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RECOMMENDED DECISION

On November 7, 2024, the petitioner, Board of Registrafion
in Medicine (Board), issued a Statement of Allegations ordering
the respondent, Meena Chaudhary, M.D., to show caﬁse why the
Board should not discipline her for failing to respond to the
Board’s correspondence and to its order to respond. TheABoérd

. referred the matter to the Division of Administraﬁivé Law
Appeals (DALA) for recommended findings of fact and necessafy
conclusions of law. Dr. Chaudhary did not_file'an answer to the‘

' Board’é Statemeht of Allegations, as required by 801 Codé Mass.
Regs. § 1.01(6) (d) (1), and she did not attendithe pre-hearing
conference held on January 10, 2025.

On January 14, 2025, I iésued an order to Dr. Chaudhary
directing her to show cauée, in writing, why I shquld‘not: (1)

find her in default, pursuant to 801‘Cdde Mass. Regs. §
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1.01(7)(g)(2); and (2) issue a decision that édopts the Board'é
assertions in its Statement of Allegatioﬁs as undisputed and
recommends that the Board proceed to determine appropriate
discipline. I indicated in tﬁe order that DALA has not received
én answekr to the Statement of Allegations and that she did‘not
attend the scheduled pre-hearing conference. Dr. Chaudhary has
~not filed a response to the order to show cause.

Accordingly, I find Dr. Chaudhary in default, puréuant to
801 Code Mass. Regs. § 1.01(7)(g) (2), and the allegations
- contained in the Statemeﬁt of Allegations are therefore deemed
admitted. See, é.g., Matter of Steiner,‘Adjudicatory Case No.
2019-048 (June 25, 2020); Méttef of Owens, Adjudicatory Case No..
2017-031 (Apr. 25, 2018); Matter of Russeli, Adjudicatory Case
No. 2017-006 (July 13, 2017). The Board’s Statement of
Allegations is attached hereto as Exhibit A, and‘the'féctuél
allégations set forth in paragraphs 1 through 18 are
incorporated herein by reference.

DISCUSSION

The Board may discipline a physician for violating any rule
or regulation of the Bbard governing the practice of médicine;
‘ including the failure to “fufnish the‘Board, its investigators
or representatives, documents; information or testimony.tkohich
| the Board is~le§ally entitled.” G. L. c. 112, § 5, eigﬁth par.

(h); 243 Code Mass. Regs. § 1.03(5) (a) (16). More specifically,
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a physician’s “failure to fespond to a writteﬁ communication
‘from the Board under 243 CMR 2.07(12)(a) apd to a Ten-day Order
- from thevBoafd or its committees under 243 CMR 2.07(12) (b)” is
grounds for imposing discipline under 243 Code Mass. Regs. §
1.03(5). 243 Code Mass. Regs. § 2.07(12) (b) .

AI conciude‘that the Boerd may discipline Dr. Chaudhafy
baeed on her failure to respond to Investigator Simard’s letter
within thirty days and her failure to respond to the Board’s
Ten-Day Order, as required by 243 Code Mass. Regs. §} |
2.07(12) (a)&(b). Dr. Chaudhary’slfailure.to respond to both the
‘ lettef'and ﬁhe Board’s order establishes grounds for discipline

under 243 Code Mass. Regs. § 2.07(12)(b).

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDAT;ON
Besed on the foregoing, I recommend thatkthe Board.find Dr.
Cﬁaudhary in default, consider the allegations contained in the
Statement of Ailegations to be undisputed as a result, and
impose upon Dr. Cheudhary the discipline it deems appropriate
considering the findings of fact and conclusions ef law set
forth abbve.
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