Treatment Center, where he m:pennsee
ﬁﬁeen counselors who deal primarily with people w1th drug and-alcohol problems W

Apphcant testified that he has been sober since 1993, and that he has never used narcotrcs or

- illicit drugs hnnself He began attendmg AA meetmgs in pnson and has contmued to attend ona

regular bas:s He also attends Caduceus ‘meetings.
_ The apphcant tesnﬁed that h]s license was restored in Vlrglma after 1ts ongmal suspensron

. w1thout restriction, aﬁer he successﬁrlly completed all probatronary terms that Vu'glma had placed on |

" him, Wh.lch had mcluded a reqmrement that he pass the SPEX exam, that he successﬁﬂly oomplete his |

federal probanon, and that he lmdergo practlcc momtormg

Appllcant testlﬁed that he reahzed that he would be better off practlcmg in a group settmg and -
not asa pnvate pracﬁt:loner. He md_rcated that he d.1d not plan to practice me_dleme in New York, ashe
presently resides in Delaware near the -Peniisylvarﬁa border, and hopes to remam in that area. He has

not practiced in New York since 1986 He would like to sit for the medxcal boards in occupatlonal

- medxcme, wh:ch he beheves he is presently quahﬁed to do, ‘because i in that field he could make use of

7



William Wright, Jr. (22754)

his work experience in occupational hy_gte‘ne and management. However, he does hot believe he could
get board certification in any spemalty un.less his license is restored in New York State, even though he
o plans to practice in Delaware!Pe:msylvama Another posmbthty would be gettmg into farmly practice,

; where he could spectahze in dmg addiction. | | |

- By way of background respondent tesnﬁed that he was a 1980 graduate of Mt. Sma1 School o-f: '

Medxcme, and then did an mternshlp at St Luke s Rooseveit Hospltal He did a re51dency m fannly

 practice in B_rooklyn, New York He then went to Pemwylvama and pract:lced as.an emergency room
it '_ phyaician fot two and.a halfyea:s. He pract:ced -fannly medlcme in Roohester, New York for about a

" yearin 1986 He thereaﬂer moved to Vug:ma. ' -
| Mr Ramos called no mmesses on behalf of OPD and mchoated that he would rely on the -
B docmnentatton a]ready prowded to the panel Mr. Ramos md.lcated in hzs opemng statement that OPD : _
j " took no posmon thh respect to apphcant s petttlon S - ‘ " | - | ' (:

RECOI\IMENDATION

_______.._.._.-——-—-——'—

We have rewewed the entire record i this matter, mcludmg the wntten matenals recelved - A
durmg our heanng In arnvmg at our recommendatton, we note that, ina hcensure restoratton i

. proceeding, the burden ison the apphcant to demonsttate that whxoh would compel the return of the :

' hcense m he_rg V. Board of Regmts of U;gversrgz of New Yor_k, 176A D.2d, 1168. In reach.mg

our recommenda’aon, we consxdet whether the apphcant demonstrates sufﬁclent remorse, 5
. rehab:htatlon, and re-educanon However, we also consider other factors pa:mcularly the seriousness.

ot‘ the ongmal offense and ulttmately, our Judgment as to whether the health and safety of the puhhc '_

' _would be in Jeopardy should the apphcatton be granted
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First, as a procedural matter we note that the calendar number on the exhibit plackets on the
record was mcon-ectly hsted as 22318 ’I‘he correct number asmgued to tl:us case is Cal. No. 22754 and

the packets are deemed “correc

The appl.icant made his application for restoraﬁon almost nine years after his license 'was

-revoked followmg applicant’s federal court conwctlon of uulawful dlstnbuuon and sale of conh'olled

substances in Vu'guua, for w]:uch apphcant spent a]most three years in pnson.

‘We believe that the apphcaut smcerely expressed his remorse and regret for the i mappropnate

" choices he made whtle practtcmg as a sole practmoner He appeared to be very aware of the potentlal .

b danger to hJS patleuts that he could have caused by lus acts of prowdmg them w1th ﬂhctt controlled:

‘ substances, as welI as to hlS professwn and fmmly He also appeared to be very aware of the poteutlal

consequences of his alcohohsm on his practlce of medtcme

The ewdence in tlus case mdicates that the apphcant has remamed free from substance abuse

~ since 1993 I'Ils attendanoe in A]cohohcs Anouymous and Caduceus attest to his eﬂ‘orts and successin - -

overcommg his alcoholism. We beheve that his contmued attendauce at those programs, as mdtcated

by him, will rem.force hts awareness of the potenual danger of any relapse as he pursues his curreut

; career goals. We also note that respondent has gone the extra niile in deahng with past dependency

o problems by reaclnng out to heIp others who suﬁ'er ﬂ'om such problems as ev:denced by his present

| work as Clinical Dtrector at Bowlmg Green Brandywme Treatmeut Center. Apphcaut has also

addressed the concern presented by the Ofﬁce of Professxoual Medical Conduct by prov1dmg recent L

ewdence that he is drug free. We beheve that appllcant has takeu adequate steps to re-habﬂnate

hJ.mseIf followmg his hcense revocatton



Willlam Wright, Jr. '54)

Wo alsobe e that apphcant has made great strides to re-oducate himself. '. He has takon many - ‘ ( )
CME’s, over three 1dred some of which dealt directly with the proper prescnbmg of controlled v
substances. In _ado n, hc has recewed a Master s degrec in mdustnal hyglene | |
| | Based on o ,onclusmn that applicant has met h15 burden of demonstratmg sufﬁc1ent remors.c,

_ rchab_i]jto.tion, and : ,ducatmn, we recommend thax apphoant s hcensc to practlce asa physman in the
. State of New York - rcstored w1thout rcstnct:on. We note that apphcant’s hcense was prcwously o
' .rostored without ;'e: ctionin the State of Vn'g1ma, followmg an extemwe penod of probatlon. Hls o
' hccnse has also beer .'estored w1t.hout restnchon 111 the State of Pennsylvama We also note, in |
reconunendl_ng that ophcant s hoense be reinstated mthout rostncnon, that appllca:nt w111 be subject to".

fevicw, by the United Stgteo Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA) m order to be able to. dlspense drugs

Respectfu]ly Sllbm]tted (_

' Rlchard Alfred, MD, Chmrperson
John Herrman, MD .
Philip Holtzapple, MD '
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