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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED DECISION

The Board of Registration in Medicine failed to prove most of the charges against Dr, Ogoke for
his treatments of the patients addressed in the Statement of Allegations - patients A, B, C, E, F,
G,H,LJ,K,L,M, Nand O. The charges included Dr. Ogoke: yelling at patients and staff;
maintaining a messy office; not giving physical examinations before prescribing opioid
medications; and, not enforcing the narcotics agreement his patients signed to use prescriptions
properly and not to use illicit drugs. The Statement of Allegations also included charges specific
to his treatment of each of these patients that involved: failing to timely provide requested
medical records; over-prescribing opioid medication and prescribing opioids for too long;
performing unnecessarily risky interventional procedures; not maintaining adequate medical
records on these patients by not including all the details of each prescription written at a patient’s
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visit within a visit report; not adequately discussing within the visit reports why high dose opioid
medications were prescribed and maintained for the patient; and, not adequately discussing
within the visit reports a patient’s red flag conduct such as drug-seeking behavior, use of illicit
drugs, and failing to take prescribed medications properly. :

There was no proof that Dr. Ogoke intentionally ignored the pertinent standards of care, or was
acting fraudulently in administering patient care, but there were times when he failed to
adequately satisfy a standard of care for particular patients based on expert opinion.

» There was sufficient proof that Dr. Ogoke violated the standard of care by his failure (o
uncover the many UDS results that Pt. G had that were positive for Marijuana while he -
was prescribing her high opioid dose medications.

* There was sufficient proof to show that Dr. Ogoke failed to timely send Pt. H his medwal
records after Pt H stopped his care with Dr. Ogoke.

s There was sufficient proof that Dr. Ogoke failed to adequately monitor Pt. J, who had
tested positive on more than onc urine drug screen test for Cocaine and Marijuana, and
who continued to be prescribed high dose opioids even after Dr. Ogoke learned of these
test resulls.

* Therc was sufficient proof that Dr. Ogoke failed 10 adequately explain in his visit Teports
Pt. M’s conduct during large gaps in time when Pt. M did not meet his scheduled
appointments and treatments, and why Dr. Oooke reached the decisions he did on
prescribing medications und determining other treatments when Pt. M returned to his
care.
RECOMMENDED DECISION
. On October 7, 2009, the Board of Registration in Medicine (BORM) filed a Statement of
Allegations against the ResP(mdent', Dr. Bentley A. Ogoke, along with an Order of Reference to
the Division of Administrative Law Appeals (DALA) to hold a hearing on the Statemeént of
Allegations. Also filed with DALA was an Order to Use Psuedonyms for the names of patients
addressed by the Statement of Allegations, and the Voluntary Agreement Not to Practice
Medicine entered into by Dr. Ogoke with the BORM. The Statement of Allegations ordered Dr.
Ogoke to show cause why he should not be disciplined for his conduct in regard to the individual
care he gave each of the patients addressed in the Statement of Allegations - patients A, B3, C, E,

F,G,H LI, K L, M, Nand O. Although charges concerning Patient P are included within the

Statement of Allegations, the BORM did not present any evidence about Patient P, and the
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parties agree that charges about Patient P are not to be considered.” The Statement of Allegations
also charges Dr. Ogoke with violating the standard of care by having rou.tinel_v: mistreated his
patients and his staff by yelling at them; maintained a messy office; had patients wait for overly
long times to see him; failed to examine patients before prescribing opioid medication; and, .
failed to enforce the narcotics agreement that his patients signed. The Respondent filed his
Answer to the Statement offxllégations on November 16, 2009, denying all the charges.

Three pre-hearing conferences were held after the Order of Reference to the Division of
Administrative Law Aﬁpeals (DALA) was received, that led to the parties engaging in a long
period of voluntary discovery until the parties were ready for hearing. Just prior to the start of
the hearing, the parties filed witness lists and a few motions. The hearing was held on the
following eighteen days: January 7, 10, 11, 18, 19, 20 and 21, 2011; February 18, 2011; March
28 and 29, 2011; April 1, 6, 14, 19, 20, 21 and 29, 201 1 and, June 2, 2011, the fast day of
hearing. All the days of hearing were iranscribed. The hearing was held at the offices of the
Division of Adnlinistratiw;e Law Appeals when it was located at 98 North Washington Street,
Boston, MA 02114.

FExhibits

Various documents are in evidence. (Exhibits 1 —113.) Among the Exhibits is a dise,
Exhibit 43, that contains Dr. Ogoke’s medical records concerning the patients addressed in the
Statement of Allegations (other than patient P) that the BORM copied into the aisc. The -
breakdown per patient (Pt.) within Exhibit 43 is: Pt. A, bate nos. 1-123; Pt. B, bate nos. 124-494;
Pt. C, bate nos. 495-680; Pt. E, bate nos. 681-1129; Pt. F, bate nos. 1130-1869: Pt. G, bate nos.
1870-2423; Pt. H, bate nos. 2426-2603; Pt. I, bate nos, 2606-2763; Pt. J, bate nos. 2764-3335; Pt.

K, bate nos. 3336-3542; Pt. L, bate nc;s. 3543-3733; Pt. M, bate nos. 3734-3863; Pt. N, bate.nos.
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3864-4319; and, Pt. O, bate nos. 4320-4630. TheAre are a number of Exhibits that are paper
copies of documents also contained within Exhibit 43. The Exhibits include paper copies of
these patients’ medical records kept by Dr. Qgoke that were not bate stamped and contained _
within Exhibit 43. The Respondent did not dispute the authenticity of the medical records.
Rather, the Respondent disputed that the order of the medical records as set-forth in Exhibit 43
were copied by the BORM in the same order that Dr. Ogoke maintained each patient’s medical
records at his office. (Transcript,Vol. I, 39.)' Some of the fourteen patients listed in the
Statement of Allegations filed written coﬁlplaints with the BORM conceming their care with Dr.
Ogoke. Notall the patients who filed complaints with the BORM testified at the hearing. These
were admitted into evidence over the objection of the Respondent (Exhibit 83). The BORM's
investigative interview with Dr. Ogoke was admitted into evidence (Exhibit 84). Various
guidelines and policies were admitted into evidence as having'bearing on the determinations of
whether or not Dr. Ogoke had violated any standards of care.

The Statement of Allegations.is marked Exhibit A. The Order of Reference to DALA,
the Order to Use Pseudonyms, and the Voluntary Agreement Not to Practice are marked together
as Exhibit B. The Respondent’s Answer is marked Exhibit C. The BORM’s written Motion in

"Limine, addressed at the first day of hearing, along with the Réspondent’s written response are
marked Exhibit D.
Witnesses

Testifying at the hearing were the following witnesses presented by the BORM: Dr.

"Until | began to review the voluminous medical records for each patient on the disc, Exhibit 43, Idid not
realize how very out of any order the medical records were for each patient. And, I encountered many
more pages on the disc that were faintly copied, more than | had encountered during the hearing process
as the hearing transcripts reveal. It was deciphering faint copies and pulling together in chronological
order each patient’s hundreds of pages of medical records that was remarkably time-consuming. I found
this necessary to do to be able 10 make findings on the course of care each of the fourteen patients
received from Dr. Ogoke and his staff. -
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Ogogke; Pt. F; Pt. H's mother; P4 Hs atrorney, Thomas O’Grady, Lsq.; PLI; Pt J; and, the
BORM’s expert witness,.Pau]. Satwicz, M.D. The Respondent presented the téstimony of Maria
Pacitti and Georgia Dawes, former employees of Dr. Ogoke. The Respondent also presented the
testimony of.Patrick Benvenuto and Jacquelyn Demers, former patients of Dr. Ogoke who
addressed only the office conditions and Dr. Ogoke’s demeanor that they encountered and not
the propriety of their course of care with Dr. Ogoke. The Respondent presented the testimony of’
Philip Beattie, Jr., the BORM’s investigator on this case, and the Respondent’s expert witness,
Andrea Trescot, M.D. Dr. Ogoke testified again on his own behalf.

Motions

The BORM had filed a motion to change the venue of the hearing to the Springfield
Courthouse to make it more convenient and more of a possibility for the patients involved in the
Statement of Allegations to testify as they were all located not far from the Springfield area.
This motion was denied, but, in denying this motion, I allowed the partics to move to do a
deposition of a patient unable to come to Boston to testify, to be placed in evidence in lieu of the
patient’s testimony at the hearing. This did not happen.

The BORM filed a Motion in Limine to exclude the Respondent’s witnesses, or in the
alternative, some of the Respondent’s witnesses, including its expert witness. . In addition to the
parties writlen arguments on the Motion in Limiﬁe, the parties both made arguments on the
record at the first d.ay of hearing. The motion was fully deniéd.

At the first day of hearing, the Board moved to sequester witnesses. The ruling made was
to sequester any patient who testified along with Pt. H’s mother and Pt. H’s attorney, Thomas
O’Grady, Esq., Iwho testified concerning an effort to secure Pt. H’s medical records from Dr.

Ogoke. At the first day of hearing, the Respondent moved to limit the medical records in
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evidence to only the parties who testified at the hearing. This motion was denied with the
objection going to weight on the quality of proof.

During the eighlecl:n days of hearing, there were various times when the parties made
further HlOtiO%]S, and objections to the admission of certain testimony or offuriher Exhibits.
Rulings were made on the record.

Lfrfefs

The parties filed briefs by April 3, 2012 when the record closed.

BORM CLAIMS AGAINST BENTLEY OGOKE, MD

The BORM’s charges against Dr. Ogoke as set forth in the Statement of Allegations
include engaging in misconduct in violation of the BORM’s Disruptive Physician Behavior
Policy, adopted in June 2001 (Ex. 19), including yelling at patients and staff, maintaining an
overly crowded and messy office, and patients sometimes having to wait hours to see him. The
Statement of Allegations also charges that Dr. Ogoke provided substandard care to the fourteen
patients listed for which evidence was presented: Patients A, B, C., (no Patient D), E, F, G, H, I,
LK LMN&O? Dr Ogoke’s specific conduct with each of these fourteen patients is
addressed within the sections of this Recommended Decision about each patient. Those sections
follow this section concerning the more general charges about how Dr. Ogoke conducted his
pain management practice, his protocols, his monitoring of patients on long-term opioid therapy,
his use of multi-leve] bilateral lumbar spine injections within one interventional procedure, his
use of a narcotics agréement, his use of urine drug screen testing, his medical recordkeeping

practices, and the differences in opinions on practicing a pain management specialty among Dr.

? Since no evidence was presented at ail concerning Patient P, although the Statement of Allegations has
charges against Dr. Ogoke concemning Pt. P, this patient’s case is not addressed in this Recommended
Decision. This is understood/ acknowledged by both parties in this case. The BORM presented no
evidence concerning Pt. P,
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Ogoke, Dr. Trescol and Dr. Satwicz. The findings of fact made in this section of the
Recommended Decision are followed by a discussion with recommendations concerning the
charges contained in the Statement of Allegations.
Findings of Fact

The following findings of fact address these general areas of alleged substandard care.
The findings are based on the documentary and testimonial evidence presented, and the
reasonable inferences drawn therefrom. The findings also address the opinions of Dr. Ogoke,
Dr. Trescot and Dr. Satwicz on overall required conduct, including practice guidelines,
recordkeeping practices, and prescribing practices with narcotics for long-term use.

Dr. Ogoke’s Medical Training Backeround

[ Bentley Ogoke, M.D. is an interventional pain management specialist treating
patients with acute but also with chronic paih. He was first licensed to practice in Massachusetts
mn .1994. He is certified by the American Board of Anesthesiology and has the subspecialty
certification in pain management with the American Board of Interventional Pain Physicians.
Dr. Ogoke 1s active in this newer field of pain management medicine and specifically,
interventional treatments. This field started to emerge and grow arcund 2000. Dr. Ogoke is a
founding member of the American Society of Interventional Pain Physicians (ASIPP). The
practice of interventional pain management has been defined by the American Medical
A.ssociation as the diagnosis and treatment of pain-related disorders primarily using
interventional techniques to manage subacute chronic persistent and intractable pain.
Interventional techniques include doing injections of medications inte the lumbar, thoracic and
cervical spines. During the time period Dr. Ogoke treated the fourteen patients listed in the

Statement of Allegations, doing these techniques involved use of the fluoroscopy machine by the
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skilled interventional specialisi pain management physician to guide the injection to the targeted
spinal locaiion. .[ntcrveﬁtional procedures also include simpler injections into the knees or
shoulder areas. (Statcment of Allegations, Biographical Information & Answer, Ex.-84,
Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. IV, 788-789; 791-792 & Dr. Trescot, Vol. X1V, 2630, 2646-2647,
2632-2633, 2659-2660.) |

2. Dr. Ogoke received his medical education at the University of Nigeria, securing his
M.D. degrec in 1981. He then did a yéar of a transitional internship covering such areas as
internal medicine, pediatrics, surgery, and OB-GYN. He did post-graduate work in
anesthesiology at the Untversity of Benin in Nigeria, and also did a residency there in
anesthesiology. He came to the United States in 1986 and continued his medical training. He
received his ECFMG (Educational Commission for Foreign Medical Graduates) certification in
1987 when he also passed the federal licensing exam. He did a residency program in intemal
medicine from July 1988-July 1991 at Harlem Hospital in New York City run by Columbia
University Hospitals. In July 1991, he bégan a residency in anes'l'hesiology at Beth Israel
Medical Center in New York City, starting that program with six months of credit granted by the.
American Board ofAnesthesic_Jlogy. He finished the last six months of this residency at
Montefiore Medical Center in the Bronx, New York. After this, Dr. Ogoke had a private practice
In pain management in Allentown, Pennsylvania. InlJanuary 1995, he did a twelve month
fellowship training in the field of pain management at Baystate Medical Center in Springfield.
By 1995, performing injection procedures was part of a pain management practice. Afier this
fellowship, Dr. Ogoke did “a number of jobs™ to ready himself to start his own private practice in
the field of pain management that included interventional procedures. He also did internal

medicine moonlighting at Montefiore Medical Center in New York City and at Merey Medical
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Center in Springfield. He started working at Wing Memorial Hospital in Palmer when it opened
a pain management clinic that Dr. Ogoke set up. [He worked at Wing [rom 1996 until the latter
part of 2001 or the start of 2002. I1e also opened his own pain management practice at 125
Liberty Street in Springfield by the latter part of 2001 or the start of 2002. He maintained this
tocation for his private practice through'the time of this case. He has held privileges, including
admitting privileges, at BayState Medical Center, at Noble Hospitai, and at Mercy Medical
Center. When BayState Medical Center opened its own pain management clinic and Dr. Ogoke
had his private practice in Spri‘ngﬁeld, he did not perform his pain management procedures there,
but had Department of [nternal Medicine privileges there, (Answer. Ex. 84.)

3. Dr. Ogoke’s private practice was called Pioneer Valley Pain Management when he
first opened it. Around 2003, he changed the name to Northern Pain Management with this same
name through the time of this case. He gained pElltieﬁts by referrals from internal medicine
doctors, from general practitioners, from family physicians, and from orthopedic physicians,
neurosurgeons, and spine surgeons. e also had patients come to his practice without any
referral. His practice grew and became one of the oldest and most well known interventional
pain management practices in western Massachusetts. His pain management pra(;tice treated
patients with chronic pain, acute pain, cancer pain, and inj u.ry—reiated pam. Dr. Ogoke’s practice
did not have many cancer patients. Most of his patients had already been treated by other
physicians for pain control. Dr. Ogoke treated non-cancer chronic pain patients with both
interventional procedures and medication regimens, including opioid medications. For his
chronic non-cancer pain patients, Dr. Ogoke would typically combine a medication regimen with
a variety of minimally invasive interventional procedures to treat or to numb the sources of the

pain. (Exs. 7 & 84. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. IV, 764, 780, 791-793; Dr. Trescot, Vol. X1V,
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2652-2653 & Mr. Beattie, Vol. I, 3336-3339.)

: .4. Starting around 2000, Dr. Ogoke became involved nationalty with other
physicians with an interventional pain management specialty, The group he particularly worked
with had anesthesiology credentials like he did. His work included addressing the use of Opidid
therapy for chronic non-cancer pain control as an ancillary treatment along with interventional
procedures. Along with others, Dr. Ogoke became an author of articles for the physician
community on guidelines to employ in engaging In a pain management practice that included on-
going opioid therapy. (Exs. 84 & 85)

5. The pertinent time period when the fourteen patients listed in the Statement of
Allegations were treated by Dr. Ogoke covers 1997 into 2008, although each patient’s treatment
by Dr. Ogoke covered a specific time span with this eleven ycar time period. (Statement of
Allegations & Exhibit 43.)

Practices of Dr. Satwicz, Dr. Trescot, and Dr. Ogoke

6. Both Paul Satwicz, M.D, and 'Andrea Trescot, M.D. are qualified and experienced in
the field of interventional pain manage.r-nent, as well as opioid therapy. Both are certified
anesthesiologists like Dr. Ogoke. Both treat non-cancer chronic pain patients with medication
regimens and with interventional procedures. But, they have practiced their specialty in different
settings. Dr. Sa'tw‘icz has practiced pain management in a clinic hospital setting, and since 1993,
has been the Director of the Pain Management Clinic at Newton-Wellesley Hospital. Dr, Trescot
has practiced in a hospital setting, but like Dr. Ogoke, has also practiced in a private office
setting.

During the time period invelved in this case, there were significant differences in héw

pain management was practiced in the private office setting versus in the hospital setting. Both

10
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kinds of practices trcat both'slllort term acute pain patients and long-term chronic pain pafients.
The hospital practice more often has the primary care physician (PCP) engage in any long-term
medication regimen prescribing, whereas the private practice more often handles the long-term
medication regimen prescribing. The hospital pain management patien{ may see a number of
pain management physicians over the course of treatment for pain whereas the private practice
pain management patient will primarily be treated by one physician. A patient with chronic non-
cancer pain often also suffers from related on-going issues of sleep diflicultics, depression, and
stress connected with family, social relationships, and continuing to work. In Dr. Ogoke’s
practice during the period of time covered by the Statement of Allegations, his chronic non-
cancer pain patients often did not have a PCP. For the hospital practice, medical record

keeping has to comply with standards of the Joint Commission on Accreditation of Hospitals.
Dr. Satwicz’s experience was to have computerized templated medical records. Those standards
do no.t reach the private office practices of the kind operated by Dr. Trescot and Dr. Ogoke. Dr.
Ogoke would have most of his patients’ visit reports transcribed/typed-up, although he also kept
medical records in handwriting.

There are also philosophical differences in pain management practices between Dr.
Satwicz on the o'ne side and Dr. Trescot and Dr, Ogoke on the other side that were prevalent
during the time periocds covered by this case. Their difterences in protocols for patients with
chronic non-cancer pain reached how they prescribed opioids to treat the pain. Their differences
reflected the varying viewpoints at the time within the broad pain management community on
the use of opioid therapy for patients with chronic non-cancer pain. Dr. Satwicz opposed the use
of escalating opioid doses over time and commencing opioid prescribing with initial high doses,

such as he found had occurred with the patients Dr. Ogoke treated. Even if effective, he opposed

11
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using the powerful fast-acting opioid Actiq during an interventional procedure as Dr. Ogoke had
done with some of his patients to address their pain or discomfort complaints during an injection
procedure. For Dr. Satwicz, the use of that cancer drug violated the standard of care as having a
risk for difficult side effects or for abuse of it due (o its properties. Dr. Tresclot and Dr. Ogoke
viewed opioid therapy as a great benefit to many non-cancer chronic pain patients with high
levels of intractable pain. The use of opioid therapy was most often for them an adj un‘cl to
treating their patients with i‘nterventional procedures. Dr. Satwicz, Dr. Trescot and Dr. Ogoke all
acknowledged the need to engage in careful monitoring of paticnts taking opioid medications for
long time periods and at high.doses. (Exs. 82, 84 & 102. Dr. Satwicz, Vol. [X, 1634, 1662; Vol.
XII, 1871-1877, 1930-1931, 2025-2026, 2299, 2304, 2314-2317, 2334-2355, 2349, 2405-2412,
3606—3608 & Dr. Trescot, Vol. X1V, 2634-2635, 2637-2638, 2666-2668.)°

7. Unlike Dr. Ogecke or Dr. Trescot, Dr. Satwicz would not have used opioid
medication in increasing doses in the long-term c;are of the chronic non-cancer pain patients
included in the Statement of Allegations. He opined that the risk of adverse impacts was 100
great in such patients, in terms of the known long-term side effects of taking opioids ;md the very
real risks of over dependence, abuse, and addiction. For Dr. Satwicz, even careful monitoring of
such patients would not overcome these significant risks. He also would not have administered
four or five bilateral steroid injections within one interventional procedure with many sharp
needles left in the body at one time during the procedure, as Dr. Ogoke did with some patients
covered by the Statement of Allegations. ]51'. Satwicz was concemned about the large lnarcotic
doses the patient was receiving at one time and the risk of the patient moving while having too

many sharp needles in the body at one time. Dr. Satwicz opined that having patients with

* There is no dispute between the parties that both Dr. Satwicz and Dr. Trescot are pain management
specialists who provide both pain medicine and interventional procedures to patients with chronic non-
cancer pain.

12
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chronic non-cancer pain treated for years with increased doses of opioids and/or with multiple
injections during one procedure, was outside the standard of care in the treatinent of these
patients’ pain, even acknowledging the ongoing debate at the (ime among pain management
specialists on the use of narcotic therapies for chronic non-cancer pain, and even though there
was no absolute standard of care on the number of multiple injections that could be administered
during one procedure. (Testimony of Satwicz, Vol. X, 1871-1877, 1930-1931; Vol. XI1, 2290-
2293, 2329, 2335, 2366.)

8. Dr. Trescot thought that Dr. Ogoke provi-ding long-term opioid therapy to the
patients listed in the Statement of Allegations was within the standard of care. This included her
opinio-n that increasing doses of opioids over time due to significant intractable chronic non-
cancer pain was within the standard of care. For Dr. Trescot, if a patient could not engage in
alternative treatments very effectively for pain control, such as physical therapies and exercises,
or was not a surgical candidate to address t—he core area causing the pain, or was not sufficiently
benefitting from periodic interventional procedures, then there was no prohibition against careful
prescribing and monitoring of opioid medication for pain relief to improve the patient’s quality
of life. During the time period under consideration, so long as the patient’s condition was
sufﬁciently assessed on a case-by-case basis, Dr. Trescot recognized the worth and the need for
ongoing opioid therapy, even with increased doses. Dr. Trescot cpined that t)r. Ogoke had done
this a_r;d as a result, had not engaged in substandard care. During the time period when Dr.
Ogoke treated the fourteen patients listed in the Statement of Allegations, Dr. Trescot opined that
use of this kind of opioid therapy, in addition to providing interventional procedures, even those
done with multiple injections within one procedure, against a background of having done a

sufficient evaluation of these patients’ conditions, was proper and within the standard of care.

13
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Dr. Trescot opined that going about locating the core areas of chronic non-cancer pain can take
time and involve various diagnostic tests and numerous interventional procedures. [ven when
the pain sources can be located for targeted treatment using interventional procedures, the patient
does not always experience sufﬁcic.nt pain relief and might need further pain relief that onty

- opioid therapy could provide. This was the multi-dimensional approach that Dr. Ogoke took in
trealing his patients with chronic intractable non-cancer pain at high levels in order to provide
them with an improved quality of life.- For Dr. Trescot, this kind of pain management care
included periodic re-examinations of the patient, and doing the monitoring needed 1o ensure that
all red [lag conduct by the patient was investigated with careful monitoring of the patient’s use of
the prescribed oploids. Dr. Tréscot opined that Dr. Ogoke met these standards of pain
management practice. (Ex. 84. Testimony of Dr.. Trescot, Vol. XV, 3055, 3059, 3064, 3066,
3069-3070 & Vol. XIV, 2660-2679.)

9. In terms of initiating an opioid medication regimen during the time period invelved in

", the Statement of Allegations, both Dr. Satwicz and Dr. Trescot opined that this should have been

done with caution by Dr. Ogoke. Dr. Satwicz opined that opioids,
are the hallmark drug for drugs of abuse ... and [before] we undertake an opioid
trial for a patient ... it’s appropriate to screen the patient for signs or evidence that
they may not be appropriate for an opioid trial. And there are a variety of very
simple screening tools that can be used.

Dr. Satwicz did not “see any evidence that any of the screening tools were used” by Dr. Ogoke,

any discussion of the risk/benefit analysis of this potential abuse before prescribing opioids

initially without always starting at low levels and for short trial periods. Dr. Trescot opined

kl

when it was appropriate to prescribe opioids for a non-cancer chronic pain patient:

Unfortunately, the best we can usually do is look at the risks involved and balance

* that with potential benefit. And, if there appears to be benefits that outweigh the
risks, then we offer them a trial of the medication. If they function better on the

14
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med:cation than they functioned off the medicaticn, and if over time theyv show an
ability to manage these medications effectively, we continue them on it. If ... the
risk is too high or the benefits too low or the subseguent side effects of the
medicine too great, then we take thein off the medicines.

Dr. Trescot acknowledged that there are no “fixed tables” to determine the amount of opioid the
particular patient should receive. She explained:

[[]Us extraordinarily variable. 1t is not based on weight but rather based on how
the patient absorbs the medicine, how the body metabolizes the medicine, what
type of pain problem they have. Difterent pain problems respond differently to
different opicids. And it depends on the other medications.that they are taking.
So there is a genetic component and there is a pharmacologic component and then
there is an absorption and excretion component. :

(Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. X, 1856-1857 & Dr. Trescott, Vol. X_IV, 2668-2669, 2676-
2677.)
t0. Both Dr. Satwicz and Dr. Trescot recognized that once opioid therapy began to
Be used in the practice of pain management for non-cancer chronic pain patients, t-he long-
acting opioid medication could become a vehicle for abuse, with this recognition coming in the
mid-2000’s. Dr. Trescot explained this process. She noted that initially, this field had,
become more liberal over time ... more and more physicians [were prescribing
opioids] long term ... [based on] the recognition that a group of patients can

function extremely well on these medicines.

So the experience we had was with short-acting medicines that appear to have a
much higher addiction and abuse potenttal than the long-acting medicines.

[Bly giving medicines that are long-lasting, we decrease the high levels in the
bloodstream, the buzz that is associated with addiction and instead, keep the
medicines at the level where they provide pain relief. And so this revolutionized
our ability to prescribe opioids, and there was an explosion of prescribing of long-
acting opioids. .

Dr. Trescot addressed how this reliance on long-acting opioids became problematic:

[People] figured out if you bite or crush or chew the long-acting medicines, you -
can get all the medicine at one time and so there started being abuse ofmedlcmes
that we thought were not abusable or not prone to be abused.

t

15
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That was about 2005 ... when ... it started hitting the newspapers ... the hillbilly
heroin started being bandied about in both the professional and lay literature.

(Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. X1V, 2669-2674.)

1. Dr. Trescot has known Dr. Ogoke as a collaborator with her in their work with the
ASIPP that overlapped the pertinent time pertod involved in this case. This developed into a
friendship over the years. Dr. Trescot provided d reduced rate for serving as an expert wilness
for Dr. Ogoke in this case. Dr. Trescot has never held licensure with the BORM, and is not
holding herself out as an expert in the specifics of the provisions of Massachusetts statutes and
regulations pertinent to this case. (Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. X1V, 2659-2660 & Vol. XV,
3029-3032.)°

Dr. Ogoke’s Use of Guidelines

12. The BORM adopted the “Model Peolicy for the Use of Controlied Substances for the
Treatment of Pain™ in 2010. This is a policy of the Federation of State Medical Boards of the
U.S., inc., first issued in 2_004. The worth to patients of prescribing opioids to treat acute pain
from trauma or surgery, or for chronic non-cancer pain at high levels, was acknowledge'd by the
policy, but with the need to treat pain promptly and to moenitor the use of opioid medicaticns by
adjusting‘the quantity and frequency of doses. The policy noted the difficult issucs for patients
of tolerance, physical dependénce, and addiction that can accompany the long-term use of

opioids. The policy did not separately define cancer pain and chronic pain. (Ex. 95, Appendix

* The BORM moved to strike Dr. Trescot’s lestimony as an expert pertinent to the charges Dr. Ogoke
faces due to her not being a licensed BORM physician and due to her acknrewledgement that she is not an
expert in Massachusetts law and regulations. [ denied that motion. I found that the field of pain
management practice during the pertinent time period involved in the Statement of Allegations contained
national standards for this new specialty practice, and that Dr. Trescot was an expert in this specialty
practice covering this pertinent time period that included experience in practicing this specialty in a
private practice, which is what Dr. Ogoke had, and with treating patients with intractable non-cancer high
fevel pain, including soldiers who had sustained shrapnel inuries and other traumas causing such pain.
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D, pgs. i through 1.)

13. The Federation policy defined chronic pain as;

{A] state in which pain persiét‘s beyond the usual course of an acute disease or

healing of an injury or that may or may not be associated with an acute or chronic

pathologic process thal causes continuous or intermitient pain over months or

years.

(Ex. 95, Appendix D, pa. 1)

14, ;Fhesc Federal Guidelines calted for gaining a full background on the patient’s
history, psychological issues, any prior use of controlled substances, and any red flags of
potential prior addiction or diversion of drugs and use of illicit drugs. [t advised physicians to
perform a comprehensive physical examination to uncover the clinical coi‘relation to the claimed
chronic non-cancer pain. This thorough background investigating was viewed as a prerequisite
to starting any opioid prescribing Maintaining detailed and evaluative medical recordkeeping
on the patient’s progress or issues in being on an opioid medication reginien was a necessary
requirement for treating the patient on long-term narcotic medication. This included maintaining
full details on each pain medication prescribed. (Ex. 95.)

15. The BORM adopted a Prescribing Practices, Policy and Guideliﬁes in August
1989. It was last amended in December 2001. Chronic pain v.vas defined as:

[A] pain state which is persistent and in which the cau.se of the pain cannot be

removed or otherwise treated. Chronic pain may be associated with a long-term

incurable or intractable medical condition or disease.

In contrast, acute pain is defined as:
The normal predicted physiological response to an adverse chemical, thermal or

mechanical stimulus and is associated with surgery, trauma and acute illness. It is
generally time limited and is responsive to opioid therapy among other therapies.

(Ex. 20, Attachment B, pg. 4.)

16. Both Dr. Trescot and Dr. Ogoke opinéd that their viewpoints on proper use of opioid
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therapy for chronic non-cancer pain satisfied the Federation’s model policy (Ex. 95) and salisfied
th-c:: BORM Guidelines on prescribing practices (Ex. 20). They have both contributed to peer
reviewed articles expounding the viewpoint that the use t;fopioic[ medication for treating
significant intractable non-cancer pain was good medical practice so long as careful monitoring
of the pzxtient’é usc of the narcotics was done. (Exs. 20, 84, 85, 95, 102, 108 & 109. Dr. Trescot,
Vol. X1V, 2630-2632, 2673-2675 & Vol. XV, 3024, 3031-3032, 3052-3053 y

7. Dr. Satwicz does not think there is much of a difference between the definitions of
chronic pain in the Federation’s definition in 2010 and in the BORM’s Prescribing Practices,
Policy and Guidelines last amended in 2001. For him,

the newler] one [BORM prescribing practices] just has some time factor, The

semantics of chronic pain being tong-term, generally not an acute tissue injury.

Those are the major concepts [separating chronic and acute pain].
In addressing chronic pain in the earlier definition, noting how it could be connected to a disease
process, Dr. Satwicz recognized that chronic pain is not just malignant pain. But, for him,
chronic non-cancer pain and malignant pain involve distinct prescribing considerations. Dr,
Satwicz opined:

[A] patient with cancer can divert, still abuse [prcscrlbed medication], but the

likelihood of that is much less than a person with non-malignant pain. These

guidelines are intended not for the patient with cancer. There is a whole Scparate

world of management of cancer pain.
(Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Voi. XII, 2385.)

18. Dr. Satwicz, Dr. Trescot and Dr, Qgoke all agree with the BORM’s 2001 policy
(Exhibit 20) regarding prescribing practices - that the use of opioid anaigesics can be an essential
‘part of treating acute pain that is the result of surgery, or of trauma and chronic pain that can be

due to cancer or to non-cancer conditions. The policy calls for the amount and [requency of

medication doses to be adjusted to be consistent with the strength and duration of the patient’s
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pain. The policy instructs treating physicians to recognize that the patient can develop tolerance
and physical dependence as a normal consequence of a sustained taking of opioid medications?
and that this is not the same as becoming addicied to these medications. All three physicians
also agree with the prescribing policy’s explanation of addiction as the abuse of a drug to gain
only the effect of that cirug and not to help a medical need for the drug. (Exs. 20 & 84.
'festimony of Dr. Ogoke, Dr. Trescot & Dr. Satwicz.)’

19. The BORM prescribing policies cchoed the concerns of the Federation model
policy guidelines regarding engaging in protocols that reflected thorough and on-going
evaluations of the patient on an opioid medication regimen to have shown good faith
support for keeping the patient on such a regimen long-term, and to be mindful of
adjusting the doses of the opioids to the lowest doses necessary for adequate pain relief.

(Ex. 20)

20. Dr. Satwicz believes the BORM prescribing policies (Ex. 20) and the mode! policy
(Exh_ibit 95) support restricted use of opioids for long-term usc and oppose escalating doses for
non-cancer chronic pain patients. Dr. Satwicz's hospital pain management practice has a “[v]ery
small percentage” of patients who stay on a “sustained [long-tern] dose of oplates.” His patients
on sustained doses of opioids tend to be “in the acute phase of their problem.” Dr. Satwicz’s
}.)r.actice 15 to work with a patient’s PCP to avoid having the patient on long-term and escalating
doses of opiates. Dr. Satwicz’s hospital practice treats about 50% - 80% chronic pain patients.
Some of them have been treated by the practice for years for their conditions such as spinal
stenosis (arthritis) not amenable to surgery. .Dr. Satwicz opined that he and others involved in
the debate on the use of opioids for chronic non-cancer pain patients, do not view the use of

opioids as the “first line of treatment for those chronic conditions.” For Dr. Satwicz, this is

* The opinions of these three physicians show this agreement throughout the case.
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because of the risks associated with the long-ternt use of opioids, especially in escalating doses.

Included are,

Immune issues ... some of the psychological issues ... tolerance and dependence;
those are manageable. The others are not easily manageabic.

The other issue with opioid administration is sedation, constipation that comes
with it. ... [I]t’s not a benign treatment. [U’s reatment that has significant side
effects.

[T]he best long-term: routes are behavioral therapies, weight loss, physical
therapy, things like that rather than opioids. You look at opicid use in the long
term for these kinds of conditions. 1t’s very difficult or even impossible to find
cvidence that there is a sustained benefit in activity level, and decline in pain
scores, [and] that quality of life is improved. So in gencral, for this kind of
chronic pain, opioids are not the mainstay. They should not be the mainstay . ..

Even in large doses initially for acute pain [it is best] to not go to large doses
initially, but to go in a stepwise fashion from non-opioids to the milder opioids to
the stronger opioids for treatment of acute pain ...

The use of opioids is a very hotly debated topic in all of medicine ... The
concerns over abuse and diversion are huge. Even in a very caréfully guided
practice trying to be as conscientious as possible, several studies have looked (o
20% in terms of diversion. And these are university groups that do intense

© screening pre-opioid trial, rigorous urines [for drug screens], [opiod] pill counts,
still even in those situations diversion is a problem ...

Dr. Satwicz acknowledged that there are some few chronic non-cancer pain patients whe will
need to be on opioids long-term, but they are,

very carefully screened and carefuily followed and paying attention to red flag

things, unreasonable escalation of tolerance or request for more medication that is

beyond what we would expect ... | want to make sure the opioids that we’re
prescribing ... stay with the paticnt and they are used appropriately.

(Exs. 20 & 95. Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. XII, 2318, 2360, 2393, 2399, 2402-2412.)
21. Dr. Ogoke, along with Dr. Trescot and others, were collaborating authors in

producing “Opioid Guidelines in the Management of Chronic Non-Cancer Pain,” published in

2006 by the ASIPP within the publication “Pain Physicians.” Both physicians refer to these
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guidelines in conducting their pain management practices. The guidelines were not intended to
be and were not used as the standard of care for every patient, but were intended to be and were
used by both physicians as providing useful guidance in making decisions about a particular
patient’s freatment plan, in determining opiate-medication regimens for pain control, and in
performing interventional procedures, The guidelines defined interventicnal pain management -
as a discipline of medicine devoted to ll]é diagnosis and treatment of pain and related disorders
using intcrventionall techniqucs to manage subacute, chronic, persistent, and intractable pain,
cither independently or in conjunction with other treatment modalities. {Exs. 84 & 85.
Testimony of Dr. Ogoke & Dr. Trescot.)®

22. Dr. Satwicz has not been 2 member of ASIPP. (Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. XIII,
2425) |

23. The ASTPP Guidelines recognized as controversial the use of opioids to control
chronic non-cancer pain. The guidelines acknowledged the wide variance in the prescribing of
opioids by physicians as well as the growing abusc of opioids by patients. The objective of the
guidelines was to bring consisiency in pain management philosophy on the use of opioids, |
reduce misconceptions among carc providers and patients about opioids and pain relief, improve
patient compliance with treatment plans, and improve the treatment of chronic non-cancer pain
using opioids wisely by reducing the chances of drug diversion, misuse, and abuse behaviors.
The goals of the guidelines were to improve the quality and appropriatencss of patient care,
mprove patient access to care, improve patient quality of life, improve the efficiency and
effectiveness of opioid therapy, and achieve cost containment. The guidelines were intended to
improve cooperation among patients, providers, and regulatory agencies in dealing with the use

of opioids. (Ex. 85.)

S These ASIPP Guidelines were often referred to throughout the testimony of Dr. Ogoke and Dr. Trescot.
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24. The guidelines explained that the under-trcatment of pain was a major health
problem and that opioids could help to treat unabated pain. Nevertheless, the suidelines
recognized that the United States was “in the throws of an epidemic ol controlled substance
prescription drug abuse and addiction,” that was “occurring in patients receiving both long—
acting and short-acting opivids.” The guidelines called for flexibility in the usc of opioids for
these chronic pain patients with case-by-case determinations of what was appropriate for a
particular patient. The guidelines acknowledged they “do not represent a standard of care,” and
that “the decision to implement a particular managemcnt approach should be based on a
comprehensive assessment of the patient’s overall health status, disease states, patient
preferences, and the physician’s training and skills.” (Ex. 85 pgs. 1-2,4-5,17)

25. These guidelines called for caution in prescribing long-term use of opioids for pain
relief and advised prescribing them in the smallest effective doses toward guarding against
tolerance and physical dependence problems. But, the guidelines also recognizeci that,

in some well selected patients with long-lasting or recurrent pain that is severe

enough to markedly reduce their quality of life, and for whom no other more

effective and less risky therapies are available, opioid analgesics may reduce the

intensity of pain, increase functioning, and improve quality of life for prolonged

periods.
The guidelines emphasized the importance of addressing the potential adverse impa(_:ts of long-
term opioid therapy:

The adverse effects of long-term opioid therapy for the treatment of chronic pain
may be avoided or reduced by multiple means. These include limiting the opioid
dose, changing the drug formulation, opioid rotation, and understanding that
- despite all the changes and strategies, escalation of the opioid dose may fail.
(Ex. 85, pgs. 17, 20.)

26. These guidelines acknowledged Dr. Satwicz’s concern about keeping chronic non-

cancer patients on long-term and escalating opioid therapy:
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[[]tis well known that prolonged use of opioids may resull in adverse

consequences, including {olerance, hyperalgesia, hormonal effects, and

immunesuppression ... It is postulated that prolonged use of high doses of opioids

is likely to be more toxic than short-term use of low doses, and hormonal effects

are most likely to occur in patients ... who receive high dose opioid therapy ...

[Tlhe management of opioid therapy in patients with complex problems is time

consuming and difficult.

(Ex. 85, pg. 16-17. Testimony of Dr. Satwicz.”)

27. The guidelines emphasized the need for careful monitoring of patients on opioid
therapy. The guidelines identified what Dr. Ogoke, Dr. Trescot, and Dr. Satwicz labeled as red
flags, including: a diagnosis of opioid misuse or abuse; the patient expressing a need for
an excessive amount of opioids; deception or lying to obtain opioids; doctor shopping for opioid
prescriptions; non-functioning status; exaggerating pain; unclear pain etiology; forging
prescriptions; stealing or borrowing drugs; frequent loss of prescriptions; seeking prescription
refills early; resisting changes to treatment of pain despite adverse effects from medications;
aggressively expressing a need for more drugs; hoarding of drugs; unsanctioned dose escalating;
and, unwillingness to taper opioids or to try alternative pain treatments. (Ex. 83, pg. 22.
Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Dr. Trescot and Dr. Satwicz.)®

28. The guidelines discussed the use of urine drug screens (UDS) to detect in a patient
the absence of prescribed medications and/or the presence of illicit drugs. The guidelines
recognized that a UDS was one of a number of monitoring tools used to gauge whether the
patient was compliant with the preseribed medication regimen. The guidelines called upon pain

management specialists to establish a protocol regarding how to address the results from UDSs

when they showed non-compliance in taking prescribed medications, or when they showed the

" Dr. Satwicz opined many times that this caution was inadequately addressed by Dr. Ogoke in his care
of the patients listed in the Statement of Allegations.

® There is no dispute among these physicians that these behaviors are red flags to address as noted within
the sections on each of the fourteen patients listed in the Statement of Allegations.
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use of illicit drugs:

This may mclude referral to an addictionologist or psychologist, or may result in

the refusal to prescribe opioids. However, it usually does not warrant dismissal of

the patient.

(Ex. 85 pg. 23)

29. 1f Dr. Ogoke uncovered or lcarned that one of his patients was a drug abuser or
diverting use of medications he preseribed, he provided opportunities for the patient to get help
for the addiction and/or diversion. He provided the names of area caregivers (addictionologists,
psychologists and detoxification centers) to help the paticnt address these matters. 1f the result of
that consultation and/gr treatment was that the patient had the addiction and/or diversion under
controi, Dr. Ogoke would consider resuming his care of the patient with opioid medication
therapy. But, Dr. Ogoke would stop prescribing opioids to the patient without that issue under
control, and wouid consider terminating care with the patient. Dr. Ogoke believed that a need to
end care was not a negative reflection on his treatment decisions because he did not cause or
foster the unabated drug abuse and/or diversion. He knew he could not treat a patient properly
with pain management care who was abusing his opioid medications and/or using iliicit drugs.
He could not contribute to the drug abuse. To avoid such patients continuing in his care,. he tock
measures that included extra monitoring in addition to his routine monitoring practices to catch
them in any non-compliance in taking their narcotics or in using illicit dru;gs. He had the option
under the narcotics agreement his patients signed to terminf_ile his care with them upon
discovering that a patient had used an illicit drug or had not been taking the medications as
prescribed. .He did not attempt to treat_drug abuse or illicit drug use because that required an

expertise he did not have. (Ex. 84. Dr. Trescot, Vol. XV, 2882-2884 & Pt. I, Vol. II, 442

30. The ASIPP Guidelines called for periodic reviews of how well a patient was doing
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on opioid therapy in terms of reaching pain contro! goals. [ goals were not met, the guidelines
called for re-evaluating the paticnt’s condition and care plan, including re-evaluating the
medication regimen. Dr. Ogoke conducted such re-evaluations of his patients® conditions,
especially after a new injury or with the emergence of a new health condition or pain complaint.
He used a brief pain inventory form and an opioid renewal form with the patients listed in the
Statement of Allegations for some of the time period covered by the allegations. The opioid
renewal form disclosed whether the patients had any narcotic agreement violations, when they
last had 2 UDS and the results of the UDS, and il there were changes in their medication
regimens. (Exs. 43, 158/2583 & 43/2468, both for Pt. H;* 84 & 85.)

31. The guidelines recognized the “significant confusion among the many definitions” of
tolerance, physical dependence, and addiction. These guidelines defined tolerance as:

[TThe need for an increased dosage of a drug to produce the same level of

analgesia that previously existed ... also suspected when a reduced physiologic

effect is observed with constant dosing. Analgesic tolerance is not always evident

during opioid treatment, and is not to be confused with addiction, which occurs as

a dysfunctional craving of a drug action by physiologic action and

psychologically driven factors.
These guidelines defined physical dependence as:

[A] state of adaptation manifested by a drug class specific withdrawal syndrome

that can be produced by drug cessatior, rapid dose reduction, decreasing blood

level of the drug, and/or administration of an antagonist ... [It] is a normal

adaptation to the drug, reinforced by continued use ... [It] is most commonty

assoclated with withdrawal symptoms when the substance is abruptly

discontinued.
These guidelines defined addiction as:

Compulsive use of a drug despite physical harm, and the terms of tolerance and

addiction are not interchangeable. The terminology may share similar

characleristics, as many addicts do become tolerant of their chosen drug, which

can be expected with regular use. Addiction is a dysfunctional use behavior that
includes one or more of the following: impaired control over drug use,

? This is an example of the opioid renewal screening form and of the brief pain inventory form.
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compulsive use, continued use despite harm and craving; however, (olerance is a
physiologic alteration of metabolisn.

These guidelines addressed the intersection of thesc conditions:

In & chronic pain state, a patient may be exposed to a contrelled substance for a
prolonged period of time, developing tolerance and physical dependence.
Addiction may occur, but is an unlikely event. Dependence does not foreshadow
harm, or intent at self-destructive behavior. It is therefore, incumbent upon the
pain management physician to determine that these detinitions and their
physiologic undertones are well understood, and that the overlap of these
definitions does not necessarily define a controlled substance risk, or an
inappropriate patient. In other words, tolerance and dependence share many
common physiologic characteristics, and addiction may be associated with, but
not defined by, either or both. Physical dependence, addiction, and tolerance are
physiologic, social, and psychological considerations with prolonged substance
management. ‘

{Ex. 85 pgs 18-19)

32. The guidelines discussed the “Influence of Psychopathology on Opioid
Effectiveness.” Psychopathology was discussed as “very common” in patients being treated for
chronic pain “with major depression and anxiety seen in as high as 80% of these patients, a
factor that may have a negative effect on opioid analgesia.” Concerns included “increased pain
intensity and poorer function, regardless of the treatment modality.” For patients suffering from
chronic low back pain, “psychopathology predicts poor opioid analgesia.” Recognizing a need
for more studies, the guidelines noted:

[[]n some well selected patients with long-lasting or recurrent pain that is severe

enough to markedly reduce their quality of life, and for whom no other more

effective and less risky therapies are available, opioid analgesics may reduce the

intensity of pain, increase functioning, and improved quality of life for prolonged

periods.

(Ex. 85 pg. 20.)

Dr. Ogoke’s Protfocols for Patient Care.

33. Most of the patients Dr. Ogoke treated who had chronic non-cancer pain started
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care with him aller having some degrec of pain management care at other pain centers and/or
with other physicians: Many of these paticnts complained of persistent and at times severe pain
that had lasted for a long period of time. A new patient was asked (o come to Dr. Ogoke’s office
with documentation such as tést results, CT scans, MRIs, X-rays, and inedical information
relevant 1o his or her overall health profile and current pain complaints. The new patient
completed a number of background forms, including forms addressing a general consent to
treatment, accepting [inancial responsibility, and listing insurancé coverage. The new patient
completed a questionnaire covering medical and social history, current condition, current
medications, and specific pain complaints. The form had a diagram of the body for shading in
the areas of pain. Psychological and psychiatric conditions were part of the information sought.
+ This exploration process also helped to uncover whether the patient had any history of substance
abuse or opioid dependence. (Exs. 22'° & 84. Testimony of Ms. Dawes, Vol, XI, 2115-2116,
2119-2122)

34. Dr. Ogoke relied o his prior experience as an internist when he developed the
template used for the initial physical examihation of a new patient. The physical examination
was comprehensive, but it also focused on the areas bftlle body pertinent to the patient’s pain
complaints. The most prevalent core pain areas for most of Dr. Ogoke’s new patients involved
musculoskeletal, ncurolog_ic, and psychologic complaints, The comp.rehensive initigl evaluation

‘process fostered conversation with the new patient to gain valuable information for developing a
treatment plan and/or for determining if additional diagnostic tests would be beneficial in
uncovering the sources of the pain. Some but not all new patients came having taken or were
currently using opioid medication. (Exs. 22 & 84, Testimony of Ms. Dawes, Vol. X1, 2120-

2122.)

' Exhibit 22 is an example of a patient’s initial questionraire.
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35..Results of this comprehensive initial evaluation, including the medical and social
histories, were ineluded in the new patient’s initial visit report. Also included were accounts o_f
' the physical examination and the review of systems done, the diagnoses or impressions reached,
and the treatment plan developed. Reports on the patient’s subsequent visits used a template
te uncover mmént pain complaints and an evaluation of how well treatments had helped with
pain control, results from a physical examination, sometimes another review of syslems, a list of
the ongoing impressions or diagnoses the patient carried, and the resulting current treatment
plan. The visit report on this comprehensive initial evaluation, if the patient was referred for care
by another physician, would be sent to this referring physician, If there was a need to inform this
referring physician about a significant matter that was uncovered during Dr. Ogoke’s care of the
patient for pain management, Dr. Ogoke’s pra.lctice was to inform the patient’s other pertinent
physician(s) about that. But, Dr. Ogoke would be in charge of the patient’s pain management
care. (Exs.43'' & 84. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. TV, 797-780, 7789-794, 799, 804, 806-807
& Ms. Dawes, Vol. XI, 2122.)

Dr. Ogoke’s Medical Recordkeeping on Prescriptions

36. In terms of his recordkeeping on prescriptions a patient received, including for
opioids, Dr. Ogoke’s practice was to have a legible copy of the written prescription placed into
the patient’s medical records. His practice was 10 staté in a visit report whether the patient’s
medications were being rencwed, and to name a medication being added or discontinued. Ifa
dose of an existing medication was being increased or decreased that medication would be
nammed in the visit report. This was also the practice of the physician assistants who worked for

him. The visit report would not routinely contain the exact dose and strength of a medication

Al the patients listed in the Statement of Allegations had initial comprehensive evaluations done. See
the specific patient sections.
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prescribed even if the medicalion was listed in the report. (Exs. 432 & 84. Testimony of Ms.
Dawes, Vol. X1, 2122, 2126-2129.)

37. Neither the ASIPP Guidelines nor he Federation Model Policy for the Use of
Controlled Substances for the Treatment of Pain, nor the BORM’s Prescribing Practices, Policy
and Guidetines, specifically call for always writing up in the report of a visit, the details about
each medication prescribed, including each opioid prescribed, at each patient visit, i.e., date,
type, dose, and quantity. Dr. Ogoke’s obligation was to ensure that this specific information was
within the patient’s medical records and was reasonably accessible. (IExs. 20, 85 & 95.)

38. The BORM’s Prescribing Practices, Policy and Guidelines address recordkeeping:

Beyond documenting of appropriate medical histories and physical examinations,

physiclans must maintain medical records that are detailed enough in nature that

the physician’s clinical reasoning is implicit in his or her documentation.

Treatment plans should be explicitly recorded. All patient visits and telephone

calls relating to treatment should be documented. Prescriptions should be

documented and changes in medications or doses should be explained. These are,
of course, just some of the rudiments of complete medical records.

(Ex. 20, Attachment B.)

39. Dr. Satwicz relied on the BORM Prescribing Guidelines to show that over-
prescribing controlled substanees was to be avoided, and that Dr. Ogoke violated the standard of
care for some of the fourteen patients listed in the Statement of Allegations through prescribing
too many opioids at escalating doses for the kinds of conditions these patients had. Those
guidelines called for the physician to exercise skill and good judgment when prescribing

controlled substances toward preventing any illicit drug use, or any diversion, and toward

" The medical records on the disc, Exhibit 43, were not in any kind of chronological or any order other*
than by patient. The BORM also did not copy in any order on the disc all the anciilary reports connected
to a particular patient visit report, or even bundle together.all the copies of prescriptions written.
Nevertheless, although time consuming, | was almost always able to locate tegible copies of the
prescriptions written at the patients’ visits. No evidence was presented o show that Dr. Ogokekept his
patients’ medical records in no order at all just as they appedred on the disc, Exhibit 43.
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minimizing any development of drug dependence. [n addition, the guidelines called upon the
physician to be cautious about giving into any unwarranted demands of a pa‘tient for controlled
substance prescriptions to guard against contributing 1o drug abuse situations. Dr. Satwicz
opined that Dr. Ogoke’s practice of just including the copy of the prescfipliou in the patient’s
medtcul records “doesn’t exp“[ain the thought process behi‘nd it.” He concluded the medical
records on Dr. Ogoke’s patients did not sufficiently address in the reports of the patients’ visits
why providing increased doscs of opioids and/or prescribing more opioids at a visit was not these
patients engaging in diversion or abuse. This is why he found standard of care violations. (Ex.
20. Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. XII, 2363-2366.)

Interventional Procedures

40. The reason for having care with Dr. Ogoke was for the patient lo receive
interventional procedures, his specialty in pain management. Any opioid therapy was an adjunct
to the interventional procedures. Most of Dr. Ogoke’s chronic non-cancer pain patients received
interventional procedures for addressing their pain. 1f after Dr. Ogoke evaluated a chronic non-
cancer pain patient and Caﬁe to the co.nclusion after investigation of the patient’s conditions that
the patient was not a good.candidate for interventional procedures, he would often recormmend
only a medication regimen for the patient’s PCP to provide. The interventional procedures were
intended to target the pain generators in the body by injecting medication at the source oftfle
pain. If that injection helped to relieve the pain, there would likely be less need for a high pain
medication dose to further address the pain. Sometimes a patient had multiple pain generators.
The procedures would often involve a series of one kind of interventional procedure or involve
various kinds of interventional procedures. (Ex. 84.)

41. Dr. Ogoke insisted that his patients be compliant with their entire treatment plan,
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The patients were not able to decide to just have opieid therapy and refuse the interventional
procedures that were part of their treatment plan. This combination approach was in Dr.
Ogoke’s opinion, good and proper pain management practice and the purpose in seeing him for
pain maragement. Dr. Ogoke was aware that his practice of pain management in chronic non-
cancer pain patients was not :;nuagical” with the same outcomes expected for all such palien-ts.
He found that some patients would get better pain control “quickly,” with no need for his further
specialty care. The care of others \;\fould require various diagnostic tests and interventional
procedure blocks_, as well as epidural steroid injections and transforaminal steroid injections.
Often in a chronic non-cancer pain patient, the pain might be reduced from the interventional
procedures, bpt return over time. Dr. Ogoke opined for chronic non-cancer pain patients:

tI]t’s bad practice of medicine to just do shots [interventional procedures] ...

without providing analgesic relief ... Sometimes it may take awhile to finally

reach a diagnosis ... {It can be] a joumey of treatments 1o locate and treat these

pain gencrators.
(Ex. 84, pg. 160.)

42. If a patient had questions about having a particular interventional procedure, Dr.
Ogoke would discuss the concems with the patient. If the patient refused to have the planned
injection procedure and just wanted a renewal of opioid medications, that would trigger a
discussion about the need to be compliant with Dr. Ogoke’s full treatment plan. He would be
sure the patient understood why interventional procedures were needed. If the patient continued
1o insist onjust being on a medication regimen, he would explain that the patient would need to
seek pain management care elsewhere. (Ex. 84.)

43. Interms of administering the interventional proced'ures, Dr. Ogoke set up an
educational system for the patient to learn about all procedures that were part of the treatment -

plan. He had a website with information explaining the procedures as weli as paper forms with
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information on the procedures. The information about the procedure covered risks or possible
complications thal could arise. Dr. Ogoke, and/or his trained staff would answer questions the
patient might have about a procedure, It was important for Dr. Ogoke to have his patients
appreciate in advancé what the interventional procedures would entail. The patient signed the
information form on the procedure following a review of the form. The patient signed a consent
form to agree to have the procedure. (Exs. 84.)

44. Dr. Ogoke wrote a clinical and administrative manual with protocols for his staff 10
use. The manual contained information on the interventional procedures and the staff person’s
role to support/assist him during an interventional procedure. The manual also had the various
consent and general forms used for patients. He used the manual’s training section for his
medical assistant and physician assistant staff. All staff were expected to be familiar with the
office protocols and to understand how Dr. Ogoke was administering and operating his practice.
(Ex. 84)

45. When performing atmost all the interventional treatment procedurés, Dr. Ogoke used
a fluoroscopy machine. Use of this machine required his specialty skills. Its use meant the
injec'tions were pinpointed to the locations the iﬁjection was intended to reach. He completed a
fluoroscopy form and a procedure form fisting what was done during a procedur§ using that
machine, and listing whether the procedure was accomplished with the intended result. These
forms became part of the patient’s medical record. Dr. Ogoke used a hospital setting to perform
some procedures involving implants. Some procedures did not require use of a fluoroscopy
machine because they were simple injections. The only injection procedures he might allow his
physician assistants to perform were injection procedures that did not carry very much of a risk.

+ An example was a simple knee injection. (Exs. 8 & 84. Testimony of Ms. Dawes, Vol. X1,
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2132-2133; Ms. Demers, Vol. V, 923-928 & Dr. Trescot, Vol XV, 5032-3035)

46. The ASIPP Guidelines provided the suggested frequency of giving certain kinds of
injection procedures and how far apart a series of injections shouid be. Dr, Ogoke found these
recommendations useful to follow. Dr. Ogokc opined that in the past, injection procedures, even
a serics of the same procedure, were considered one time occurrences for a condition. That
protocol changed over time so that such proceélures were repeated after periods of time had gone
by due to the return of the core pain. This change occurred by the time Dr. Ogoke treated the
fourteen patients listed in the Statement of Allegations. He repeated interventional procedures in
accordance with the suggested guidelines and after evaluating what was good practice for the
particular patient. (Exs. 84 & 85.)

47. When doing multiple lumbar spine injections during onc procedure, there were
always risks of infection and of side effects, major or minor ones, from the amounts of drug
injected. Dr. Ogdke acknowledged this. On the other hand, a properly performed injection
procedure was safe to do, after an evaluation the patient was done, and when using accepted
guideline recommendations, as found in the ASIPP guidelines for the frequency of performing
the procedure, and following the recommendations on the amount of the drug to inject. Properly
done, these treatments coulc} be part of an effective on-going pain treatment regimen for chronic
non-cancer pain patients. Dr. Trescot also followed these ASIPP guidelines when performing
multiple lumbar spine injections during one procedure. (Exs. 84 & 85. Testimony of Dr. Trescot,
Vol. XTV, 2788-27899 (Pt. E), 2849-2853 (Pt. G).)

48. The drug injected during t_hgin_}e_yvcntional procedure is a steroid. Steroids are,

L

biomedically engineered tools ... [M]any of those steroids are in micro globules
... [and] when you inject ... {them), they don’t just get released in the patient
right away, they pop, pop. That’s why you do it every two or three weeks apart,
so the popping [of] each of those ... feed that area and allow the anti-
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inflammatory process to do its job.

Dr. Ogoke opined that 20 milligrams of Depo-Medrol [the injected steroid] is not too risky to
inject at one location on the spine, He testified that he stayed within the accepted guidelines for
administering such steroids during injection procedures, inciuding when he administered
multiple injections at a number of sites during one procedure, or when doing a series of the same
injection procedure at specific spaced-out times.

The doses that have been administered to my patients are within the guidelines of

the ASIPP and also within the guidelines of ... [other] organizations ... in pain

medicine ... They are very safe and they arc considered very standard.

Remember, that you are targeting the pain generator.  As long as you fali within

the guidelines that are already established ... and you don’t deviate from then, as

long as it’s been shown lo be safe, thesc patients will do well ... and will not have

an issue with bone mass, will not have an issue with fracture issues.

Nevertheless, Dr. Ogoke also opined that therc are patients whose medical profile requires
caution when performing interventional procedures.

You cannot combine somebody with ... for instance, chronic oral Prednisone with

alot of these [drugs]. It quickly spikes the incidents. So I'm constantly watching

out for those sudb-group of people that may fit into that profile to see, make sure

that I don’t give other than a limited quantity. And in terms of safety, the safety

prefile is good.

(Ex. 84, pgs. 151-153.)

49. In terms of concerns about the steroids injected accumulating in the body over time
and negative impacts that might occur, Dr. Ogoke opined that the steroids stay in the joints or
space or epidural canal where they are injected. They will pop “gently” for a period of time in
the area of the injection, To “accumulate in the area” of injection is what you want to occur so
the drug “can do its job over a long period of time.” The drug will slowly leave the body. By

the time the patient is due for the next injection procedure, the injected drug is gone from the

body. The guidelines provided times between different kinds of interventional injection
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procedures to avoid the accumulatio.n concern. The injected drug has an anti-inflammatory
effect. The injected drug can have a mineralocorticoid effect, which is a sex hormone effect.
The drug can have a giucocorticoid effect when the patient is pre-diabetic, possibly causing the
patient’s sugar level to go up temporarily. That impact can bé countered by using more nsulin
for awhile. Most patients will not experience the glucocorticoid effect. Another possible side
effect can be hirsutism.” “Mineralocorticoid can lead to fluid retention ... pedal edema and '
o.ther fluid retention issues.” There can be in some patients an anti-psychologic response and the
patient-can become “aggressive” or show a “character shifi.” (Ex. 84, 154-158)

50. Dr. Satwicz differed with the opinions of Dr. Ogoke, Dr. Trescot, and the ASIPP
Guidelines about use of an interventional procedure that involved as many as four or five lumbar
spine bilateral multiple injections. He was especially concerned when the needles administering
the medicine remained in the body even though each injection was done separately. He did not
find sufficient support in ‘Dr. Ogoke’s medical records to justify this kind of interventional
procedure being done for those ofthe-fo urteen patients in the Statement of Allegations who had’
such interventional procedures. Dr. Satwicz opined that Dr. Ogoke had taken too great a risk of
harm to those patients in giving them such large steroid doses at one time, thus making their
treatment beyond proper standard of care practice in pain management. Dr. Satwicz opined that
two bilateral injections during one procedure is cémmon, to do three is constdered thoroughly
before being done, doing four is “borderline” too many, and five is potentially harmful as that is
injecting during one procedure, 200 milligrams of Depo-Medro}. Dr. Satwicz expiained his
concerns;

[T]he systemic side effects [are] immunosuppression, the potential excess,

CNS side effects, the brain side effects of excitation, steroid psychosis, the sugar
elevation, all of the side effects steroid doses are related. This is yet another

" Excessive hair growth. (Wikipedia.)
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increment of doses and it’s excessive.
Dr. Satwicz supported this opinion based on the trainings he received on best practices for doing
multi-level injections. He acknowledged that there was no specific standard of care on just how
many fumbar spine bilateral multi-level injections were (oo many to do within one procedure.
Nevertheless, he opined that there had to be sound clinical judgement to back-up doing such an
interventional procedure. He opined that Dr. Ogoke doing five lumbar spine bilateral multi-level
njections suggested that his patient’s diagnosis needed to be examined very carefully. He did
not see evidence of a discussion about this in any ol the visit reports of the patients who had
these intervenlio;ial procedures. Dr. Satwicz included among the dangers, leaving multiple sharp
needles in a patient during a procedure when the patient was not under anesthesia, but was
conscious with just Secllalion. The patient could be harined with any moving around.

There is a risk of damaging the joint at the muscle. These are sharp spinal needles
that.are into the outer portion of the spinal canal.

Dr. Ogoke did leave these sharp needles in the patient during the procedure. (Testimony
~of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. X, 1895-1903, 1916-1926.)

51. When Dr. Ogoke did these bilateral nulti-injections during one interventional
procedure, even if multiple needles were kept in place and not removed, the patient was only
injected with the medication one site at a time. The patient was not injected with medication at
many sites at the same time. The needles left in place helped with pinpointing the location next
to be injected. (Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VI, 1328-1335)

52. Dr. Trescot disagreed with Dr. Satwicz’s opinion that Dr. Qgoke’s practice in
giving four or five multi-level lumbar spine injections within one procedure and leaving iﬁ some
needles to help pinpoint the next location to inject, was outside the standard of care. She

disagreed that he could only have undertaken such procedures if hé justified in detail within his
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visit reports why he was doing such procedures, She concluded that Dr. Ogoke was within the
standard of care in injecting five lumbar sites within one procedure to inject a total 0f 200 mg. of
Depo-Medrol. Although on the high end, it was within the acceptable range of 80 mg. 10 260

- mg., to mjeet within one procedure. This was based on studics done and assessed by the ASIPP.
(Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. XV, 3251-3233.)

33. The rcason why Dr. Ogoke prescr‘ibed high dose opioid medications while also
providing inlerventi(;nal procedures for some of the fourteen patients listed in the Statement of
Allegations, was that the patients required “analgesic relief” Ibr'the pain that the injection
procedures did not sufficiently control, Dr. Ogoke was aware that he was at times providing
considerabte narcotic treatment to the patient, but opined that he was well within recommended
guidelines in doing so to help improve the patient’s quality of life. e also recognized the need
to do follow-up after the interventional procedure to determine if the procedure had helped the
patient. Ifit had, he would know that he likely had reached a core pain area with the procedure.
If the procedure had not led to pain reliel after giving the procedure time to work, then he might
do a different procedure, or investigate a diagnostic block injection procedure, or perform some
other interventional procedure. Dr. Ogoke also recognized the need to give extra care to
monitoring the patient’s compliance with a treatment plan that included high doses of pain
medications. He needed to monitor whether the patient was taking pain medications as
prescribed. For instance, he needed the patient not to accelerate use of a pain medication when
the patient wanted bettér pain control. He needed to learn at each patient visit whether the pain
medication taken properly was hélping to relieve the patient’s pain level. To reach a point of
useful pain control folr these fourteen chronic non-cancer pain patients listed in the Statement of

Allegations was difficult at times, and very dependent on the particular physical conditions and
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pain thresholds of cach patient. Also complicating Dr. Ogoke’s ability to have his patient fulfill
the treatment plan, was the patient’s insurer not approving use of particular medications, or
refusing coverage for an implanted pain controt device, or relusing approval of a particular
interventional procedure. If at a patient visit following an injection procedure the patient
reported the pain level had not lessén.ed, that was not unexpected, because the procedure might
need more time to make a difference. Another reason for no significant pain relief might be
- because the procedure had not adequately addressed the pain generator, or because another pain
generator was now the focus of the patient’s pain complaints. This other pain generator might
require a different injection procedure to provide pain relief. Or, the continuing significant pain
might have shown the need to come to another diagnosis to explain the cause of the pain such as
discogenic pain, a condition that would not show up on MRIs or CT scans or x-rays. Doing
interventional procedures is not always a ciear path to pain control, and was why Dr. Ogoke also
had as part of a patient’s treatment plan a pain medication regimen. (Exs. 43 & 84. Testimony
of Dr. ‘Ogoke & Dr. Trescot)': |

54. The interventional procedures could cause a patient pain during them, especially
when the injection reached a targeted core area of pain. Dr. Ogoke acknowledged that he would
not prohibit a patient wanting to, to bite into“pill_ows duririg the interventional procedure to help
them cope with their pain or uncomfortable sensation. But, there was a wide range of reactions
among patients that werc &epcndem upon the patients’ personalities and expectations‘about
experiencing pain or uncomfortable sensations. Dr. Ogoke’s practice was to provide the patient
a sedative, Ativan or Valium, to iake prior to having the procedure so the patient would not be

tense, and to lessen reactions during the procedure. Dr. Ogoke would sometimes prescribe Actiq

" See the sections on each patient listed in the Statement of Allegations to examine the course of care and
the kinds of interventional procedures given and why they were done, as well as the reasons for
continuing opioid medication therapy after the patient had an interventional procedure,
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(unless the palient’s insurer did not cover that medication for this use) for the patient to take for
pain control during the procedure. [f the injection reached a core pain generator, Actiq’s fast
acting narcotic propertics would address this. Dr. Ogoke never prescribed Actiq for use other
than during an interventional procedure. For Dr. Ogoke to have brought in an anesthesiologist to
have the patient be under anesthesia during the procedure could have occurred, but the patient’s
insurance would not likely have covered that cost. Also, Dr. Ogoke’s office would have needed
to be certified as an ambulatory surgery center. [t was not common practice within the field 6f
pain management curing the time Dr. Ogoke treated the fourteen patient.s listed in the Statement
of Allegations to use an anesthesiologist when doing interventional procedures. Rather, it was -
comumon practice (o have the patient conscious, but sedated, during interventional pain
managenent procedures. No one would hold a patient down during a procedure that Dr. Ogoke
administered. The medical assistant would be guiding the C-arm of the fluoroscopy and Dr.
Ogoke would be examining the picture achieved using this device to pinpoint the injection site.
Th;: medical assistant .would talk to the patient.to give reassurance as the procedure was
occurring. After an interventional procedure, a patient went Lo the recovery room for maybe ten
to fifteen minutes. (Exs. 84 & 92. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. IV, 786-787; Dr. Trescot, Vol.
XIV, 2652-2653, 2763-2764, Vol. XV, 2924-2926; Ms, Daw‘es, Vol. X1, 2135-2140; Ms.

Demers, Vol. V, 925-928; Pt. F, Vol. III, 605-606 & Pt. J, Vol. I, 166, 155-196.)

Urine Drug Screen Testing

55. Prior to 2007 and often continuing after that, Dr. Ogoke would have urine specimens
collected from his patients that were sent to outside laboratories for test results and analysis to
determine whether or not his patients were compliant in tzking their medications as prescribed,

and whether they were using any illicit drugs. He often experienced delays in receiving back the
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results of the UDS tests from the outside laboratories in the Springlield area. In 2007, Dr. Ogoke
began to do UDS testing in his own in-office laboratory. He had laboratory assistants on staff to
do the testing. He used proper analyzer equipment to perform UDS testing from urine specimens
his patients provided. There was a chain of custody protocol set up to ensure safe storage for the
urine specimen containers as they awaited testing. There was a protocol after test results were
received for proper placement of them for viewing by Dr. Ogoke and the medical assistant and
physician assistant staff. The laboratory assistants performing this UDS testing in-office all had
pertinent traiﬁing and certifications to do this work. The in-office laboratory was also certified
as sati-sfyingthe standards set by the Clinical Laboratory Tmprovement Act (QLIA) which
provides the guidelines to follow for quality control and the formats to employ. The eciuipmenl
was inspected every two years. - Dr. Ogoke always had framed on the wall the certificate showing
passage of the inspections, Dr. Ogoke used a consultant on a quarterly basis to ensure that all the

-recordkeeping on the testing was up to CLIA standards and that the equipment was properly
calibrated for use. The turn-around time for initial UDS results for the in-office laboratory
testing was generally a few days. [f a non-compliant UDS result emerged, Dr. Ogoke’s UDS
testing protocol allowed for doing further UDS testing of the same urine specimen. (Exs. 84, 86,
87, 88 & 89. Testimony of Ms. Pacetti, Vol. XI, 2077-2109.)

56. Dr. Trescot opined that just as UDS testing began to be a tool more frequently used
for monitoring patients on.Opioid therapy, in and 'arc;und 2005-20006, insurers became less
inclined to cover the additional expense. Blood testing can also déteot the presence of
medications, but covering a shorter time span than the UDS testing can cover, and blood testing
may be harder to decipher to determine if the patient is using illicit drugs sucﬁ as cocaine.

(Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. XV, 3065-3066, 3071-3073)
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57. An Article from 2510 from the publication, Pain Practice, Vol. 10, [ssue 6, pgs. 497-
507, addressed the rolc of doing DS tests for patients on opioid therapy. UDS testing was
widely available by then and had become a familiar method for monitoring opioid use in patients
having chronic non-cancer pain. The monitoring was to check for abuse, misuse, and diversion
of opioids by the patient. A UDS test was not a mandated, standard of care practice uﬁén
treating paticnts with opioid therapy, but was practical to usc. The cost of a UDS assay with a
confirming test could be expensive to explain why it was not always covered by insurers, but as
of the time of this article in 2010, that had changed and reimbursement by insurers became more
prevalent. The article recognized several useful reasons for UDS testing: use of illicit drugs;
taking too r-nuch of the opioid at a time; selling the drug; not taking the opioid prescribed for fear
6f becoming addicted to it; securing pain relief on a {ower amount of the opioid dose; and,
avolding the side effects from the opioid. The article emphasized the need to do confirmatory
testing when faced with unexpected UDS results. Somne reasons for confinmatory testing
included that the UDS results did not match the patient’s explanation of how the drug was being
takén, and some patients could be hiding a prior addiction. A history taken from the patient
could be used to help determine how to address a non-compliant UDS result that needed first to
be confirmed. The article concluded that UDS testing was not the only or necessarily best way
to check for non-compliant patients on opioid therapy, and that tliere was ng clear-cul way to
identify patients at risk for aberrant drug-connected behaviors. The article explained that a
- patient suspected of substance abuse should be immediately referred to a substance abuse expert
for evaluation, COUHSCEiIl’lg ahd/or treatment. The Article stressed that_ in most cases, such
substance abuse should end the opioid therapy and cause a tapering-down program (o avoid

withdrawal symptoms. (Ex. 112.)
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58. This article emphasized the need to have a physician-patient relationship from the
outset that included an earnest discussion about the objectives and goals of treatment. The
physician’s responsibility was to set realistic expectations for pain control from using opioids;
that the use of the them and other medications might not provide complete pain relief, and that
other therapies such as moditying the patient’s lifestyle, exercise and diet, might also be
necessary. The article counseled that the medical records kept on the patient should include the
patient’s obscrvations about their pain control and their reactions to the particular opioid
medication being taken. Such behaviors as the patient secking higher and higher medication
doses, [requently seeking early refills, and reporting lost prescriptions, were described as
suspicious for misuse of pain medication. The article counse.led on the need for discussions with
a patient showing non-compliant behaviors. In addition, the article cautioned that the UDS test
should not be viewed by the patient as just a punitive measure to uncover illicit substances, but
should be viewed as an overall monitoring tool. The article called for the physician to have a
protocol to foliow when a UDS result showed non-compliance or use of an'illicit drug.

(Ex. 112}

59. This article had definitions for addiction, dependence, abuse of opioids, misuse, and
pseudo-addiction that were mostly consistent with the delinitions of these conditions found in the
BORM prescribing practices guidelines (Exlﬁbit 20), in the Federal Guidelines (Exhibit 95}, and
in the ASIPP Guidelines (Exhibit 85)."° The views of Dr. Ogoke, Dr. Trescot and Dr. Satwicz on

various definitions pertinent to opioid therapy and on the use of UDS testing, were in agreement

* The Article defined addiction as a complex neurobiological disease of the brain reward centers with
genetic, psychosocial, and environmental dimensions characterized by continual and compulsive use of
the drug despite detrimental effects and craving for the non-therapeutic effects of the drug. Dependence
was defined as a psychological tolerance for a drug associated with addiction or with dependence on it.
Tolerance was defined as a state that could occur over long-tern use of a drug without any psychological
attachment to the drug. Tolerance was associated with withdrawal sympioms when the drug was

42



Bed Registration in Medicine v. Qgoke, MD RM-09-663

with the article’s information on these topics. (Ex. 112. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Dr. Trescot
and Dr. Satwicz.'®)

Statement of Allegations at #s 2-13

These findings of fact address the charges about Dr. Ogoke’s general office conduct and
operations. They address whether he performed physical examinations of patients before
prescribing them pain medication. They concern the use of a narcotics agreement. The BORM
alleged the following facts to support these charges:

e Dr. Ogoke engaged in conduct in violation of the BORM’s Policy 01-001 regarding
disruptive physician behavior. This policy recognizes that “disruptive behavior by a
physician has a deleterious effect on the health care system and increased the risk of
patient harm.” This policy was adopted by the BORM on June 13, 2001.

e Dr. Ogoke’s office was disorganized and dirty.

* Dr. Ogoke’s patients often waited for hours to see him, or he left his office for hours,
leaving patients waiting for their treatment, and sometines not returning at all to the

office that day.

s Persons, inciuding patients, within the waiting area of Dr, Ogoke’s office, often heard
screaming patients undergoing injections being administered to them by Dr. Ogoke.

e Dr. Ogoke provided towels to some patienis to bite into during painful injection
procedures.

* Dr. Ogoke often yelled at his staff and at his patients in front of other patients.

* Dr. Ogoke failed to perform physical examinations on patients before he prescribed them
opioid medications.

discontinued. Abusc of opioids was defined as a willful misuse of the drug including diversion. Misuse
was defined to be broader than abuse and to include a wide range of abnormal drug-taking and drug
seeking behaviors for whatever reason. Pseudo-addiction was defined as a patient showing drug-seeking
conduct typical of an addict but for reasons of inadequate analgesia and not because of addiction. This
diagnosis was primarily made retrospectively because the diagnosis resolved when the dose was increased
versus genuine addiction that becomes progressively worse. (Ex. 112, pgs. 498-499)

" This agreement is found within the discussions by these physicians contained within the sections on
each of the patients where UDS testing was involved.
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o Dr. Ogoke used a narcotics agreement for his patients receiving opioid treatments from
him that required the paticnt not to consume excessive amounts ol alcohol with narcotics,
and not to purchase or use any illegal drugs.

e . Dr. Ogoke’s narcotics agreement prohibited receipt of any early refills for narcotic
prescriptions.

e Dr. Ogoke’s narcotics agreement called for unannounced urine or serum toxicology
screens to be done on a patient in his care. The presence of unauthorized substances
found from doing the screen could result in the patient’s discharge from care with Dr.
Ouoke. :

» Dr. Ogoke’s narcotics agreement stated that the [ailure of the patient to abide by its terms
could result in cessation of therapy with the controlled substances Dr. Ogoke had been
prescribing.

o Dr. Ogoke failed to enforce the terms of the narcolics agreements his patients signed.

Dr. Ogoke’s Office Conduct

60. The BORM has had a disruptive physician behavior policy since June 2001. [t
references the American Medical Asscciation’s (AMA) definition of disrupiive behavior “as a
styte of interaction with physicians, hospital personnel, patients, family members, or others that
interferes with patient care.” (AMA H-140,918 Disruptive Physician Policy.) The policy also
references an Institute of Medicine studyyhighlighting the need for,

health care systems ... [to] promote teamwork, the free exchange of ideas, and a

collaborative approach to problem solving if medical errors are to be reduced.

Disruptive behavior by a physician has a deleterious cffect upon the health care

system and increases the risk of patient harm.
The policy instructs physicians,

to fulfill their obligations to maximize the safety of patient care by behaving in a

manner that promotes both professional practice and a work environment that

ensures high standards of care [citing to AMA H-140.918].

Behavior by a physician that is disruptive, and compromises the quality of medical care or

patient safety, can be grounds for BORM discipline. The policy-provides examples of

problematic conduct taken from the AMA policy: “foul language; rude, loud or offensive
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comiments; and intimidation of staft, patients and family members.” The policy “distinguishes
this behavior from criticism that is offered in good faith with the aim of improving patient care.”
(BORM Policy 01-01, Disruptive Physician Behavior, adopted June 13,2001 (Ex. 19).)

¢1. Interms of managing his stall'and how he interacted with his patients, Dr. Ogoke did
not yell at his staff or at his patients. He needed his patients to cooperate with him. Yelling at
them, even if'they were agitated, would not be in his best interests for successfully managing
their care. He would not yell at his staff, but would not hesitate to tell them to stop an activity
involving a pﬁtient if that activity appeared to be potentially harmful to the patient. Safe
care and alert attention to patieﬁt needs was the conduct Dr. Ogoke expected of his stafT.

[1]f 1 think somebody is doing something immediately I need to stop them [if] that

will create harn on my patients. [l takes [that to have the action end] I say,

stop, [ will do it. Because they don’t know what I know, [ can’t blame them.
Dr. Ogoke needed to have staff who could work in a “structured setting,” with the staff following
the office and patient care protocols. He could not allow a work environment that permitted
“laughing, gossiping,” or inappropriate interactions with patients. [n terms of the charge that
patients in the office waiting area heard Dr. Ogoke talk while he was in a treatment or
examination room, the waiting area was soundproofed. In addition, no one in the wait area was
able to see if a patient was receiving a painful injection and screaming, or if Dr. Ogoké was
ye‘:liing at a patient. Dr. Ogoke would need to approve the actions ‘taken by a pnysician assistant
and took responsibility for supervising them. Dr. Ogoke did not yell or have an inappropriate
tone of voice in addressing any of his assistants, and his tone was consistently professional. Dr.
Ogoke did not yell at patients when terminating their care with him. (Exs. 83 & 84. Testimony

of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. [, 940, Vol. IV, 834, 944, Pt. F, Vol. III, 604-605, 612-618;'” P, F’s mother,

'" Pt. F testified that she heard patients screaming who were receiving a painful injection. Her claim was
not credible and not proven. (Testimony of Pt. F, Vol. II1, 604-605.)
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Vol [, 110-112; P 1, vol. 11, 370, 425-4309, 442: Ms, Paccitii, Vol. XTI, 2092-2094; Ms. Dawes,
Vol. [T, 2156-2157, Vol. XI, 2136-2158; Ms. Demers, Vol V, 923-923; Mr. Benvenulo, Vol. I1,
302-304, 315 & Dr. Trescot, Vol. XV, 2882-2884.)

Patient Wait Times

62. Tatients whoe came to Dr. Ogoke’s office for a scheduled visit usually had no longer a
wait than about a hall~hour. But at times and not as a routine matter, the wait might be hours to
see Dr. Ogoke who might have needed to spend more time during a prior appointment with a
patient. If that occurred, patients would be given the opportunity to reschedule their
appointments, and the stafl’would inform them if the wait was expected to be a leng-one. Some
of the fourteen patients listed in the Statement of Allegations chosc to wait to see Dr. Ogoke and
not reschedule their scheduled appointments, and they waited for two hours or more. If the
exi.sting patient was a walk-in without a scheduled appointment, the wait could be long,
including an hour or two, due to scheduled patients being seen first. Dr. Qgoke’s practice was 1o
re-schedule patients 1f he had to be out of the office such as for a meeting. A patient might
choose to wait anyway 1o have the appointment with Dr. Ogoke upon his return, but that would
not neccssarily be possible, and the patient was so informed. (Exs. 43, 42/1911, 416/2285 (Pt
G) 83 & 84. Testimony of Pt. F's mother, Vol. [, $8-99, 110; Mr. Benvenuto, Vol. [[, 312; Pt. F,
Vol. 1L, 381-382, Vol. lII, 611-613; Pt. I, Vol. 381-383: Ms. Demers, Vol. V, 920; Dr. Ogoke,
Vol. Vil, 1393-1403; & Ms. Dawes, Vol. X1,2117-2119)

Spaces and Cleanliness in Dr. O;fzoke’s Office Waiting Area, and Staff Escorting of Patients

63. The waiting area in Dr. Ogoke’s office had a number of chairs for sitting, a large fish
aquarium against a wall, a television, candies in containers on tables, and some reading

materials. Al times, the waiting area could become crowded because patients often came with
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persons providing their rides to and from the office. They often came with family members or
personal care assistants. Dr. Ogoke had a cleaning service come once a week, and had a staff
member pick up the waiting area debris during the day. (Exs. 3,3, 83 & 84. Testimony of Prt.
H’s mother, Vol. I, 99-101; Ms. Dawes, Vol. XI, 2117-2118, 2161; Pt. [, Vol. I, 382-383; Pt. iR
Vol. I, 145-146; Mr. Benvenute, Vol. I, 304 & Ms. De'mers, Vol. V, 919-920))

64. A patient in Dr. Ogoke’s office waiting area would leave that area 10 go into a
closed-off examination room accompanied by a medical assistant. 1f an interventional treatment
was scheduled, the patieﬁt would be accompanied by the medical assistant into the procedure
room where the medical assistant would prepare the patient for Dr. Ogoke’s (reatment procedure,
Persons in the waiting area could not see into the examination or procedure rooms, or recovery
area. 'fhere was also a medical records room and a laboratory area for performing tests. If a
UDS was to be done, the med'ical assistant would waik with the patient to the bathroom and give
the patient a urine specimen cup to fill. Although alone in the bathroom, the patient could not
lake a bag or pocketbook or purse, etc., into the bathroom to decrease the chance that the patient
could contaminate the urine specimen by putting in another substance or water or another’s
urine, etc. The medical assistant would wait outside the bathroom until the patient exited. The
medical assistant would take the specimen cup and put it into a holding container. Then, the
staff person handling the UDS would take it out of the container to do the testing in the in-office
laboratory c;_r send oft the specimen [or testing at an outside laboratory. (Exs. 6, 8, 84, 86, 87,
90,91 & 92. Ms. Dawes, Vol. X1, 2135, 2154-2156, 2167-2169; Mr. Benvenuto, Vol. II, 302-
304 & Pt F, Vol. 11, 604-605)

Dr. Ogoke Protocol for a Physical Examination and Opioid Prescribing

65. Dr. Ogoke generally saw and scheduled a patient for a monthiy visit evaluation by
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him or by his physician assistant. At this visil, the routine protocol was to: discuss the patient’s
current pain level; investigale [or any new injuries or new medical conditions; leamn whether the
treatroent plan, that could include interventional procedures as well as a medication regimen, was
helping to control pain levels; and, to then do a physical examination. The physical examination
would be followed by addressing the on-going conditions the patient had as well as addressing
whether any had resolved, or if any new conditions had emerged. Then, a renewed or revised
treatment plan would be addressed with the patient. This would include the medication regimen,
including the use of opioids in on-going, or in decreased or increased dosages. Only afte;' all this
was done would the patient receive prescription scripts in-hand to have filled by the patient’s
pharmacy. All this information would be included in a visit report, whether typed or in
handwriting, and kept in the patient’s medical records. Copies of the prescriptions written would
be placed into the patient’s medical records. (Exs. 43 & 84. Testimony of Dr. Ogi:)kue.)13

Dr. Ogoke’s Use of a Narcotics Agreement/Termination of Care Protocol

66. Dr. Ogoke used a narcotics agreement for his patients Who were prescribed opioids
as part of a pain treatment regimen. Both Dr. Trescot and Dr. Satwicz agree on the need to use
such agreements with }-Datients takin‘g opioids for pain management. (Exs. 11 & 23, Testimony
of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. V, 1068-1071; Testimony Dr. Trescot & Dr. Satwicz,)lg

67. Dr. Ogoke’s narcotics agrecment was comprehensive in addressing a number of

** 1 did not find many occasions when I did not view all these steps having occurred at a patient’s visit,
including the physical examination with results contained in the visit report and all this within the medical
records (Exhibit 43). This is the protocol that Dr. Ogoke described in his interview with the BORM
investigators (Exhibic 84). This is the protocol he described at various times during his testimony at the
hearing about particular patients.

** Exhibits 11 and 23 are representative of the narcotics agreement Dr. Ogoke used for the patients
involved in this case. Dr. Satwicz often opined that Dr. Ogoke had not enforced the terms of his narcotics
agreement adequately with some ol the patients in the Statement of Allegations. See the specific patient
sections. »
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issues concerning the use of opioids. Patients were required to become familiar with the
1“cquj1'emenis of the agreement. Included within it were warnings, such as the need to obtain the
prescriptions for narcotics only in-hand upon being written by Dr. Ogoke’s office. Prescriptions
would not be made over the telephone to a pharmacy other than in exceptional and rare
circumstances. The narcotics agreement warned patients that it was their responsibility to prote'ci
the prescription scripts and medications they received. This was explained to mcan that they
were not entitl'ed to early refills, and only a police report in rare circumstances might justify
recelpt of a substitute prescription. Patients had (o agree to undergo random UDSs to confirm
compliance in taking their prescribed medications properly. And, the agrcement warned that the
patient might have to undergo an evaluation by a specialist to ensure there was no improper use
of narcotics or to determine whether addiction was occuwrring. If a patient viclated the narcotics
agreement, the patient would need to be cl;arcd by the addiction speciélist before Dr. Qgoke
would consider resuming care for the patient with narcotics. The patient ackﬁow]edged that
narcotic medications could be discontinued or not refilled beyond a tapering dose if the patient
was assessed 10 be at risk for psychological dependence or addiction, The agreement had the
patient appreciating “that the long-term advantages and disadvantages of chronic opioid use have
vet 1o be scientifically determined and that ... treatment may change at any time.” This was in
line with the patient’s acknowledgement, |

that the main treatment goal is to reduce pain and improve my ability to function

and/or work ... that [ am being given a potent medication to help me reach my

goal ... [and that] I must also comply with the treatment plan as described by my-

physician,
The narcotics agreement made clear to patic:ﬁs that violating its terms could lead to immediate

termination of care. The agreement warned that if the violation invelved securing controlled

substances from others, or the use of non-prescribed illicit drugs, then the patient could be
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reported Lo all treating physicians, to all pertinent medical facilities, and to appropriate
authorities. (Exs. 11,23 & 84)
68. The narcotics agreement concluded with the foltowing information the patient
acknowledged before signing:
[ have been fully informed by Dr. Ogoke and his stalt regarding psychological
dependence (addiction) of controlled substance medications, which [ understand,
is rare. [ know that some individuals may develop a tolerance to the medications,
necessilating a dose increase to achieve the desired effect, and that there is a risk
of becoming physically dependent on the medication. This will occur if [ am on
the medication for several weeks. Therefore, when I need to stop taking the
medication, [ must do 50 slowly and under medical supervision or [ may have

withdrawal symptoms,

I have read this contract and the same has been explained to me by Dr. Ogoke. [n
addition, [ fully understand the consequences of violaling this agreement.

(Exs. 11 & 23)

69. When Dr. Ogoke terminated care with a patient, including for a narcotics”
agreement violation, or for refusing to undergo interventional treatments that were part of the
overall treaument plan, a termination letter was given to the patient. This letter set forth
alternative pain management providers in the area for the patient to use instead of Dr. Ogoke. In
addition, Dr. Ogoke agreed to provide care within the next thirty days, including providing a
thirty day medication supply as a bridge 1o eslabiishing the alternative care. (Ex. 43; 16/1145 for
Pt F, 494/2363 for Pt. G & 65/2670 for Pt 1°° & 84.)

70. Dr. Ogoke’s medical assistants and physician assistants who learned of a patient’s
narcotics agreement violation were required to call this to Dr, Ogoke’s attention. The violation
by a patient of the narcotics agreement might be a first time violation, or it might be an engoing

problem for the patient. One response Dr. Ogoke used was to initiate random pill counts in

* These are examples of the form termination letters that Dr. Ogoke’s office used.
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which the patient would bring the medications to the office and Dr. Ogoke’s stall would {ollow a
protocol to count the piils. A-nolher response when the violation involved an illicit drug found in
a UDS result was to trigger Dr. Ogoke discussing this with the patient, which could end the
patient’s care with him. Or, the patient could be sent for an assessment by an addiction specialist
that could include care with the addiction specialist or at a detox:lﬁcation factlity. Ifthe patienF
succeeded with addiction treatment, Dr. Ogoke might allow a return to care with him, including
resuming opioid therapy. A UDS result showing non-compliance or use of an illicit drug, might
not mean an end to care immediately, although it was always treated by Dr. Ogoke as a red flag
and as an occasion for discussion with the patient about the seriousness of being non-compliant
with the treatment plan, (Exs. 11,23 & 93. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke;?' & Ms. Dawes, Vol. X1,
2141-2155))

71. Dr. Trescot opined that Dr. Ogoke’s use of his narcotics agreement with the patients
listed in the Statement of Allegations was proper even if a violation did not immediately lead
to a termination of care. Dr. Trescot thought that the narcotics agreement permitted varied
responses to a violation and not just automatic termination of care. (Testimony of Dr. Trescot,
Vol. IV, 2679-2680.)

72. Dr. Ogoke required that he and his patient be in a comfortable doctor-patient
relationship. He needed to feel confident his patierit was compliant with 1‘.}'16 treatment'plan he
developed, including taking the medications as prescribed and not taking non-prescribed or illicit
drugs. If events occurred and discussions were held with the patient that caused Dr. Ogeke to
feel uncomfoﬁab_le with the doctor-patient relationship,r and he lack.ed trust that the patient

was sticking to the treatment plan, then he would infonm the patient to seek out an alternative

! See the discussions in the sections on particular paticnts and their narcotic agresment violations that Dr.
Ogoke discussed in their medical records and in his testimony.
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caregiver. This would not neeessarily mean em.abrupt stop in care, and his care could continue
with time given to the patient 1o locate alternative care. While the individual secured alternative
care, if to do so was not a concern, Dr. Ogoke would provide a thirty day renewal of
medications, including opioids at the ongoing doses, and even another thirty days of medications
afer that. Although his practice was a resource in the Springficld area, Dr. Ogoke was not the

only available source for receiving pain management carc in the community. (Ex. 84)

DISCUSSION

Standard of Care and Recommendations

Standard of care is the degree of care and skill that the average qualified practitioner must
possess when caring for his patient taking into account the advances in the medical profession.
Brune v. Belnikoff, 354 Mass. 102, 109 (1968). The standard of care for a medical 3peciallist IS
the care and skill of the average member of that specialist profession. Palandjian v. Foster, 446
Mass. 100, 104 (2006); McCarthy v. Boston City Hospital, 358 Mass. 639, 643 (1971): Brune,
supra at 109. And, the standard of care will e\fc;lve with time with consideration of the resources
available to the physician. For Dr. Ogoke’s practice, the pertinent time period for the standard of
care covers the time period of the Statement of Allegations, 1997-2008. Heinrich v. Sweet, 308
F.3d 48, 63 (ist Cir. 2002); Srepakoff'v. Kantar, 393 Mass. 836 (1985); Brune, supra at 109.

The prevailing standards of care during the time period that Dr. Ogoke treated the
fourteen patients listed in the Statement of Allegations included the BORM prescribing
guidelines (Exhibit 20) and the Federation of State Medical Board model guidelines for
prescribing (Exhibit 95). These are the two documents most relied upon by the BORM and its
expert, Dr. Satwicz, to support its charges that Dr. Ogoke engaged in substandard care of these

fourteen patients. Dr. Ogoke and Dr. Trescot were participants in the ASIPP’s publishing of its
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guidelines on pain management practices {I<xhibit 85) that reached interventional procedures as
well as prescribing practices when engaged in pain management practices, including for wreating
chronic non-cancer pain. Dr. Satwicz had no disputes with the purpose of the ASIPP guidelines
that were used by Dr. Ogoke and his expert, Dr. Trescot, to guide them in their pain management
practice. All three documents were central Lo my evaluation of whether Dr. Ogoke engaged in
substandard care as a pain management specialist with any of the patients listed in the Statement
of Allegations.

Given the general agreement among Dr. Satwicz, Dr. Trescot and Dr. Ogoke on how 1o
have engaged in proper pain management practice with these fourteen patients, the
determinations as to whether Dr. Qgoke violated the standard of care for any particular aspects of
the care he provided to any of these fourteen patients, was resolved by first establishing the
course of care he gave each patient, inctuding the protocols he followed in carrying out his care.
Once the course of care he gave eaéh patient was established, | rclied on the expert testimony of
Dr. Satwicz and Dr. Trescot to address whether Dr. Ogoke met the standard of care for his
specialty. I found that Dr. Ogoke did not ignore any of the necessary guidelines set forth in these
three documents (Exhibits, 20, 85 & 95), in performing his interventional procedures or in
prescribing narcotic regimens for these paticnts: These guidelines all called for careful
monitoring of patients on na_rcotic medications from the initial examinations and assessments,
through the treatment time period, and with increased monitoring necessary for any red flag
conduct shown by patients receiving prescribed opioid medication. These guidelines also called
for monitoring of the patient’s condition as a result of the interventional procedures received. |
found that Dr. Ogoke engaged in these monitoring practices in his treatment of the fourteen

patients listed in the Statement of Allegations.
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Within the pqin management community during the time period Dr. Ogoke treated
the fourteen patients, there was a debate about the propriety of the use of long-term opioid
therapy and of prescribing high doses of opioids for treating chronic intractable non-cancer pain.
There were no guidelinés or rufes preventing such prescribing practices. Both Dr, Satwicz and
Dr. Trescot addressed this debate in their testimony and how the debate informed their opinions.
Just because Dr, Satwicz supported the BORM’s contentions with his conservative position in
thi.s debate about the use of opioid therapy on a long-term basis, particularly in high doses, did
not make Dr. Satwicz's viewpoint the standard of care. Berrente v. Hight, 353 Mass. 268, 276
(1967).

The level of proof needed to find a violation of the standard of care is a preponderance of
the evidence. Craven'v. State Ethics Commission, 390 Mass. 191, 200 (1983). Preponderance
means more likely than r;ot probable, and witﬁ an actual beliel in its truth. Sargent v. Mass.
Accident Co., 307 Mass. 246, 250 (1940). To address whether the required level of proof was
met, it was f:ssential to uncover the underlying facts showing the specific course of care,
evaluation, and decision-making that Dr. Ogoke engaged in while treating each of the patients
addressed in the Statement of Allegations. Then, Dr. Ogoke’s good faith as a skilled pain
management specialist, particularly in his narcotic prescribing, was determined. .Did he cut-
COrners in e\l/aluating his patients before providing them with high dose opioid medical
regimens? Did he over-prescribe opioids for the kind of conditions they had? Did he engage in
sufficient monitoring of their use of opioid medication or did he fail to do enough to uncover
opioid abuse or diversion? Commonwealth v. Pike, 430 Mass. 317 (1999); Commonwealth v.
Miller, 361 Mass. 644 (1972); Commonwealih v. Nobie, 230 Mass. 83 (1918); and, Arthur E.

Baer, Adjudicatory Case # 203, Board of Decisions, Vol. 1 (1978) (Baer Standards adopted in
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Arthurs v. Board of Regisiration in Medicine, 383 Mass. 299, 312, footnote 25 (1981) as a basis
for physician discipline.)

The BORM can discipline a physician for misconduct in the practice of medicine. 243
C.MLR. § 1.03(5)(2)18. Misconduct is “more than that conduct which comes about by reason of
error of judgment or lack of diligence.” Hellmcn v. Board of Registration in Medicine, 404
Mass. 800, 804 (1989). It is “willed and intentional” conduct that is “determined from the facts
surrounding the act, the nature of the act, and the intention of the actor.” /d. 1f Dr. Ogoke was
intentionally over-prescribing opioid medication or knowingly side-stepping risks k{lown to be
-too dangerous for any particular patient in prescribing opioids long-term, or if he was putting the
patient at unsupportable risk in cioing multi-level lumbar spine injections, then that is
misconduct. Also, 1f Dr. Ogoke practiced medicine with any of his patients incompetently, then
that is a violation of standard of care for which he can be disciplined. He could also be
disciplined for gross misconduct, practicing fraudulently, practicing beyond his authorized scope
of training and experience, practicing with gross incompetence, practicing with gross negligence,
and practicing negligently repeatedly. See G. L. c. 112, § 3(c).

Insensitive, exploitative treatment of patients is tantamount to conduet that undermines
the public confidence in the medical profession and renders the physician subject to discipline by
the BORM pursuant to Sugarmean v. Board of Regisration in Medicine, 422 Mass. 338 (1996);
Raymond v. Board of Registration in Medicine, 387 Mass. 708 (1982); and, Levy v. Board of
Registration in Medicine, 378 Mass. 519 (1979).

A prescription for a controlled substance to be valid must be issued for a legitimate
med:cal purpose by a practilioner acting in the usual course of his professional practice. M.G.L.

c. 94C. 5. 19(a). Dr. Ogoke is charged with violating this statute. See 243 C.M.R. 1.03(3)(a)2

55



. Bl Regisiration in Medicine v. Ogoke, MD RM-09-603

and 11,

Dr. Ogoke is charged with ailing 1o maintain a 1%1&:dicu| record on his patients adequate to
iet him provide on-going proper diagnoses and treatment. He is also charged with failing to
permit a former patient and a successor physician caring lor that patient, to access pertinent
medical record information of that former patient. These alleged failures are charged as
violations of G. L, c. 112, § 5(h), 243 C.M.R. L.O3(5)(a)1 1, and 243 C.M.R. 2.07(13)(a).

Dr. Ogoke is charged with failing 1o provide in a timely manner a copy of a former
patient’s medical records to the successor physician at that former patient’s request in violation
of G. L.c. 112, § 3(h), 243 C.M.R. 1.03(3)(a)1 1 and 243 C.M.R. 2.07(13)}(b).

Dr. Ogoke is charged with failing to supervise his physician assistants, including not
reviewing their préscribing of medications to patients at least every three months, and fa.iling to
provide them with ongoing direction in carrying out their duties with his patients in violation
of 243 C.M.R. 2.08(2)(a), (d), and (e).

Even if violations of standard of care were proven, the BORM has a number of options
for discipline aside from revocation or suspension of the license. These include “admonishmenr,
censure, reprimand, fine, the performance of uncompensated public service, a course of
education or training or other restrictions upon the Respondent’s practice of medicine.” /i re
Matter of Walter L. Kaufman, M.D., Board of Registration in Medicine, No. 98-12-X3, pg. 3
(April 13, 1998). When the BORM determines an appropriate discipline for substandard care, it
considers: how far the physician deviated from the standard of care; how many patients were
involved; and, whether there were any mitigating ¢ircumstances. The Board can impose
discipline based c;n each violation of standard of care found. See In the Matrer of Viorel

Boborodea, M.D., Board of Registration in Medicine, No. 04-61-DALA (RM-04-1164) (March
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13, 2006).

This long hearing process involved assessing numerous witnesses, making credibility
determinations, and considering much documentary evidence to reach my conclusions on the
course of care received by cach patient addressed by the evidence. Morris v. Board of
Registration in Medicine, 405 Mass. 103 (1'989). With respect to the conflicting expert
lestimoeny on slal-ldard of care, overall, [ found Dr. Trescot’s opinions to be more persuasive than
Dr. Satwicz’s. This was because Dr. Trescot, more often than Dr. Satwicz, provided more
detailed analyses about the course of care a pzstielnt received to support her olpinions‘ In
Robinson v. Contributory Retirement Appeal Board, 20 Mass. App. Ct. 634, 639 (1985), the
Massachusetls Appeal Court held:

| TThe probative value of the expert testimony is for the fact-finding tribunal to

decide, and where there is conflicting testimony, the fact finder may completely

discount the testimony of one expert and rely exclusively on the ather.

In Mancini v. Board ofRegilvfmn’on in Medicine, 390 Mass. 1002, 1002-1003 (1983), the
Supreme Judicial Court held that an adjudicatory agency is not required to believe expert
tesrir.non_{/ even if it determines that the expert has the appropriate .qualiﬁcalions. [n Woolfall's
Case, 13 Mass. App. Ct. 1070, 1071 (1982), the Massachusetts Appeals Court held that a fact-
finder may completely discount sections of testimony of"an expert witness based on other
testimony. This was the situation with Dr. Satwicz’s testimony in terms of his strongly-held
general opinion on never prescribing certain opioids or opioids at high doses on a long-term
basis for non-cancer chronic intractable pain during the time period involved in the Staternent of
Allegations, and in terms of his opinion on the quality of Dr. Ogoke’s overall practices regarding
what he included in a patient’s visit report.

The BORM argued that the expert testimony of Dr. Treseot was not reliable because of
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her professional and friendship connection with Dr. Ogoke. To the BORM, this was a reason (o
never rely on Dr. Trescol’s testimony about the propriety of Dr. Ogoke’s conduct. This was not
a persvasive contention. 1 found her testimony to be reliable, understandable, and persuasive.
The BORM’s contention was an exaggeration, She was more therough than Dr. Satwicz was
when assessing the sighificance of the details involved in each patient’s overall care as gleaned
from the medical records, including addressing the significance of the paﬂent’s pain complaints
over time. ! found her analyses about the propriety of Dr. Ogoke’s decisions on (reatment plans,
including about his opioid prescribing, in general, more persuasive than Dr. Satwicz’s analyses.
She had experience in a private practice pain management setting that Dr. Ogoke had unlike Dr.
Satwicz. The BORM arngéd what il considered to be c_xamples of Dr. Trescot testifying in ways
that were purely meant to protect Dr. Ogoke, and as an extension, the ASIPP that both she and
Dr. Ogoke were so involved with. | found such examples by the BORM unpersuasive.
Although Dr. Satwicz was not a member of ASIPP, he did not have standard of care disputes
with the ASIPP guidelines that Dr. Trescot and Dr. Ogoke relied upon.

The BORM also argued that Dr. Trescot’s testimony was not all that useful since she
lacked knowledge of Massachusetts statutes and regulations on the practice of medicine. She is
not licensed in Massachusetts, This was not gpérsuasive reason for discounting her testimony. |
found her testimony believable and reliable when she pointed out how the debate over the use of
opioid therapy was a national issue at the time the patients listed in the Statement of Allegations
were treated. Dr. Satwicz did not testify that the pl'evai..ling standard of care for pain
management physictans during this pertinent time period was substantially different for
Massachusetts specialist physicians when addressing prescribing practices, monitoring of

patients’ use of prescribed narcotics, and performing interventional procedures.
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When Dr. Satwicz provided his opinions, he recognized he was at one end of the
spectrum of thought at the time on treating chronic non-cancer pain patients with opioid
medications for long time periods and at high doses, and that Dr. Trescot and Dr. Ogoke were at
the other end of the spectrum that all three physicians acknowledped existed. He did not testify
that the Massachusetts prescribing policy forbid such opioid prescribing. Rather, he opined that
he would not have done what Dr. Ogoke did when he engaged in long-term opioid prescribing
for chronic pain conclitions.- Dr. Trescot explained well that opioid medications during this time
period were viewed as providing an improved quality of life for chrenic non-cancer pain patients
whose pain was often under-addressed, and to prescribe them was standard of care practicing as
a pain management specialist, especially when used as an adjunct to helping control pailj
generatofs using interventional procedures.

Dr. Trescot explained the importance of monitoring patients on opioid therapy with
UDSs, pill counts, requiring police reports to support a need for an early refill when the patient
claims narcotics were stolen or lost, holding conversations with patients about their use of the
prescribed narcotics, and using a narcotics agreement. These were all important protocols Dr.
Ogoke incorporated into his practice that Dr. Satwicz agreed were important.

Overall, [ did not rely on many of the conclusions and opinions of the patients who
testified who are listed in the Statement of Allegations to decide whether or not Dr. Ogoke
violated the standard of care in the treatments he provided to them. Rather, their testimony at
times was able to confirm the course of treatment that emerged from examining and organizing
their medical records in chronological order, including regarding what opioid medications they
took and for how long. Their testimény conﬁ.rmed the reactions to the medications and

interventional treatments they received under Dr. Ogoke’s care as set forth in their medical
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records. 1 did net rely on the patient complaints (Exhibit 83), even the ones with lots of svritten
' details. Without a chance to hear the patient’s complaints in person and to have their claims
subject 1o cross-examination, I did not give any of them much weight in determining violations
of standard of care.

I'relied on Dr. Ogoke’s testimony, which | found to be forthright and credible. He did
not evade answering questions, including during his interview with the BORM (Exhibit 84). [f
he did not recall exactly the details of the care he gave 1o the patieﬁts listed in the Statement of
Allegations at all times, he expiained that he needed (o view more medical records to be abl;e to
answer the question he was asked. If he was shown a me(.lical record to refresh his recollection
about a particular time period and specitic office visit, 1 found him honest and open in explaining
what he recalled and what he did not recall in terms of specific facts, and about what else he
would need to review in order to answer the question with useful detail.

in the case of Feldstein v. Board of Registration in Medicine, 387 Mass. 339, 341 {1982),
the Supreme Judicial Court held: “[T]he purpose ol a disciplinary proceeding is protection of the

2

public, not retribution ....” In Keigan v. Board of Regisiration in Medicine, 399 Mass. 719, 722

(1987), the Supreme Judicial Court explained:

While we have stated that suspension or revocation of a license to practice
medicine is not designed to punish the physician involved, we have recognized
that the Legislature through the board has provided for the imposition of sanctions
"to protect the life, health and welfare of the people at large and to set up a plan
whereby those who practice medicine will have the qualifications which will
prevent, as far as possible, the evils which could result from ignorance or
mcompetency or a lack of honesty and integrity." Levy v. Board of Registration &
Discipline in Medicine, 378 Mass. 519, 327-328 (1979), quoting Matanky v.
Medical Examiners, 79 Cal. App. 3d 293, 306 (1978). Arthurs v. Board of
Registration in Medicine, 383 Mass. 299, 317 (1981).

243 CMR. §1.03(5)(a)10 permits the BORM to discipline a physician for practicing

medicine deceitfully, or engaging in conduct with the capacity to deceive or defraud. This kind
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~ of conduct can be shown “by proof that a party knowingly made a false statement and that the
subject of that statement was susceptible of actual knowledge.” Fisch v. Board of Registration in
Medicine, 437 Mass. 128, 139 (2002). This deceptive or fraudulent behavior may also be due 1o
a lack of good moral character that undermines public confidence in the integrity of the medical
profession and as a result is subject to discipline.

A physician, however skillful, who is guilty!ofdeceit ... in the practice of his

profession even though not amounting to an offense against the criminal laws,

well may be thought to be pernicious in relation to the health of the community.
Lenvrence v, Board of Registration in Medicine, 239 Mass. 424, 429 (1921). |

I found a lack of proof that Dr. Ogoke engaged in any manipulation of his patients’ care
for his own monctary gain or otherwi;e to benefit himself at their expense and needless
suffering. When Dr. Ogoke engaged in long-term opioid therapy for his patients whom he
believed needed that and had not had their pain controlled sufficiently from interventional
procedures, he was acting in good faith with the intention of following ﬁertinem prescribing and
interventional procedure guidelines and cpioid monitoring practices. If he overstepped the
standard of care, then that was not his intention. The findings made on each of the patients -
within the Statement of Allegations about Dr. Ogoke’s evaluation and treatment of them show
what he did in detail in providing each of them pain management care. This analysis should
assist the BORM in assessing for any possibie discipline or sanction by shovﬁng the underlying
facts involving each patient’s care by Dr. Ogoke, and by explaining what portions of the

Statement of_Allegations were not proven. >

* The BORM is not bound by a Division of Administrative Law Appeals recommendation as to sanction.
Fischv. Board of Registration in Medicine, 437 Mass at 139-140; Herridge v. Board of Registration in
Medicine, 420 Mass. 154, 166-167 (1985); Waisbren v. Board of Registration in Medicine, 418 Mass. 756
(1994).
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Application of Standards of Care to the Findings of Fact

Practices of Dr. Satwicz, Dr. Trescot and Dr. Ogoke - Use of Guidelines

- Dr. Satwicz recognized that when Dr. Ogoke was treating the fourteen ﬁatients listed in
the Statement of Allegations, the field of pain management was the subject of a debate over just
how to use opioid therapy in the treatment of chronic non-cancer pain. He agreed that he was on
the side that did not endorse administering long-term opioid therapy, especially with increasing
+ doses, due to the growing public crisis involving the misuse and abuse of opicids that are hard to
monitor well enough so that misuse and abuse will not accur. He favored treatments that were
alternatives fo long-term opioid usc for controlling chronic non-cancer pain, such as behavior
modification, physical therapy, exercise, and weight loss. He recognized that Dr. Trescot and
Dr. Ogoke represented the other side’s viewpoint at the time these patients were treated. They
focused on the fact that chronic non-cancer pain was a condition under-treated (o a great degree,
and that the proper and well monitored use of opioid therapy could lead to a signiﬁcanlly
improved quality of life and pain control for such patients’ suffering. Dr. Ogoke dealt with
chronic non-cancer pain patients who had sought his specialist care because .Lhey had not found
sufficient pain relief wheﬁ they were treated more conservatively or less aggressively al pain
centers connected to hospitals or with other physicians. Many sought Dr..Ogoke’s care without a
referral from another pain center or physician. Dr. Ogoke was well known as a pain
management specialist in the Springfield area.

Dr. Satwicz’s hospital pain management practice uses opioids for the care of cancer

patients. He also treats patienté with opioids for acute pain connected to injury or surgery, Fe
treats chronic non-cancer pain patients, but he primarily has the patieat’s PCP prescribe on—goi[‘lg

opioid medications after counseling that physician against strong doses and long-term use of
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opieids. The practices of Dr. T'rescot and Dr. Ogoke show a very different arrangement as a
consequence of them being in the privaie practice of pdin management. There were patie_nls
listed in the Statement of Allegations who Dr. Ogoke saw with chronic non-cancer pain who had
already taken opioid medication for pain control that the patients found to be inadequate, arriving
at their initial evaluations with high level pain complaints. Both Dr. Trescot and Dr. Ogoke
thought their care of such patients was within standard of care when their treatment plans
included long-term and increasing doses of opioids in addition to undergoing interventional
procedures to try o uncover the core pain producers. Their methods to érovide better pain
control and a subsequent better quality of life for chronic non-cancer pain patients are valid
reasons for the use of opioid therapy. Their methods are not prohibited outright by any of the
guidelines in evidence pertinent to the time period under consideration. Both Dr. Trescot and Dr.
Ogoke engaged in this kind of pain management practice that recognized the need at the same
time to engage in comprehensive monitoring of these patients to avoid the pitfalls of misuse and
abuse of opioid medications.

For Dr. Satwicz, based on his review of the medical records, none of the patients listed in
the Statement of Allegations had underlying conditions causing pain that was able only to be
adequately treated for relief by the methods employed by Dr. Ogoke. Dr. Satwicz concluded
those methods relied too heavily on high and on-going opioid doses, on the use of Actig, and
with giving the patient at one lumbar spine interventional procedure four or five bilateral multi-
level injections. Dr. Satwicz explained his o.piniens on finding violations of standard of care that
it was not so much that these patients were shown to have become drug addicts, but that the high
risk for abuse, diversion and addiction, along with the serious side effect risks of such large

amounts of medications in the body at one time, were unacceptable as they persisted over long
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time periods.

I'found Dr. Satwicz’s testimony understandable, and based on his expert review of the
medical records on each patient in the Statement of Allegations. He supported each of his
conciusions with clear explanations. The trouble | encountered with some of his conclusions
assessing wlicther Dr. Ogoke failed to satisfy the standard of care at ‘the time he treated each of
these patients, was that Dr, Satwicz’s pain management practice centered on what the record
showed to be a different kind of pain management practice, This difference at the time periods
pertinent to this case of a hospital pain management practice and Dr. Ogoke’s private practice,
did not alter at all Dr. Satwicz’s assessment of Dr. Ogoke’s care. Nevertheless, | was persiiaded
to the contrary by the testimony of Dr. Ogoke and also by the expert testimony of Dr. Trescot.

"The evidence proved that the private practice of the kind Dr. Ogoke and Dr. Trescot were
experienced in operating, centcred on the pain management specialist as the primary opioid
prescriber for pain management, as the only physician administering interventional procedures,
and olten addressing the patients’ overall care because these patients often lacked PCPs. Dr.
Satwicz’s hospital pain management c‘linic practice involves a patient most often being treated
by a number of physicians within the clinic, and with the patients’ PCP doing the longer term
opioid prescribing, if that was @nvolved in the care. Dr. Satwicz explained well how he counsels
and partners with the patient’s PCP on appropriate opioid prescribing, il any, for the chronic
non-cancer pain patient he or his clinic colleague physicians are also giving care to.

Dr. Satwicz expléined his position on avoiding prescribing opioids long-term with
increased opioid doses of medications for this kind of patient. He emphasized the worth of non- ‘
medication care such as interventional procedures and the use of diet, exercise, physical thefapy,

‘and behavior modifications. No evidence showed that either Dr. Ogoke or Dr. Trescot avoided
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investigating the sworth of such non-medication treatiments for their patients. Dr. Satwicz did not
sufficiently explain why for any of the patients listed in the Statement of Allegations pursuing
these non-medication driven treatments would likely have been sufficient for the patients with
perhaps only modest opioid prescribing needed that could have been safely done by the patients’
PCPs.

['conclude, that Dr. Satwicz’s opinion against long-tenn opioid therapy with increased
doses for non-cancer chronic pain was an importaﬁt but not always persuasive opinion about the
propriety of Dr. Ogoke’s pain management care of the particular patients listed in the
Statement of Allegations. For the patient who was proven to have been well monitored by Dr.
Ogoke in the use of prescribed narcotics, | found that the opinions of Dr. Ogoke and Dr. Trescot
on the appropriateness of treating the patient with Jong-tenm opioid therapy in order to provide a
better quality of life overcame Dr. Satwicz’s opposite viewpoint. In making this determination, |
acknowledge that Dr. Satwicz formed his opinions on whether there were violations of standard
of care after reviewing the details of each patient’s care as best he could determine them from the
medical records. [n reaching his opinions, Dr. Satwicz was greatly relying on his general
viewpoint opposing the use of long-term opioid therapy with increased doses, especially because
the patients listed in the Statement of Allegations did not suffer from cancer pain. The opinion

-of Dr. Trescot regarding these same considerations proved to be based Oil more detail addressing
whether or not the particular chronic non-cancer pain patient was achieving adequate pain relief.
Whether Dr. Satwicz’s opinion overcame the contrary opinion of Dr. Trescot as to each patient,
15 addressed in the findings made and conclusions reached in each patient;s section with this
Recommended Decision. |

These chronic non-cancer pain patients listed in the Statement of Allegations had tried

65



Bd. Regisiration in Medicine v. Ogoke, MD RM-09-665

other routes of paiin management care before coming to Dr. Ogokc. Dr. Trescot explained why
that was significant when assessing whether Dr. Ogoke was over-prescribing pain medicaiion to
such patients at initiat and early visits. Dr. Satwicz did not think this point all that significant in
his assessments of the prescribing done for such patients at initial and carly visits, Many of these
patients had come to Dr. Ogoke’s care already on opioid medication and already having
undergone interventional procedures. The record also showed how Dr. Ogoke cailed for x-rays,
CT scans and/or MRIs and other diagnostic procedures to help to uncover the sources of the
inlractabhj:..pailvl complaints. And, at times Dr. Ogoke prescribed physical therapy treatments and
care with a counselor, or psychologist, or psychiatrist, and counseled the patient to pursue
specialist treatment for other physical or psychiatric conditions. The record does not show Dr.
Ogoke had a set pattern for how he treated all his chronic non-cancer pain patients by always
prescribing only high dose opioids along with interventional procedures, The detailed attention
given to each of the fourteen patients listed in the Statement of Allegations is shown in the
course of care within the findings of fact reached on cach of the patients.
Dr. Ogake’s Protocols for Patient Care and Medical Recordkeeping

Dr. Satwicz opined that the medical records Dr. Ogoke kept on the patients in the
Statemént of Allegations were insufficient and at times in violation of the prevailing standard of
care. Neither Dr. Ogoke nor Dr. Trescot disputed the need to have medical records that satisfied
the same standards that Dr. Satwicz testified were necessary. They disagreed on how the
medical records needed to be maintained in terms of the recordkeeping on medications
prescribed.

Dr. Satwicz opined that the details of each prescription issued at a patient visit had t;) be

contained within the visit report when the prescriptions were written. In addition, Dr Satwicz
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opined that to satisty the standard of care, the visit report had to contain reasons why the
medication had been prescribed and in the dose it was prescribed, including if any changes in a
medication regimen had been made al the visit. He opined that the visit report had to contain a
patient’s full medical profile at that time and he did not observe that level of nccessary detail in
Dr. Ogoke’s visit reports. Dr. Satwicz explained that without such detail in a visit report, another
physician laking over the pati‘ent’s care or involved in another aspect of that palient’s care, could
not easily follow Dr. Ogoke’s course of care for the patient’s pain complaints.

Dr. Trescot and Dr. Ogoke testified that the details on a prescription wrilten at a patient’s
visit had to be included within that patient’s medical records and be reasonably accessible, but
did not necd to be set-forth within a visit report when the medication was issued, Dr. Ogoke’s
practice was to have legible copies of 21l a patient’s prescriptions placed into the patient’s
medical records. They believed thal Dr. Ogoke’s visit reports contained necessary medical
profile information about the patient at the time of the visit, including assessments of how well
medications and injection procedures were helping with pain control, the results of the physical
examination the patient was given at the visit, and the details of the treatment plan that inciuded
any changes to it including any changes to the medication regimen. I found Dr. Trescot’s
opinion that Dr. Ogoke’s recordkeeping practices to be more persuasive than Dr. Satwicz’s. This
was especially in regard to the recordkeeping regarding the prescriptions written, since no
guideline at the time Dr. Ogoke treated the fourteen patients listed in the Staternent of
Allegat-ions contained any recommendation that details of each prescription appear within the
report of a patient’s visit; that sufficient was to have such details contained within the patient’s
medical records and be reasonably accessible,

I 'was able to locate for each patient, pertinent medical records within Exhibit 43 covering
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a chronology of care by Dr. Ogoke for each of the patients listed in the Statement of Allegations,
albeit spending a great deal of time and organization 1o sift through the out-of-order medical
records on each patient. Such out-of-order medical records typically covered monthly vi;its over
muitiple years per patient. Nevertheless, [ was able to arrive at a chronology of care for each
patient, connecting the reports on office visits with various test results, consults, interventional
procedure reports, and copies of the prescriptions.

The BORM did not prove that Dr. Ogoke’s recordkeeping on cach patient fell below the
standard o-_fcare and that a patient’s medical records were not reasonably accessible. No burden
of proof shifted onto Dr. Qgoke on this issue.

The BORM failed 1o show that any prevailing rule, reguiation, or guideline required that
the precise details on prescriptions written at a visﬁ‘ had to be included within a report of the
visit. [t also did not show that the information provided by ancillary documents pertinent to a
particular patient visit had to be included within that particuiar visit report. No evidence was
presented that any other treating physician for any of these patients thought Dr. Ogoke
maintained inadequate medical recordkeeping on his patients. 1 agree with Dr. Trescot’s
testimony, and it is self-evident within the pertinent guidelines, that therc was no requirement to
include prescription details and ancillary report details in a visit report so long as the patient’s
medical record contained that information and that information was reasonably accessible. This
last point of being reasonably accessible was not adequately addressed by the BORM. Specific
concerns were raised by Dr. Satwicz about particular patients and whether or not Dr. Ogoke had
adequately addressed all pertinent issues in his visit reports. Such concerns often involved a
patient’s red flag conduct. These concerns are addressed within tf;e sections on the partigL.llélr

patients in this Recommended Decision.
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Multi-Level Lumbar Spine Injections within one Interventional Procedure

Receiving-interventional pain management procedures is the reason for treating with an
interventional pain manageme-nt specialist, but having such treatments would not prevent the
patient from also receiving long-term opioid therapy for pain control. How much optoid
medication such a patient should have to achieve improved pain control and quality of life has to
be evaluated against the very real and serious issues of diversion, addiction, and use of illicit
drugs to which such patients on long-term opioid care are very susceptible. All three pain
management specialists agree on the importance of this balancing for chronic non-cancer pain
patients. That is why the findings made as to each patient showing the course of care with Dr.
Ogoke are key to determining whether the BORM has met its burden of proof to show violations
of standard of care in the treatment by Dr. Ogoke of any of the patients as to any aspect of the
care he gave them.

Dr, Satwicz provided understandable explanations about the various risks to patients who
are on long-term opioid therapy while also receiving multiple bilateral spinal injection
procedures. He explained how there were no guidelines at the time the patients listed in the
Statement of Allegations were treated that prevented doing four or five bilateral lumbar spine
injections during one procedure. Rather, he thought that for some of these patients their
particuler conditions and ongoing opioid therapy at high doses madc them at too high a risk to
receive so many injections within one interventional procedure. He opined that a safer route
would have been to break. down the number of injections into more than one procedure. For Dr.
Satwicz, the risks for having in the body at one time such large doses of steroids was placing on
that patient too great a risk of suffering serious side effects. [n addition, he saw in the medical

records for some of the patients, that Dr. Ogoke would leave in the patient during these
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procedures, too many needles not at the moment being used (o inject the steroid, a technique he
thought was too risky to de with the patient just under sedation. If the patient moved, those
sharp needles could cause serious harms. Dr. Satwicz did not think there was a need to have
more than an extra needle in place as a way to help guide where 1o cle the next injection.

Dr. Ogoke did not-dispute in his testimony the risks associated with doing multi-level
bilateral lumbar spine injections during ene procedure. Neither did Dr. Trescot. They simply
disagreed with Dr. Satwicz that the risks were too great to take for any of the particular patients
listed in the Statement ofAllégations who received them. With proper equipment and skill both
Dr. Ogoke and Dr. Trescot opined that such injections within onc procedure can be and were
done successfully and to the benefit of the patient, a benefit they maintained was shown in the
fluoroscopy report on the patient’s procedure addressing the patient’s success in going through
the procedure, as well as within the paticnt’s medical records on the pain relief achieved. Dr.
Satwicz did not opine that Dr. Ogoke caused the patient damage during these procedures. No
cvidence showed such damage had occurred as a result of such interventional procedures.

Dr. Ogoke engaged in careful monitoring of his patients following their interventional
procedures that was always documented with details within each patient’s medical records. He
scheduled follow-up visits with each patient 1o address how well or not ‘lhe interventional
- procedure was helping with pain control. i—le elicited whether the patient had suffered from any
side cffects from the interventional procedure. At each patient visit, generally monthly because
the patient received thirty day supplies of medicatioﬁs, the patient’s medical record would
describe the purpose of the visit. Almost always a new physical examination would be given, a
history taken from the patient 1o uncover any new injuries or complaints, and the patient would

need to rank the level of pain being experienced, what triggered the pain, and what the pain felt
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like. Included in a report of a patient visit following an ijection procedure would be the
patient’s pain complaint levels to help determine whether the injection procedure had led to pain
relief. The record showed that his physician assistants were also mindful ;thhe need to do
proper monitoring of patients on long-term opioid medications and who were undergoing

injection procedures.

Statement of Allegations, #s 2 — §

The BORM did not prove the charges that Dr. Ogoke violated the standard of care based
on the general complaints about: how Dr. Qgoke ran his office; how he talked 1o his patients and
staff; whether he gave paticnts towels to bite into for pain relief and prevent them [rom
screaming during interventional procedures; whether paticnts in the walting areas of the office
could hear patients screaming in pain; whether his office was kept messy; whether patients
routinely had 1o wait excessive hours before recelving their treatments; whether he and his
physician assistants gave physicai examinations to patients before prescribing opioids; and,
whether he enforced the terms of the narcotics agreement his patients receiving opioid
medications had to sign. For this particular group of allegations, the arguments made by Dr.-
Ogoke in his brief were persuasive and reflected my views from hearing and reviewing evidence
on these general claims. The findings made reflect this. The findings made in this portion of the

“dectsion do not sho-w any violations of standard of care in the pralctice of medicine by Dr. Ogoke.

Dr. Ogoke was not a disruptive physician in his conduct as alleged. He did not violate
the BORM Policy 01-001 on Disrupti\!e Physician Behavior (Exhibit 19). His office was not
kept messy due to a regular cleaning service and due to a designated staff person whao picked up
debris during each workday. He did not yell at his staff or at his patients.

Due to soundproofing, patients/persons in the waiting area could not hear what was going
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on in examination and procedurc rooms. If a paiient wanted to hold onto something during an
interventional procedure or to bite into a towe! or pillow, Dr. Ogoke would allow this, but did not
require.a patient to do that. He just wanted the patient to be calm and cooperative during the
procedure. He did not give a towel or pillow to a patient to stop their screams from being hcard
by those in the office. He would not have the patient held down during the procedure.

Dr. Ogoke or his physician assistants at scheduled office visits gave physical
examinations to patients before prescribing medications to them, even renewals of medications.
No evidence proved otherwise or shifted the burden of proof on this claim. If the visit report
contained what was done in a physical examinalion,theﬁ the examination occurred.

Dr. Ogoke followed the terms of his narcotics agreement that his patients signed. If Dr.
Satwicz at times opined that Dr. Ogoke should have addressed a narcotics agreement violation
differently, Dr. Ogoke’s alternative actions involved conduct permitted by the terms of the
narcotics agreement. If Dr. Ogoke, for instance, did not do on-going UDS tests, that did not
mean he did not engage in additional monitoring of the patient’s intake of the prescribed pain
medication in reaction to a likely narcotics agreement violation. UDS tests were useful tools for
monitoring, especially when illicit drug use was suspected after it was uncovered once by a UDS
test, but UDS tests were not the only way to secure a patient’s proper taking of prescribed
medication when illicit drug use was not an issue. For instance, Dr. Ogoke and his physician
assistants held discussions with the patient about a need to take medications only as nrescribed,
required random pill counts, and learned about any monitoring of how the medications were
taken at home.

Patients would be asked to reschedule éppointments if Dr. Ogokeh was unable to see them

or to only see them after long waits due to an unforeseen delay involved in another patient’s
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office visit. ifa patient with a scheduled visit faced a long wait, the patient would be informed
that the visit could be rescheduled. Ifa patient appeared at the office for an unscheduled visit,
the patient could face a long wait because scheduled appointments would have priority.
Sometimes, such a patient would be informed that Dr. Ogoke would not be able (o see the patient
that day and the visit would need to be scheduled.

The BORM’s chiefinvcslig_ator: Philip Beuttie, testified that none of Dr. Ogoke’s staff
were interviewed concerning these general aliegations about how the office was run and how
patients and staff were dealt with by Dr. Ogoke. The BORM never sent an investigator to
examine the office set-up and observe staff-patient-Dr. Ogoke interactions. I find insufficient
support for these alleg‘ations from the patients who testified on some of these issues and/or' filed
written complaints raising these issues. The BORM’s evidence did not shift the burden of proof
onto Dr. Ogoke on these charges. The findings made in this portion of the Recommended
Decision are incorporated into the findings made about the care by Dr. Ogoke of each of the
fourteen patients that are addressed in separate sections of the Recommended Decision.

" The charge that Dr. Ogoke or his physician assistants would not exaniine patients before
prescrtbing opioid medication was not proven. The opioid medications tended to be prescribed
for thirty day supplies, and required as a gencral protocol, receipt of a new or renewéd
prescription in-hand. The patient would need toAshow-up for an office visit. At this office visit,
the findings show in the sections on each of the fourteen patients addressed in the Statement of
Allegations that the patient would receive a physical examination and an evaluation in addition
to receiving the opioid prescription scripts. This charge was not proven by the BORM,

Importance of flfofzitofi:rg Putients Adequaiely/Narcotics Agreement/Termination of Care

Dr. Satwicz, Dr. Trescot and Dr. Ogoke are each experienced specialists and experts in
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the ficld of pain management. They are each board certificd anesthesiologists in terms of their
backgroun‘ds in coming into the specialty field of the prictice of pain management. All three do
interventional procedures and pz'escn:ibe medication to achieve pain relief for their chronic non-
cancer pain patients. Dr. Satwicz and Dr. Trescot were practicing in this field at the time Dr.
Ogoke treated the patients whose care is addressed in the Statement of Allegations. All three
agree that any patient receiving long-term opioid therapy, especially with increased doses over
time, must be subject to a narcotics agreement forbidding the taking of any illicit drugs and
forbidding the use of opioids other than as prescribed. All three agree on the need for patients to
be adequately monitored to ensure they take the opioids as prescribed,

They each agree on the need to periodically re-assess a patient’s opioid needs. All three
recognize the very real and high risks for patients on long-term opioid ther'apy of developing
serious health risks including addiction. All three agree on the basic definitions of the conditions
that can develop as a result of taking opioids long-term of pseudo-addiction, dependence,
tolcrancé, diversion, and addiction. All three agree on the kinds of monitoring activities that a
pain management specialist with a patient on ‘upioid therapy should engage in as a matter of
course, and especially triggered and enhanced when the pati;anl engages in red flag behaviors.
All three agree on what these pertinent red flag behaviors are. All three agree on monitoring
practices that include periedic and random UDS testing, pil! counts, discussing how well or not
the patient’s péin control is at each visit and recordiné that information within the patient’s
medical record, and being mindful of patients® psychological health and of a family or the
patient’s own prior history of addiction. All three agree on the need to refer a patient showing
evidence of drug diversion or use of ilticit drugs to an addiction specialist for an evaluation and

for any necded treatment.
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All three physicians recognize that salislying the standard of care can be challenging
when involved is a patient who is difficult to treat because of pain that will always be present
despite injection procedures and opioid medications offering some measurc of pain relief.  Such
palicnts may face « danger in becoming overly dependent upon and even reaching addiction to
their opioid pain medication. Such patiénts may engage in diversion, or turn to illicit drug use in
a quest to'secure more pain reliel. The profile ot’suéh patients olien in.cludccl social, family and
work stresses that complicated use of high dose opioids for long time periods. Such patients may
require psychiatric evaluation and on-going carc. Most of the patients listed in the Statement of
Allegations carried this proﬁlé. Whether Dr. Ogoke provided any substandard care to them is
addressed in the findings made in each patient’s section in this Recommended Decision,

During the time pcriod rcflected in the Statement of Allegations, Dr. Ogoke made each
paticnt on opioid therapy enter into a narcotics agreement with him. Hc had to be surc the
patient understood the terms and conditions nccessary to follow to be prescribed opioids. Dr.
Ogoke had to engage in pertinent monitoring of the patient’s ongoing proper use of the
prescribed opioids, and he had to periodically re-evaluate the patient’s pain before continuing to
prescribe high dose opioid medications.' Dr. Ogoke had to engage in an increase in monitori_ng if
any red flag conduct by the patient emerged.. Such red ﬂaés included: a suspect UDS showing
even with rc-testing of the urine specimen, the use of an illicit drug or not taking the prescribed
opioid medication properly; asking for Iea'rly médication refills; claiming lost medication and
wanting another prescription; and, refusing the interventional procedures but wanting to continue
on opioid therapy including higher dose opicid medications. To be within the standard of care,
Dr. Ogoke had to turn to monitoring tools such as: random pill counts; securing a police report to

support claims of stolen or lost medication (as a first step to any consideration for receiving a
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substitute prescription); discussing with the patient the red flag conduct with 2 waming on the
need to stay compliant i takig medication as prescribed; admipistering UDS testing and having
a protocol in place for what to do if the UDS results were showing the patient was being non-
compliant or even using illicit drugs (such as evaluation by an addiction specialist); and, al times
terminating the patient for violating the narcotics agreement (i.ncluding when the patient refused
to comply with the treatment plan by refusing to have interventional procedures, but wanting to
continue with the high dose narcotics regimen).

Dr. Satwicz thought, at times, that when the patient appeared to have engagevd in red flag
behaviors, he wanted to read within the medical records such concerns sufficiently addressed by
Dr. Ogoke. He opined that Dr. Ogoke violated the standard of care when he failed to adequately
explain in a visit report after a red flag behavior was uncovered, why he had continued to
prescribe opiotd medications to the patient. Whether in all circumstances involving the patients
listed within the Statement of Allegations Dr. Ogoke satisfied the standard of care in adequately
addressing red flag behaviors is addressed in the separate sections on each patient included in
this Recommended Decision.

I conclude that Dr. Ogeke did not engage in overall practices that left his patients with no
reliable options for continuing pain management care, including continuing narcotics therapy
with other caregivers, when he terminated them from his care. His method of terminating care
was not proven to be inherentl.y dangerous to these patients. Dr. Ogoke provided these patients
with a list of alternative pain management providers, detoxification facilities or addictionologists
if that was needed, and thirty days of continuing care with his office as a bridge for them to
establish nev.v on-going care. If detoxification was not an issue, Dr. Ogoke would continue on-

going opioid prescriptions so patients would not face withdrawal symptoms before establishing
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new an-going care. He expecllcd such patients to seck alternative care options, and 1o pursue his
suggested alternative locations for pain management. He not give a patient terminated from his
care months and months of opicid medication, even if the patient refused to pursue alternative
care.

The charge that Dr. Ogoke needed io always taper patients terminated from his care off
their opioid medications before ending their care was not proven to be necessary to avoid a
violation ;of standard ol care. ‘No evidence proved these altemmative pain management providers
in the same geographical area did not exist. or were closed to new patients, or that no physician
could be found in the region by the patient o take over care from Dr. Ogoke. Ifa patient failed
to pursue alternative care and Dr. Ogoke had just cause for the termination of care, then there
was no automatic violation of standard of care by Dr. Ogoke for not first tapering patients off
their opioid medication.

The testimony of Dr. Ogoke and Dr. Trescot was relied upen to prove this conclusion.
Dr. Ogoke did not mislead his patients on long-term opioid therapy that he would taper them off
their opioid medications when he had cause to terminate them from care because they had
'narcotics agreement violations, usually more than one such violation and u-sually due to use of
illicit drugs, or because they refused for long time periods to have the injection treatments that
were an integral part of their treatment plans. Dr. Ogoke explained credibly that he is not an
expert in treating addiction to'prescribed opioids or in addressing patients’ use of illicit drugs.
Dr. Ogoke explained well that a patient not agreeing to have injection treatments that were part
of thé treatment plan meant that patient would not need his expert pain management care, ant
that the patient’s pain medications were able to be addressed by other physicians. When a

patient was comipliant in satisfying the treatment plan but wanted to taper-off opioid medications,
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Dr. Ogoke weuld not refuse to do that. The sections in the Recommended Decision on the
particular [.)alients listed in the Statement of Allegations, when there was a charge made against
Dr. Ogoke in how he terminated care, contain specific findings and conclusions about why and
ther: how the care ended. When this was an issue, the findings showed '[Saliel1ts who insisted on
receiving their on-going opioid medications with no interest in being tapered-oft opioid
medications. Or, the findings showed patients who wanted pain medication, but insisted on not
having injection procedures.
Summary

This case had charges against Dr. Ogoke that [ conclude did not hold-up to scrutiny when
the underlying docmﬁenls and medical records were examined in full along with the testimony
presented. Often the evidence to support an allegation of substandard care did not cover the full
picture of the course of care the patient received and why Dr. Ogoke engaged in particular
treatments for a patient. This included addressing: why he prescribed as he did; engaged in a
particular interventional procedure; the kind of monitoring he did of his patients receiving an
obioid medication regimen; why he chose a route to either terminate a patient’s care or to permit
a patient to continue-in his care and 1o receive further opioid therapy; and, why he did not taper a
patient off opioids before rerminating care such as when a patient refused to havé further
interventional procedures that were part of the treatment plan and‘just wanted to have opioid
therapy. The following sections on each patient’s care with Dr. Ogoke are inténded 10 support
my conclusions on whether particular charges made against Dr. Ogoke regarding a particular
patient were proven. In reviéwing each patieﬁt’s course of care with Dr. Ogoke, this section’s
ﬁndings of fact and my conclusions reached on them, are incorporated into the following

sections of this Recommended Decision.
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Patient A
Summary
Patient (Pt.) A did not testify.

In the Statement of Allegations, Dr. Ogoke was charged with practlcmg medicine below the
standard of care for havinp:

o prescribed an excessive dose of Methadone to Pt. A;

» insisted thai Pt. A receive injection treatments despite warnings from Pt. A’s
primary care physician and cardiologist not have them becausc he had to
remain on Coumadin, a blood thinner medication; _

* told Pt. A he would no longer provide him with pain medications because he
would not have injections;

» was not available to be reached by Pt. A’s wife or by hospital personne! when
Pt. A presented at a hospital cmergency room in October 2005, which
occurred after he had started taking Methadone that Dr. Ogoke prescribed.

The facts the BORM alleged to support its contentions that Dr, Ogoke violated standard
of care in the practice of medicine include the following:

» Pt A, bornin 1930, saw Dr. Ogoke for pain relief for chronic back and lower
extremities pain.

» Pt. A carried diagnoses of: lumbar sprain; lumbar facet arthropathy; lumbar
degenerative disk disease; lumbar spine post-laminectomy syndrome;
sacroiliitis; cervical strain; cervical disk herniation at C7-T1; and, paraplegia
of the bilateral lower extremities status-post spinal cord injury.

¢ Pt A suffered injuries in a motor vehicle accident in 2000 which left him
wheelchair dependent,

e When Dr. Ogoke began to treat Pt. A in December 2004, he prescribed
Oxycontin 80 mg. to take three times a day for pain relief(240 mg. a day).

¢ .Dr. Ogoke informed Pt. A that he was going to add injections to his pain
management regimen. Pt. A was on Coumadin medication and informed Dr.
Ogoke that his primary care physician and cardiologist advised him not to
have interventional procedures.

e Dr. Ogoke-informed Pt. A that he would need to end his care if he did not
want to have the injection procedures.

» By October 2005, Pt. A was having difficulty getting his insurer to approve
his Oxycentin prescription. Because he could not secure the insurer’s
approval for this medication, Dr. Ogoke converted his Oxycontin prescription
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to Methadone. This new prescription of Methadone 40 mg. to take three times
a day (240 mg.) was an cxcessively large dose for Pt. A.

* After Pt. A had taken the first few doses of Methadone, he became somnolent
and was seen at a hospital emergency room. Pt. A's wife tried while at the
eliﬁ‘érgency room without success to reach Dr. Ogoke’s office.

»  Within his visit reports on Pt. A, Dr. Ogoke did not include the full
information on his opioid prescriptions.

Findings of Fact

. Pt A was born in 1958. He was referred to Dr. Ogoke by his primary care physician
(PCP), Dr. Shirley Whitaker, to “evaluate™ him “for better pain control” for chronic neck and
low back pain. Pt. A was status-post lumbar and cervical laminectomies, had sacroiliitis, and
suffered (rom lower extremities parathesias (burning, pins and needles scnsations). He had been
in a car accident in 2000, after which he was wheelchair dependent. Dr. Ogoke evaluated Pt. A
on December 27, 2004. He saw a list 6fthe medications Pt. A was taking. He was on opiates:
Oxycontin 80 mg. (270), three tablets taken three times a day, and Percocet 5/325 mg. (360}, two
tablets téken every four hours. Dr. Ogoke opined that these were high amounts of opiates taken
cach day. At the same time Pt. A was taking other non-opioid medications: Selaxin 800 mg. two
tablets taken two times a day; Lanoxin .25 mg. two tablets taken three times a day, Zanaflex 4
mg. one tablet taken three times a day; and, Neurontin 800 mg., the high end dose for this
medication. (Ex, 43': 28/2;3 173 1; 33-35/33-35 & 70-73/70-75. Exs. 96 & 97. Testimony of Dr.
Ogoke, Vol. V, 931-933))

2. In2004, according to Dr. Trescot, it was not unusual to have PCPs prescribing
. opioids at these doses before referring the patient to a pain management specialist. She noted
that now that would not likely occur, and the PCP would not be prescribing high opioid doses. A
referral to a pain management specialist would occur before that would happen. (Testimony of

Dr. Trescot, Vol XIV, 2701-2702.)
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3. Athis initial evaluation with Dr.-Ogoke, Pt. A completed a number of new patient
forms including consent to treatment, health insurance information, pharmacy information, and
agreeing to the policies of Dr. Ogoke’s practice that included undergoing injection treatments.
Pt. A provided information about his condition and treatments, including information on his
social, work and medical histories, current pain complaints, and accidents or injuries sustained.
He signed Dr. Ogoke’s Narcotic Prescription Policy & Agreement (narcotics agreement) 1o be
compliant in taking medications as prescribed. Pt A réponea injuries from an October 2000 car
aCCidEI:]t triggering on-going pain in his low back and neck that could be sharp and shooting. He
reported using a wheelchair since then. He also complained of lower extremity pain. He
reported that pain symptoms were worse when he was not taking pain medications. He also
reported having‘had surgeries in 1984, 1985, 1990, and 2000, incluéiing to his neck (in 1985) and
two surgeries to his low back. He reported heart valve and gall bladder surgery in 2002. Pt. A
noted he did not use alcohol and had some anxiety symptoms. He listed the level of his current
pain as 8/10. He reported that he was not engaged in any workers compensation issues or any
litigation in connection with the car accident. (Ex. 43: 23-24/23-24; 32-33/32-33; 46-49/46-49;
. 70-75/70-75; 83-84/83-84; 104-105/104-105 & 120-121/120-121.)

4. The day after the initial evaluation, Pt. A’s wife, who accompanied him on medical
visits and was aware of his pain issues and treatments, brought to Dr. Ogoke’s office Pt. A’s
medication containers for a piil _céunt to detenﬁine if Pt. A was taking his medications as
prescribed. This procedure rc;vealed that in mid-December 2004, Pt. A had prescriptions for
' Roxicet (Percocet) 5/325 mg. (360), Oxycodone SR 80 mg. (Oxycontin) (30), and then a few
aays later Oxycodone 80 mg. (270). (Ex. 43;31/31 & 70/70. Exs. 20, 85, 95,97, 111 &112.)

5. Athis first visit, Pt. A had completed a personal and medical background
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questionnaﬁe that included shading in the areas on a body diagram where his pain was located.
Dr. Ogoke did a l'éview ofsys_tems, conducted a physical examination, and took a comprehensive
history- from Pt. A. He ordered cervical spine x-rays and new MRIs 'of‘the cervical and lumbar
spines. ‘He had Pt A undergo physical therapy from January 4-20, 2005 for knee complaints. Dr.
Ogoke wrote new opioid prescriptions to substitute for his current opioid prescriptions;
Oxycontin 80 mg. (120) and Percocet 7.5/325 mg. (90) for break through pain. The Percocet
was at a higher dose level than Pt. A had been taking. This initial prescribing had Pt. A receiving
a decrease in the amount of the long-acting opioid, the Oxycontin 80 mg., toward weaning Pt. A
off a sustained high level of opioid medication. To avoid any issues with withdrawal symptoms,
Pt. A received a higher dose level of the short-acting opioid, Percocet, as a bridge to reach a
decreased level of opioid medication. Dr. dgoke also prescribed Neurontin 800 mg. (90). Dr.
Ogoke made diagnoses and plans for treatment that included interventional procedures to better
target the core pain locations, and if suceessful, to allow for a reduction in the need for high
-doses of opioids. Before he had the new MRIs, Pt. A returned to Dr. Ogoke’s office on January
3,2003. Pt A received prescriptions for Oxycbntin 80 mg. (27.0) and for Percocet 5/325 mg.
(360). These were the opioid medication doses and amounts to take per day that Pt. A had taken
for about a year prior to first seeing Dr. Ogoke. Dr. Ogoke did not continue to prescribe for Pt.
A, decreased amounts of the Oxycontin 80 mg. to take per day or the higher dose level of
Percocet to take per day for break-through pain as initially preseribed. Dr. Ogoke did not explain
why he did not give more time for Pt. A to taper down to lp\\fer daily opioid amounts. (Fx. 43:
14/14; 22/22; 27-30/27-30 & 51/51. Exs. 75, 78 & 81. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. IV, 892-
893; 949,_950‘)

6. Pt. A came to Dr. Ogoke’s care already taking high opioid.doses that in the opinion of
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Dr. Satwicz were not appropriate for treating non-cancer pamn of the kind Pt. A had, even if the
pain was chronic. Dr. Satwicz opined that Dr. Ogoke did his evaluation of Pt. A before altering
that medication regimen, and did not mention in his report of the evaluation whether Pt. A
showed signs of hyperalgesia (an increased sensation to pain} despite this being a knou m side
cffect from taking high doses of opioids. According to Dr. Satwicz, because Pt. A came into Dr,
Ogoke’s care on high doses o‘fopioids, a dramatic decrcase made in his opioid level would have
caused withdrawal symptoms. Dr. Satwicz expected to see in the medical records, and did not, a
discussion in the initial cvaiuatiqn report of a plan to taper-off or decrease Pt. A’s doses of
opioids. Dr. Satwicz testified that a general method used to do this tapering is to lower the dose
of the long-acting opioid, here, the Oxycontin prescription, but at the same time keeping the
break;through pain opioid medication, here Percocet, at a high level because that would be used
only as needed. Although Dr. Satwicz acknowledged that Dr. Ogoke engaged in this general
method at the initial evaluation, he did not maintain the tapering over a meaningful length of
time. The February 8, 2005 prescriptions had the Oxycontin dose at 80 mg., but back (o taking
three tablets taken three times a day, while the Percocet prescription was decreased in strength to
the 5/325 mg. level that Pt. A had been on before treating with Dr. Ogoke. June 20, 2005
preseriptions S}’-IOWCd no changes in these two prescriptions. {Tesﬁmony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. IX,
1750-1761 & Vol. X111, 2448-2476.)

7. Dr. Ogoke opined that Pt. A presented,

with a very high dose of opioids .. considered to be very unusual in the kind of

clinical situation that patient was . . My initial response to that was to do a
thorough review by getting all the records . to make sure what was going on and
initially decided to write an initial prescnpuon for this patient that was only 80

milligrams of Oxycontin ... twice a day ..

Dr. Ogoke wanted Pt. A to rely more on the breakthrough opioid medication and rely less on the
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longer-lasting opioid in a plan to decrease the overall dose of opioid, so he increased the
Percocet dose to 7.3/325 mg. (360). (Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. V, 947

8. Dr. Trescot explained that Percocet is an Oxycodone medication. [t is just a dilferent
formulation of Oxycodone than Oxycontin. Dr. Trescot explained why she did not think that Dr.
Ogoke was overprescribing Percocet due to the acetaminophen (Tylenol) component in it. Dr.
Trescot noted that in 2005, Dr. Ogoke was prescribing within FDA puidelines by having Pt. A
take the acetaminophen at 325 mg. with one or two tablets every four to six hours. In 2005,
Tylenol had not been accepted as a clear risk (or liver damage when prescribed in high doses;
that this was first acknowledged in 2006. (Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. XVI, 3086-3102.)

9. Pt. A had a cervical spine MR1 on January 14, 2005, a lumbar spine MRJ on January
17,2005, and cervical x-rays on January 21, 2005. The cervical MRI showed:

Questionable bilateral foraminat stenosis at the C2/3 level. C3 through C5 fusion

with obscuration of the neural foramina by metallic artifact. Minimal anterior

extradural defect at C5/6 with improvement since 3/30/02. Small central disc

herniation at C7/T1 of doubtful significance. Stable small area of presumed

myelomalacia at C4/5.
The cervical x-rays showed: “No cvidence of instability. Status post fusion at C3, 4, 5.7 The
_January 2005 lumbar MRI showed:

Status post left laminectomies at L3-L4 and L4-L5 levels with some postoperative

changes. No significant scar is seen. No disk herniation, stenosis or neural

foramen narrowing.

No significant interval changes as compared to prior study.
(Ex. 43; 7-8/7-8 & 18-24/18-24. Exs. 70, 76 & 78.)

10. Dr. Trescot reviewed the Janpuary 14, 2005 cervical MRI and addressed Pt. A’s prior

cervical surgery:

A laminectomy takes off that whole arch [where the muscles attach to the spine]
leaving a spinal cord exposed and leaving the joints in the neck which are called
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facets now responsible for moving but without any of the limits that the back of
the spine bones help provide, so you end up with too much movement. And as a
result, when those surgerics are done, there is usually also fusion of the joints so
those joints don’t move. But thal means then all the neck since it’s designed to

move, all the movement of the neck then has to occur either above or below that.

[t also means that it limits severely the types of interventional pain procedures

that we potentially can do since most of what we do is working in that space

between the bone and in the back of the neck and the spinal cord which is called

the epidural space. When that laminectomy surgery is done, the epidural space

gets scarred down and that space is no longer available for us to put in

medications, stimulators or catheters ... [1]t negates the vast majority of

interventional procedures we can do to help the patient.
Dr. Trescot opined Pt A would be a “severely traumatized patient” after undergoing this cervical
laminectomy and the motor vehicle accident. (Testimony of Dr, Trescot, Vol. XIV, 2695-2697.)

I'1. Dr. Ogoke reviewed Pt. A’s May 24, 2002 lumbar MRI for low back, bilateral leg

and [oot pain that showed:

[M]inimal scar associated with the thecal sac. Lateral recess stenosis most severe
at L3-4 on the right and L4-5 on the left. No evidence of syrinx.

Dr. Ogoke reviewed Pt. A’s head MRI from April 13, 2003 that showed:

Mild atrophy. Minimal bilateral white matter disease and abnormal T2 signals

within the basal ganglia. The findings suggest chronic ischemic changes. No

acute infarct, hemorrhage or tumor.
(Ex. 43, 23-26/23-26. Exs. 79 & 80.) -

12. Pt. A was evaluated again at Dr. Ogoke’s office on February 8, 2005, including a
physical examination. He reported pain at a 6-7/10 level in the neck and lower back that was
moderate, achy and constant. He reported pain medications were very effective in controlling his

pain.' A report was produced on this visit that included a list of diagnoses:

Lumbar sprain.

Lumbar facet arthrepathy.

Lumbar degencrative disk disease.
Post-laminectomy syndrome of the lumbar spine.

Sacroiliitis. -
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Cervical strain.

Post—lam'ineclomy syndrome of the cervical spine.
Cervical disk hemiation at C7-T1.

Cervical myelomalacia at C4-3.

S0 E e

O Paraplegia of the bilateral lower extremities. Status post spinal cord injury.
The report included a list of plans:

1. The patient will continue with his current medications.

2. Need 1o speak with the patient’s cardiologist prior to offering interventional
procedures at this point.

3. Wiil maintain the patient on his current pain medications as they are effective
in controlling the patient’s pain..

4. The patient will follow up in four weeks or sooner if needed.

I reviewed the results of the cervical and lumbar MRI with the patient in full

today. His questions were answered and his concerns were addressed.

Ln

© Pt. Areceived prescriptions of Oxycontin 80 mg. (270) and Percocet 5/3235 mg. (360). The
report of this visit contained no discussion about why the reduced Oxycontin amount to take per
week with the higher Percocet dose to take for break through pain was stopped. Pt. A’s February
8, 2005 opioid prescriptions were renewed on March 8, 2005. By this time, Dr. Ogoke found a
need for Pt. A to undergo interventional procedures and not to only stay on medications to treat
his pain.

[Tlhe key for sending someone for interventional pain evaluation and treatment is

to treat the pain generators and reduce the need for the patient’s high dose of

opioids as in this case.
(Exs. 43; 153-16/15-16 & 66-68/66-68. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Viol. V, 950-952.)

13. Pt. A was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on April 3, 2005. He reported an 8-9/10 pain
level and needed prescription refilts, The refills were giveri and were filled following approvals
to do this from Pt. A’s health insurer; Oxycontin 80 mg. (270) and Percocet 5/325 mg. (360).

PLA was complaining of knee pain and was having “multiple spasms involving lower

extremities, as well as hamstrings ... can’t feel both lower extremities because of his paraparesis
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as opposed to flaccid.” The treatment plan was to do a sacroiliac {SI) joint injection. Pt. A was
prescribed Ativan 2 mg, (2) for-the procedure due to Pt. A’s anxicety condition. Pt. A was told
that he would need to be off his Coumadin medication (blood thinner) for a fow days before the
procedure, but after the procedure he could resume taking the Coumadin. To briefly interrupt
taking Coumadin for a few days to have an interventional procedure is not out of the ordinary
and was recommended by Dr. Ogoke so long as Pt. A had the approval to do this from his PCP
-or from his cardiologist. Dr. Ogoke asked for a note or a call from either physician providing
their agreement that Pt. A could stop the Coumadin for a few days. On April 7, 2005, Pt. A’s SI
injection could not be given because Pt. A had not stopped the Coumadin. Pt. A informed Dr.
Ogoke that he could not stop the Coumadin as per his PCP’s orders. This response was not
accepted as a substitute for a call or letter from .either the PCP or the cardiologist. On April 7,
2005, Dr. Ogoke’s office wrote Pt. A another prescription for Ativan 2 mg. (2) to use for the SI
injection. The medical records listed no new date for the SI injection, and there was stil‘l the
need to have the PCP or the cardiologist approve of stopping the Coumadin for a few days to
permit the injection. (Ex. 43: 5-6/3-6; 9-13/9-13 & 63-64/63-64. Exs. 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73
& 74. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. V, 953, 956, 967-968.)%

14, Dr. Trescot explained the importance of having Pt. A be off Coumadin in order to
have the interventional procedure: and why Dr. Ogoke was within the standard of care in
r;quiri_ng that Pt. A provide direct information to him from the PCP or cardiologist:

[W]hen you are talking about working around or inside the spinal column, if

there 1s bleeding inside the spinal column, then that puts pressure on the spinal
cord and causes paralysis. So where we might be willing to leave somebody on

** The BORM contends that the physician assistant alt on her own decided on April 7, 2005 to instruct Pt.
A to stop taking the Coumadin and prepare for the SI injection by prescribing the Ativan, This was not
proven. Whether Pt. A could have the SI injection was still dependent upon receiving approval from
either the PCP or the cardiologist. It was not proven that the physician assistant received that okay by
April 7, 2005 when the Ativan prescription was written.
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Coumadin for a procedure outside the spinal column with a very low risk of

bleeding, we are usually not willing to leave people on any kind of medicine that
g y g PEoL b

promotes bleeding when you are working around the spinal column.

In this situation it [is} appropriate [for Dr. Ogoke 1o be seeking direct information

from the PCP or cardiologist] because ... Dv. Ogoke is being put between a rock

and [a] hard place. He has a patient on very high doses of opioids that has

something that might be treatable that might allow Dr. Ogoke to be able to lower

the dose of pain medicine ... [Dr. Ogoke wants] something in my record that

shows why 1 can’t do interventions on this patient because you think it’s not safe

to come off the Coumadin.
(Dr. Trescot, Vol. XIV, 2710-2713))

15. Dr. Satwicz opined that it would have been a better practice to have a patient off
Coumadin for [onger than just two days and closer to four to five days before an interventional

procedure such as an SI injection would be given to a patient like P1. A:

We like to keep the time [off Coumadin] to a minimum but long enough to get the
INR down to a safe level.

Dr. Satwicz would ha.\’e checked Pt. A’s INR level (a bloed test done to determine how tong it
takes for bleod to clet) as close to the procedure being done as possible. This is because of the
extraordinary variability of Coumadin and the difficulty of monitoring and following the INR to
have it in a target range before doing the procedure. He did not find in Pt. A’s medical record
the reason Pt. A‘was on Coumadin, but Dr. Satwicz presumed it was due to peripheral vascular
disease, narrowed blood vessels, coronary artery disease, or some other condition making Pt. A
susceptible to blood clots. He did not take issue with Dr. Ogoke prescribing Ativan for use by
Pt. A to lower his anxiety leve] before having the Sl injection. But, Dr. Satwicz would have
liked to see a discussion in the medical records why Pt. A was given another Ativan prescription
on April 7, 2005 after Dr. Ogoke’s office learned he was still on Coumadin and could not have

the ST injection. (Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. IX, 1766-1779 & 1785-1788.)
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16. The Coumadin issue continued to prevent Pt. A [rom receiving the SI injection. Ata
May 2, 2005 visit at Dr. Ogoke’s office, Pt. A complained of a pain score of 9/10. He described
worsening low back pain as the day progressed. Pt. A’s wife was at this visit and explained that
Pt. A’s PCP, Dr. Price, recommended against the SI injection because it would be too risky for
Pt. A to be off Coumadin for two to three days. She said that Dr. Price explained that, for
instance, Pt. A might not notice symptoms of a bload clot in his legs when off Coumadin due to
his lower e_xtremity condition. P1. A’s wife noted that they had not spoken to Pt. A’s cardiologist
about this. Pt. A was counseled that Dr. Ogoke should be contacted directly by both Dr. Price
and the cardiologist, Dr. Chircop, to discuss this issue. This was to be accomplished by Pt. A’s
next visit, At this May 2, 2005 visit, Pt, A received one month .prescriptions for refills of the
Percocet 5/325 mg. (360) and Oxycontin 80 mg. (270). No changes were made in the strength or
doses of these ongoing opioid prescriptions. Authorizations for continuing to have the costs of
these medications covered by Pt. A ‘s insurer were addresscd by Dr. Ogoke’s office. (Ex. 43:
60-62/60-62; 118-119/118-119 & 122/122.)

17. At an office visit on Maj/ 23,2005. Pt. A gave a urine specimen for a urine drug
screen (UDS) to determine if he was taking opioid medications as prescribed, in accord with the
narcotics agreement that he signed. The UDS result was positive for the opioids he was being
prescribed and negative for any illicit drugs or alcohol. Also on May 23, 2003, Pt. A received
prescriptions for the same doses of Percocet 5/3235 mg. (360) and Oxycontin 80 mg. (270). This
meant that his prescriptions were refilled within just three weeks of time that the prescr1pt1ons
were written other than when they would have run out in four weeks’ time. Dr. Satwicz would
have expected to see some reason for early prescription refills in Pt. A’s medical records. An

carty refill of an opioid prescription raises a red flag situation that the patient may not be in
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compliance with taking medications. Dr. Ogoke’s office continued 1o gain approval for the
opioid prescriptions from Pt. A’s insurer. On June 20, 20035, Pt. A again received the same
prescriptions fdr Oxycontin 80 mg. (270) and Percocet 3/325 mg. (360). (Ex. 43; 110-116/110-
116 & 118-119/118-119. Exs. 11, 20, 85, 95, 111 & 112. Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. IX,
1779-1781.)

18. Pt. A was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on July 15, 2005. By then, neither Dr. Price nor
Dr. Chircop had discussed with Dr. Ogoke or written to him anything about the Coumadin issue.
Pt. A continued to vérbally report that Dr. Price advised against stopping the Coumadin. A
physical examination was done. As a result of thi5 visit, no injection trcatments were scheduled
and no changes werc made in terms of maintaining Pt. A on his ongoing opioid medications. At
this visit, Pt. A reported a pain level of 7/10, and that use of the opioids was effective in
controlling the pain. He reported having exlperienced “severe stomach pﬁin” and was seen at an
emergency room, and was having a workup and treat-ments with a gastrointestinal specialist. The
same prescriptions for Oxycontin and Percocet were written for Pt A on August 12, 2005.” The
same Oxycontin and Percocet prescriptions were written on September 2, 2005 along with a new
opioid p.rescription for Oxycodone {3 mg. (90). Also at these three visits, Pt. A received a
prescription for Zanaflex 4 mg. (180). (Ex. 43; 89-90/89-90 & 106-109/106-109.)

19. By an October 3, 2003, office visit, Pt. A had still not undergonc any interventional
procedures and none were planned because of no agreement to stop the Coumadin medication for
a few days received directly from either Pt. A’s PCP or cardiologist. Pt. A was prescribed the
same opioid medications; Oxycontin 80 mg. (270), Percocet 5/325 mg. (360), and.Oxycodone 15
mg. (120). He was also prescribed Lyrica 150 mg. (60) and 150 mg. (14). (Ex. 43, 96-103/96-

103. Ex. 104.)
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20. On October 25, 2003, Pt. A was seen al Dr. Ogoke’s office complaining of a 7/10
pain level in his back and neci-g The same issué remained that Dr. Ogoke had no report or call
from Dr. Price or Dr. Chirop about being ablc to stop the Coumadin long enough to permit
scheduling of any injection treatments. Dr Ogoke had also tried to reach both physicians by
telephone without success. A plljfsical examination was given. Pt. A had not tried the Lyrica
that had been ];Jresc.r‘ibed. He was going to continue to use Neurontin instead. {Ex. 43:52/52;
76-78/76-78; 86/86 & 103/103.)

21. By October 25, 2005, the insurcr stopped approving the Oxycontin prescription, an
expensive medicine. The Oxycontin prescription was stopped. An updated treatment plan was
determined for Pt. A. Pt. A was started on Methadone 40 mg. (180) two tablets three times a day
to reach 240 mg,. of this medication per day. A conversion process from Oxycontin to
Methadone was done. The Oxycontin prescription had been a much larger opioid dose than this
Methadone prescription was providing, and Pt, A was also on more Oxycodone based opioid
through the Oxycodone 15 mg. and the Percocet 5/325 mg. Pt. A was instructed by Dr. Ogoke’s
ofﬁce: to return for a follow up visit in one week or sooner if he had any troublesome symptoms,
including withdrawal symptoms, from taking the Methadone. The prescriptions for Oxycodone
15 mg. (120) and the Percocet 5/325 mg. (360) were not discontinued. Authorization was
received from Pt. A’s insurer for the Methadone prescription.” At this meeting, Pt. A and his wife
were told that care would need to end with Dr. Ogoke unless Pt. A had the interventional
injection procedures. (Ex. 43: 86-87/86-87; 92-95/92-95 & 103/103. Exs. 83, 95,98 & 103.
Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. V, 991, 993.)

22. Dr: Satwicz testitied about switching from one opioid 1o another when the opioid

having been taken is at a high dose and amount per day as was Pt. A’s Oxycontin prescription.
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He noted it “is a major event ... a very difficult process.” He explained that taken “into account
[is] the potency or how strong each medication is ... [T]here are a variety of tables that are used
to compare the equal analgesic level of one opioid and another.” The “base unit that’s used as
the converting factor is Morphine ... everything is comparea to Morphine and discussed in
Morphine equivalence.” Pt. A was at the time the conversion to Methadone was made, on very
high doses of opioids from Oxycontin, Oxycodone and Percocel. The conversion to Morphine
would resuit in a high amount. Dr. Satwicz opined that when this conversion to Methadone
occurred, Pt. A was “dependent” on his opioid medications. Dr. Satwicz recognized that there
are a variety of conversion tables o usc to compare equal analgesic levels of different opioids.

Oxycodone is a bit stronger than Morphine, the Morphine number of milligrams
would be greater with conversion by 20 or 30 percent.

If his opioid medication had been stopped, he would have suffered withdrawal symptoms. When
converting to Methadone, Dr. Satwicz explained:

[W]e typically take that dose and knock it down by approximately 50%, 30% to
50%, because the tolerance that they had to Oxycodone, there’s incomplete
tolerance to the other opioids so they need less of the new opioid.

Methadone ... is really in a class all by itself ... very different from any of the
other opioids because of the extremely variable response to Methadone. And the
relative response of Methadone is not linear with the Morphire equivalence.

[T]he Methadone is about four times as strong as a milligram, one milligram of
Morphine ... [TThe higher the Morphine dose, the relative potency of Methadone
increases ... Methadone of all the opioids that we prescribe is the most difficult to
prescribe ... has the most variable metabolism in any patient,

[Wihen ... you do all the calculations, almost no matter what dose of Morphine
equivalence they are on, it comes down to starting Methadone at maybe 5
milligrams three times a day. That’s the starting dose for somebody who has been
on opioids.

Dr. Satwicz addressed the dose of Methadone that Pt. A was started on of 80 mg. taken 3 times a

day, or 240 mg. of Methadone a day.
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That is beyond an extraordinary high dose of Methadone. That's a supramaximal
dose for anybedy ... It’s just beyond anything that is reasonabie.

(Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. 9, 1790-1797.)

23. According to Dr. Trescot:

(M]ethadone ... [although] not formulated to be long acting ... is actually

inherently long acting. The medicine itself lasts for a long period of time. That’s

why it was useful in treating addiction because ... you can give ... methadone

once a day and wean ... [the patient] from withdrawal. We have since recognized

itis a very good pain medicine. It usually needs to be taken two or three times a

day, ... for pain. It works on a different mechanism than any of the other opioids

do, ... There is a receptor that is near the opioid receptors that is associated with

tolerance and with nerve pain ... Methadone, unlike almost any other opioid,

blocks that receptor which makes it particularly useful for nerve pain, for nerve

damage. It also uniquely is not associated with the euphoria that we see in other

pain medicines. And it is uniquely cheap.
Dr. Trescot opined that this Methadone prescription was appropriate for Pt. A because it was
more effective for nerve pain than Oxycontin, and because it was a medicine that was more
affordable than Oxycontin. Dr. Trescot addressed the conversion that practitioners may do from
the Oxycodone to the Morphine equivalence, and then to the Methadone dose. She explained
that the conversion that was done for Pt. A’s Methadone prescription was within an accepted
conversion range. She explained that Oxycodone has a 2:3 Morphine equivalence. For Dr.
Trescot, Pt. A was receiving a much lower Morphine cquivalence for Methadone when he was
taking 240 mg. of Methadone a day. He had been taking much higher doses of Oxycodone based
medication each day when the Oxycontin, the Percocet and the Oxycodone prescriptions were
totaled.

The higher the dose of Morphine, the more likely there is a ... hyperalgia

[increased sensitivity to pain), and therefore the greater, the more potent, the more

relevant potency the Methadone has. So at low doses it’s as little as ] to 1

[conversion rate], at higher doses it may be 3 to 1 [conversion rate], and even

higher doses of Morphine equivalence it may be as much as 20 to 1.

Dr. Trescot testified that the conversion done for Pt. A 10 a Methadone prescription from the
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Oxycontin prescription would have involved efforts to “individualize the dose” for him.

[t is not done on a weight basis, it’s influenced by the patient’s prior opioid use,
by their metabolism beth genetic and the influence of other medicines that they
are taking ... [W]e have some rough guidelines that we go by in terms of
equivalents of medicines, and then we try to modify those,

So in general when we’re trying to switch a.medicine over, we try to put all the
medicines into one unit, ... By convention we try to convert everything to what
we call Morphine equivalents. So whether we are looking at Oxycodone or
Oxymorphone or Fentanyi or Dilaudid or any of the medicinés, when we are
tryinig to switch, we try to figure out what the Morphine equivalent would be. ‘
At that time [October 2005] the recognized relationship ... was a ratio of two to
three, that two milligrams of Oxycodone was equivalent to three milligrams of
morphine. So 1o convert this into Morphine equivalence, you would take the
number of milligrams which is 80 times nine and then you would ... multiply by
three and divide by two.

It comes out to about 1100 milligrams of Morphine.
What has been done here is that the 1100 milligrams of Morphine have been
converted to 160 milligrams of Methadone, so the dose has been cut by nearly 90
percent.
[T]hat’s because Morphine and Oxycodone and many of these medicines actually
cause what we are terming hyperalgia, a metabolite that’s most clear on
Morphine, that the metabolites on the drug cause pain and the higher the dosage
of opioid, the more pain the patient ends up having.
So you can’t do a milligram per milligram the way some old charts did because
you would overdose, so you dramatically underdose and then you Iry to give some
extra medicine in case you have underdosed enough that they would go through
withdrawal without the extra medicine.
(Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. XIV, 2717-2718, 2720-2725 & Vol. XVII, 3257-3265)
24. In 2005, there was no single accepted conversion rate for Methadone. Dr. Ogoke’s
office gave a prescription to Pt. A on October 25, 2005 of Methadone 80 mg. taking two tablets
three times a day for a total daily dose of 240 mg. This was a lower Morphine equivalency level

than the Oxycodone in the form of Oxycontin, Oxycodone, and Percocet that Pt. A had been

taking. This was done in light of cautions known by then that converting to high doses of
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Methadone can be unpredictable and potentially dangerous. In addition, Pt. A was kept on the
shori-acting Percocet prescription and given an Oxycodone 15 mg,. prescription in case the
conversion to Methadone was too much of an underdosing and Pt. A experienced withdrawal
symptoms. (Ex. 43, 94-95/94-95. Exs. 98 & 103. See Ex. 111 at p. 606, table 31-3. Testimony
of Dr. Trescot, Vol. XIV, 2723-2724 & Dr. Satwicz, Vol. IX, 1791-1792.)

25. Issued in 2006 by the ASIPP, “Opioid Guidelines in the Management of Chronic
Non-Cancer Pain” was an article in Pain Physician 2006; 9:1-40, [SSN 1533-31 59, by physicians
that included Dr. Trescot and Dr. Ogoke. At page 16 at 4.5 Drug Conversions, the article
cautions:

While there have been multiple opioid conversion charts developed, none are

reliable and none take into consideration the vast individual differences in effect

and metabolism between patients and within medications ... Itis ... important to

recognize that “equipotent” doses of medications may have very different degrees

of analgesia and side effects ... [T]he clinician must calculate a rough equivalent

24 hour dose, divide by the dosing schedule, and then “under-dose,” with

subsequent titration to effect ... For doses of Morphine under 100 mg., a ratio of

3:1 may be appropriate, while for higher doses of Morphine a ratio of 20 mg. of

morphine for each mg. of Methadone may be appropriate ... It cannot be too

strongly emphasized that the dosing of Methadone can be potentially lethal and

must be done with knowledge and caution.

To Dr. Trescot, this guidance about converting to Methadone may be appropriate but was not
mandatory to use to be within the standard of care in October 20053, noting that this guidance
recognized that a consideration in doing the conversion for a particular patient is the vast
individual differences among patients including metabolism differences. To just rely on the
conversion calculations in 4.5 at page 16 would result in a range of 58.5 mgs to 390 mgs of
Methadone per day. (Ex. 85. Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. XVI, 3105-3112 & 3118-3121.)

26. Rar’s Practical Management of Pain, Edition 4, was a learned treatise in 2005 for

pain management specialists like Dr. Ogoke to go to for guidance when doing opioid
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conversions to Morphine equivalents. At page 606, Table 31-3, there is 2 conversion formula
range to use for guidance when converting from a particular opioid to Methadone. This
conversion formula range differs from the formula calculations offered in “Opioid Guidelines in
the Management of Chronic Non-Cancer Pain.” Table 32-3 uses a range of 10 to 20, and yields a
high dose conversion that is twice as much as what the “Opioid Guidelines in the Management of
Chronic Non-Cancer Pain” at 4.5 at page 16 produces. (Exs. 85 & 111. Testimony of Dr.
Trescot, Vol. XVII, 3260-3264.)

27. Pt. A began taking the Methadone prescribed. On bctober 30, 2005,_Pt. A was seen
at the Baystate Medical Center Emergency Room. He came with issues of somnolence/
sleepiness. He had not at any time prior to this, gone to Dr. Ogoke’s office about these
symptoms. He was not hospitalized overnight, e received a dischar-gc instruction sheet that
listed his medical condition as “narcotic overdose.” He was told to stop taking the Methadone.
For the night of his hospital‘ discharge, he was given a prescription for Oxycontin, or bilaudid.
He was instructed to follow-up with his PCP the next day. The next day, Pt. A went to Dr.
Ogoke’s office and not first to his PCP. (Ex. 43, 82/82. Ex. 83)

28. Pt. A showed the hospital discharge instructions sheet he had been given. Dr.
Ogoke’s c-)fﬁce gave Pt. A a prescription for what he had been taking prior to the switch to
Methadone of OX}’COT.I'EiI'l 80 mg. (270). On November 4, 2003, Dr. Ogoke’s office wrote Pt. A a
prescription for Oxycontin 80 mg. (90). When Dr. Ogoke’s office wrote to secure coverage of
this Oxycontin prescription from Pt. A’s insurer, the authorization form noted that Pt, A had an
adverse reaction to Methadone listing “*OD.” Because Pt. A refused to have any injections, he
understood his care with Dr. Ogoke was ending despite the new prescription for Oxycontin. No

medical records on Pt. A show that Dr. Ogoke worked with Pt. A to taper him off high doses of
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opioids before ending care with him. (Ex. 43; 79-82/79-82 & 91-93/91-93. Ex. 83.)

29. Dr. Trescot opined that Pt. A had not suffered an overdose of Methadone on October
30, 2005 as indicated on the hospital discharge instructions sheet, the only record of this visit
available. She opined:

[ suspect it was what [ often will see which is reactions to a medicine ... such as

sedation that is not an overdose of the medication but simply a potentially larger-

than-expected effect. [f the patient had truly been overdosed, they should have

been admitted and monitored ... [I]t’s very difficult to pick a dose of Methadone

to start a patient [on] who is on such high doses of a medicine like Oxycontin, and

so this was a reasonable attempt to do it. I don’t know how much extra of the

Oxycodone the paticnt took, and 1 don’t know whether they actually may have

" taken more Oxycodone than they expected, because the Methadone, because it’s

long lasting, is also a very slow onset so you don’t get the buzz that you get and

would have come to expect from an Oxycodone or Oxycontin. So patients often

are seen who have taken ... a pill, didn’t get an immediate effect and so they took

another pill.
[f Pt. A had suffered an overdose, Dr. Trescot would have expected to see an admission with the
hospital staff administering the drug Narcan to treat the overdose. Dr. Trescot would not have
expected to have the hospital prescribe more opioid for Pt. A upon discharge. (Testimony of Dr.
Trescot, Vol. XIV, 2729-30 & Vol. XVI, 3112.)*®

30. According to Dr. Trescot, the conversion Dr. Ogoke did for Pt. A from discontinuing
his Oxycontin prescription to taking Methadone met “the recognized recommendations in the
opioid guidelines and as were cxisting in 2005 for the conversion of a high-dose medication to
Methadone.” Dr. Trescot also found supportive of Dr. Ogoke’s conversion procedure and

Methadone prescription, that Pt. A’s insurer approved the October 23, 2005 Methadone

prescription. (Ex. 43, 95/95. Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. X1V, 2727 & Vol. XVII, 3264.)

I could not locate a terminaticr: of care letter for Pt. A in Pt. A’s medical records {Exhibit 43).

% The full hospital record on this visit was not found in Pt. A’s medical records, just the discharge
instruction sheet. The BORM did not offer the full medical record on this hospital visit. Neither Pt. A
nor his wife testified. No evidence showed what medications and in what quantities and how frequently
Pt. A took medication between receipt of the Methadone prescription and the hospital visit.

97



Bd. Registration in Medicine v. Ogoke, MD ' RA-09-665

31. Dr. Satwicz found the Methadone 40 mg. 1aking two tablets three times a day as
prescribed on October 25, 2005 was,

an extraordinarily high dose ... beyond anything reasonable,” and taking it was “a

dramatic recipe for overdose ... Methadone accumulates over several days.

Whaltever you get from day one you get much more out of it by day seven or eight

or ten,

He did not take issue with the hospital emergency room report that called what happened to Pt. A
an overdose followed by an instruction to stop taking the Mcthadone. (Testimony of Dr.
Satwicz, Vol. IX, 1776-1802.)

32. Dr. Ogoke obined that his conversion of the Oxycontin dose into the Methadone dosé
was not in violation of standard of care practicing. Dr. Ogoke noted his precautions given to Pt.
A to return to him if he experienced any side effects with taking Methadone, but Pt. Al d.id not
return to Dr. Ogoke’s office as instructed when within the next five days, he did suffer
troublesome symptoms. Within that time period, Dr. Ogoke’s office had no knowledge whether
Pt. A was taking his medication regimen as prescribed. Dr. Ogoke had' provided Pt. A with a
bridge of his opioid prescribtions after terminating care with him over his inability to have
interventional procedures, and he opined that this course of conduct was also appropriate.
(Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. V,-993, 1003-1008.)

33. On behalf of Pt. A, his wife filed a complaint against Dr. Ogoke and his office with
the BORM. Dated November 10, 2003, the complaint dealt with the care received at Dr.
Ogoke’s office on October 25, 2003, and then about what happened at the h’ospital on October
30, 2005.. She and Pt. A claimed that Dr. Ogoke could .n;)t be reached by them or by the hospital
emergency roorﬁ spaff. Pt. A’s wife acknowledged that Pt. A’s health insurer was refusing to

continue to approve the prescription for Oxycontin 80 mg. at three times a day. She

acknowledged that once Dr. Ogoke terminated his care with Pt. A, that Pt. A returned to his PCP,
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Dr. Whitaker, for help to get another pain management physician, and that this proved to be
difficult. (Ex.83.)
" Conclusion and Recommendation

The charges made against Dr. Ogoke that he violated the standard of care in treating Pt. A
were not proven. These were: presdribing an excessive dose of Methadone; insisting Pt. A
undergo injection procedures against the warnings of his PCP and cardiologist; ending care of Pt.
A because he wotild not undergo injection procedures; and, being unavailable to Pt. A and his
wife when Pt. A was at a hospital emergency room afier he had started the Methadone
prescription. Some of the facts set forth in the Statement of Allegation.s to support these charges
were either not presented with significant mitigating background facts, were not fully accurate,
or were not proven. The findings made about Dr. Ogoke’s treatment and conduct with Pt. A do
not prove that he violated the standard of care concerning an‘y of the charges.
Pt. A was treated by Dr. Ogoke and hi.s physician assistants. The visit reports show over time
how Dr. Ogoke provided care to Pt. A. Dr. Trescot and Dr. Satwicz frequently did not agree
with one another on the propriety of Dr. Ogoke’s care of Pt. A. Pt. A’s medical records were not
easy to assemble. They were not copied in any order onto the disc, Exhibit 43, and there were
faint copies, and parts of a document erased when redacting Pt. A’s name or not centered when
copied. The paper copies in evidence contain the same shortcomings of being often too faint or
missing information from the copying and redacting process. Nevertheless, I was able to
establish a course of care for Pt. A with Dr. Ogoke that helped me to conclude whether the
charges had been proven. |

Dr. Ogoke had to use another medication besides Oxycontin 80 mg. (270) that had been

providing 240 mg. of nycontin to Pt. A per day. This was because Pt. A’s insurer would no
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longer cover its cost. When Dr. Ogoke approved a conversion of Pt. A’s Oxycontin into a
Methadone prescription, as Dr. "[rescot persuasively explained, he reached a dose of Methadone
40 mg. (180), taking 2 tablets three times a day, that was within established conversion charts
and guidelincs. Despite this conversion result, Dr. Satwicz was adamant that only Methadone 5
mg. to take three times a day was acceptable, because of the risks that come with a conversion to
Methadone. Dr. Ogoke recognized the risks of putting Pt. A onto Methadone, but as Dr. Trescot
explained, there were also benefits in doing so, including Methadone’s properties of providing
good pain control and of not being as susceptible of abuse as Oxycontin.

Dr. Satwicz, Dr. Trescot and Dr. Ogoke agreed, that when Pt. A was prescribed
Methadone, a careful conversion from haviﬁg been on Oxycodone medications had to be done.
They recognized, that at the time, there were various conversion charts that first converted the
Oxycodone into a Morphine equivalence. Then, that Morphine equivalence was converted into a
Methadone dose. They agreed that this final conversion into Methadone would not be a straight-
forward 1:1 conversion rate of the Morphine equivalence to a Methadone dose. They agreed that
the overall Oxycodone opioid total that Pt. A was taking of Oxycontin, Oxycodone and Percocet
was at al1 high dose level to require a lower dose of Methadone than the conversion process would
provide due to the particular properties of Methadone. Dr. S.atwicz held a strong opinion, that
the Methadone Pt. A was taking after the conversion at 240 mg. pe£ day, could not be justified as
proper prescribing, and was a gross overdosing of Methadone for Pt. A. No s-tatutes, or
regulations, or guidelines about prescribing practices were proven to have been violated by Dr.
Ogoke’s approval of the Methadone conversion prescription given to Pt. A.

The BORM alleged that because the initial Methadone dose was excessive, Pt. A went to

a hospital emergency room due to troublesome symptoms after have taken “the first few doses™

.
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that resulted in an assessment of a drug cverdose of Methadone. But, the findings show Pt. A
had been on the Methadone for a few days before he went to the emergency room, so he had
taken more than the first few doses. The hospital record does not show that any overdosing was
from Methadone and not from, as Dr. Trescot opined, Pt. A taking too much Percocet and
Oxycodone to make qu for the diminished amount of long-term pain medication the Methadone
dose delivered to him. If the BORM had more records from the hospital emergency room visit
that had shown the drug overdose was from taking an excessive dose of Methadone after taking
Just a few initial doses of it, that record was not produced. Neither Pt. A nor his wife testified to
how he had taken the prescribed medications before coming to the hospital. Without such
evidence, [ concluded that Dr. Trescot’s opinloil was persuasive, that if Pt. A had overdosed on
Methadone, then he likely would have been admitted and given narcan to reverse the drug
overdose. Not only did this not happen, but Pt. A \J;fas discharged from the emergency room visit
with the instruction to take a dose of Oxycontin or Dilauded for the night and to see his PCP the
next day. The BORM did not prove that Dr. Ogoke violated the standard of care by prescribing :
an excessive dose of Methadone to Pt. A.

Another claim connected to this emergency room incident is Pt. A’s wife claim that
neither she nor the hospital stalf were ability to reach anyone at Dr. Ogoke’s office once Pt. A
went to the emergency room. The source of this claim is the written complaint to the BOR_M
filed after Pt. A’s care ended with Dr. Ogoke, that Pt. A’s wife wrote. (EXx. 83). Neither Pt, A
nor his wife testified. I found this complaint information insufficient to prove any negligence or
misconduct by Dr. Ogoke concerning that charge. Moreover, Pt. A was @nstructed to contact Dr.
Ogloke’s ofﬁce to address troublesome symptoms experienced after starting the Methadone. This

did not occur. Dr. Ogoke’s monitoring plan that accompanied the Methadone prescription was
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reasonable to help Pt. A achieve a successful transition onto Methadone.

Dr. Ogoke would not rely on just the statements of Pt, A and his wife that his PCP and
cgrdiologist would not let Pt. A go off his Coumadin blood thinner medicatio-n to undergo
injection procedures that Dr. Ogoke included in his treatment plan. Dr. Ogoke wanted to address
this matter directly with either Pt. A's PCP or with his cardiologist. His oflice tried without
success to reach either of these physicians. Dr. Og.oke only wanted Pt. A to be off the Coumadin
for a few days to have an injection procedure. Dr. Ogo‘ke was not trying to stop Pt. A from being
t'reated with Coumadin. Dr. Ogoke provided a long time period for Pt. A to help him reach the
cardiologist and/or his PCP about this issue. Only after a long time trying did Dr. Ogoke give up
being able to con.tinue to treat Pt. A. Having injection procedures was the reason for having Dr.
Ogoke’s specialty medical care given the kind of conditions Pt. A had causing him chronic pain.
This decision to end care with Pt. A was due to not resolving whether he could receive the
injection procedures. This was not misleading or negligent substandard care by Dr. Ogoke. '
Dr. Ogoke informed Pt. A that he could not continue to treat him with only medications around
the same time he gave him the Methadone prescription. He explained to Pt. A that this end of
care was due to no resolution of the matter of his need to be off Coumadin for a few days so he
could undergo the planned injection treatment. At no time was there evidence of Dr. Ogoke in
any way trying to force Pt. A to have interventional procedures while on Coumadin or to just
follow Dr. Ogoke’s advice and stop Coumadin for a few days to have the procedures even if his
PCP and cardiologist did not approve of doing that.

When Dr. Ogoke ended his care with Pt. A, it was after the emergency room visit
following the Methadone prescription. Dr. Ogoke provided him upon ending his care with a

month of the Oxycontin medication at the on-going prescription he had been on before the
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Methadone prescription that was not continued. Pt. A’s insurer covered this Oxycontin
prescription. After ending care with Dr. Ogoke, Pt. A returned to receiving pain management
care elsewhere tln'c.)ugh his PCP, Dr. Whittaker. The fact that in her complaint, Exhibit 83, Pt.
A’s wile found it was not easy o find new pain management care for Pt. A, did not show that Dr.

Ogoke violated the standard of care in terminating care of Pt. A as charged by the BORM.
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Patient B

Sumimary
Patient (Pt.) B did not testify.

In the Statement of Allegations, Dr. Ogoke was charged with practicing medicine below
the standard of care for having:

» failed to follow-up with Pt. B concerning her April 16, 2004
urine drug screen test that was negative for opiates despite
having active prescriptions for some opiates, and then
continuing to prescribe opiates for her; and

» documented with great detail within visit reports on Pt. B the
results of complete physical examinations on Pt. B that were
never performed.

The facts the BORM alleged to support its contentions that Dr. Ogoke violated the
standard of care in the practice of medicine include the following;

* Dr. Ogoke treated Pt. B from 2000-2005 for head, neck and

~ low back pain with diagnoses of Reflex Sympathetic
Dystrophy; cervical strain; cervical radiculopathy; lumbar
strain; lumbar radiculopathy; degenerative disc discase;
intercostal neuritis; cerviogenic headaches; sacroiliitis; and,
myofascial pain syndrome.

» Dr. Ogoke prescribed Oxycontin and gave injection procedures
including multiple epidural steroid injections.

» Dr. Ogoke did not consistently document the amounts and
adjustments to the opioids in the reports on his patient’s visits.

* Dr. Ogoke documented in progress notes detailed physical
examination findings on several visits but never performed full -
physical examinations at these visits.

o Dr. Ogoke failed to address a negative urine drug screen test
for opiates although he was prescribing Oxycontin, and this
negative result is an indicator that Pt. B might have been
diverting medication.

* Dr. Ogoke continued to prescribe opiate medication afier the
negative urine drug screen test result,
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Findings of Fact

. Patient B, a female, was born in 1959. Before starting care with Dr. O.goke, she was
treated by Dr. Michael John Daiy, a paln management specialist at tl.1e Mercy Hospital Pain
Clinic. She was referred to Dr. Ogoke by her primary care physician (PCP), Dr. Arthur King.
Pt.-B had a long history of pain in her left arm and shoulder, She sustained a fracture of her left
navicular bone on November 12, 1991 as a result of a work injury. That injury occurred when,
as a letter carrier, Pt. B was.picking up a heavy tray with mail on it. The tray snapped back and
she hurt her left wrist. She began treatment for pain with bier blocks, stellate ganglion thoracic
epidural steroid injections, left thoracic sympathectomy, trigger point injec;tions, and an infusion
pump into the left axilla. She had a left thoracic sympathectomy in July 1993 involving levels
T1 through T7 with the ganglions removed at these levels. Pt. B returned to work following this
operation for about eight months, but the pain rcturned and kept her out from work. She became
diagnosed with Reflex Sympathetic Dystrophy. Pt. B had pain relief after treatments for her
injury, and returnea to work. She stopped working when the pain returned in the left side of her
neck, left anterior axilla, and left arm, with numbness and coldnes; in her arm and hand. Pt. B
had a March 30, 1999 cervical MRI revealing:

Left C4-5 and .right (5-6 disc herniations with root compression. Small left disc

herniation at C3-4 with possible root compression. Small C6-7 disc herniation

without root compression.
She had cervical ‘spine x-rays showing degenei"ative disc disease with bilateral foraminal
stenosis. Pt. B first saw Dr. Daly on July 9, 1999, complaining of a 10/10 pain level in her neck
and left arm. She was taking 'Tylenol for pain. Dr. Daly had her undergo quantitative
somatosensory testing, and wanted her to have a baseline psychological evaluation to determine

what role her psycho-social health might be playing in her pain complaints. By August 27, 1999,
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Dr. Daly diagnosed a complex regional pain syndrome in the lefi arm and left shoulder. On
October 6, 1999, Dr. Daly performed an operative procedure, implanting a neurostimulator
electrode that succeeded in providing “excellent” pain relief. Pt. B’s spinal cord stimulator
system disconnected and was removed by Dr. Daley on October 15, 1999, Pt. B was reluctant to
have a permanent spinal cord.eléclrode implanted, and this procedure was not performed. Ata
November 5, 1999 evaluation, Dr. Daly prescribed Oxycontin 10 mg. (60) and Oxycodone 5 mg.
(180) for break through pain. He concluded: “If the patient tolerates Oxycontin, [ will increase
the dose at her next prescription refill.” Pt. B had a lumbar MRI on December 22, 1999
revealing: .

[M]ild diffuse disc bulge with tiny left sided annular tear at L5/S1 ... does not

appear to be any impression on the thecal sac and the exiting nerve roots are not

affected. Minimal disc bulge at L4/5.
On December 31, 1999, Dr. Daly performed thermal sensory testing on Pt. B with iﬁconclusive
results, Dr. Daly opined by January 31, 2000 that Pt. B was in need of a tearﬁ approach to
controlling her pain. He recommended a physical therapy evaluation, and continued to
recommend a psychological evaluation due to her depression and anxiety. Pt. B was in a March
26, 2000 motor vehicle accident that led to back pain complaints, and she had lumbar spine x-
rays showing:

Mild disc space narrowing at L3-4 level ... no evidence for acute fracture or

dislocation ... mild degenerative changes of facet joints at L5-S1and mild lumbar

scoliosis.
By May 11, 2000, Dr. Daly referred Pt. B to her-PCP because he was not finding her in need of
his care. |

This‘patient has been managed at the Mercy Pain Clinic for chronic pain

complaints. At this time she is relatively stable on a moderate dose of pain

medication which includes Oxycontin 20 mg. bid and Effexor 150 mg. [ qd. Tt is
our feeling that the patient does not require the services of the Pain Clinic at this
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time and should be referred back to her primary care physician for pain

management. [f she required further evaluation or more interventional techniques

for her pain problem we would be happy to see her again at a future date.
(Ex. 43: 14-24/137-147; 30-37/153-160; 48/171; 50/173; 316-317/439-440; 320-321/443-444 &
337-359/460-482.)

2. On June §, 2000, Pt. B had a lumbar spine MRI that showed:

Degenerative disc disease and minimal disc bulges L4-L5 and L5-S1. No
evidence for a stenosis or herniation. Lipoma of the filum terminale.

On July 24, 2000, Pt. B had a psychological evaluation at the Center for Adults and

Families. She was seen by Beth Sjogren-Miller, RNPC, and found to have a major depression
secondary to her “medical complications” of being treated for RSD with pain medications., Her
Effexor dose of 75 mg. was increased to 150 mg. at this evaluation with a treatment plan to
increase that dose to 225 mg. over the next two weeks. (Ex. 43, 32-33/155-136.)

3. Onreferral from her PCPD, br. Paul Bothner, Pt. B saw Dr. Ogoke for her continuing
pain management issues. She completed a number of new patient forms that included agreeing
to ipterventiOnal injection treatments, agreeing to Dr. Ogoke’s office policies, and signing a
Narcotic Prescription Policy & Agreement (narcotics agreement). Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. B an
initial and comprehensive evaluat'ion on August 24, 2000.%° As part of this process, Pt. B
coinpleted an extensive background questionnaire on her health that included providing the
medicationé she was taking. Pt. B provided a full .medical and social history. She received
review of systems and a full physical examination with the results set forth in the report of this
initial evaluation that was sent o Dr. Bothner. Pt. B claimed constant pain and graded her pain

complaints at an 8/10 level with the pain reaching at times, a 10+/10 level. Pt. B explained how

% Pt. B had begun some degree of evaluation of her pain issues with Dr. Ogoke’s office before Dr. Ogcke
did his initial comprehensive evaluation and examination of her, Dr. Ogoke’s physician assistant on
August 8, 2000, had written her a prescription for Celebrex 200 mg. (60).
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stress over her pain issucs had negatively impact_ed her wc_)rk and her social relationships. She
reported having had some pain relief from heat treatments. Dr, Qgoke was aware of Pt. B’s RSD
impacting her left upper extremity, and that this related to a work injury. In the report of his
initial evaluation, Dr. Ogoke included a review of what the various tests had r'evealed, including
x-rays and MRIs. He recorded her allergies to Codeine, Demerol, Morphine, Effexor, Celebrex,
and sulfa medications. He noted she had a thoracic sympathectomy at T1-T7 in July 1993, He
listed her current medicalions_ including Oxycontin 10 mg. In terms of the physical evaluation
done, Dr. Ogoke’s report included details on his findings from his neurological, musculoskeletal
and psychological evaluations. Dr. Ogoke listed the following diagnoses in this report: lumbar
sprain; lumbar radiculopathy; lumbar disc bulge; lumbar degenerative disc disease at L4-35 and
L5-S1; cervical strain (aggravated); cervical radiculitis; cervical degenerative disc discase
(aggravated), rule out herniated nucleus polpopus; and, sacroiliitis. Dr. Ogoke’s treatment plans
for Pt. B included: a series of cervical and lumbar epidural steroid injections (ESI) starting with a
cervical ESI; a physical therapy evaluation with treatments to include “Bioelectric treatment with
Matrix ProElec DT2;” and, taking high-dose non-steroidal anti-inflammatory drugs (NSAID),
muscle relaxants, and tricyclic anti-depressant medications. At this visit, Pt. B was prescribed
Vioxx 25 mg. (30), Skelaxin 400 mg. (60), Nortriptyline 25 mg. (30), and Oxycontin 10 mg.
(40). (Ex. 43:14—24/13%147; 45-47/168-170; 67-73/190-196; 76/199; 79/202, 332-334/455-437,
336/459; 228-229/358-359; 360-361/483-484 & 366-371/489-494)

4. Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. B another comprehensive evaluation on September 8, 2000 that
focused on her left upper extremity condition that Dr. Ogoke understood was causally connectéd
to her work injury on November 12, 1991, Sh_c reported a pain level in her left upper extremity

of 10/10 that at times reached 10+/10. A review of systems and a comprehensive physical
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examination were ‘performed. The details of this review of symptoms and physical examination
were included in the report ofthis evaluation. Dr. Ogoke recorded the following impressions
conceming Pt. B’s left upper extremity condition; sympathetic maintained pain of the left upper
extremity and left acromioclavicular joint strain, Dr, Ogoke’s treatment plan for this condition
was to schedule Pt. B as soon as possible for stellate éanglion blocks, a set of five, each a week
apart. After that, Dr. Ogoke would consider giving Pt. B a cryoneuroablation procedure. The
plan also included having Pt. B continue to take Effexor and high-dose NSAIDs medications that
would then be reviewed and titrated. Dr. Ogoke’s office sought coverage by Pt, B's insurer for,
performing the stellate ganglion blocks. (Ex. 43; 216/339 & 218-225/341-348.)"

5. Pt. B was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on September 15, 2000. She reported severe
pain ata 10/10 level. She claimed comp[iéncc in taking her medications as prescribed, including
the Oxycontin 10 Iﬁg. at two tablets twice Ia day. She was scheduled to have a bone density test.
She was given a physical cxémination. The report of this visit contained a detailed account of
the findings from the physical examination Pt. B received. No different diagnoses were reached.
She received prescriptions ; Nortriptyline 25 mg. (60)It0 2 p.o. q.h.s; Viloxx 25 mg. (30);
Skelaxin 400 mg. (90) 1 i.t.d.; and, Oxycontin 10 mg, (40), | p.o.b.i.d. These prescriptions were
set forth in detail in the report. Pursuant to her treatment plans, Pt. B was scheduled for three
cervical ESIs and a series of lumbar ESIs. A prescription for Valium 10 m;g. (1} was written to
take -in preparation for the first injection procedure to help with sedation and anxiety. (Ex. 43;
11-13/134-136 & 42-44/165-167.)*8

6. Dr. Satwicz opined that the write-up of the physical examination of the September

" T could not locate withir: Pt. B’s medical records (Exhibit 43) copies of the prescriptions written on
September 8, 2000 or before September 15, 2000.

* 1 could not locate within Pt. B’s medical records (Exhibit 43) copies of prescriptions written or office
visit reports after September 2000 and before Pt. B was seen by Dr. Ogoke’s office in September 2001.
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15,2000 follow-up visit and other such write-ups of later physical examinations in the visit
reports, often by physician assistahts, lacked a focus on the main reasons why Pt. B was seeking
care from Dr. Ogoke. Drl. Satwicz was aware that Pt. B had complained to the BORM about not
having detailed physical examinations, and yet the visit reports contained write-ups of such
detailed physical examinations. Dr. Satwicz testified that this lack of focus within the visit
reports did not mean that the detailed physical examinations did not occur. (Ex. 83. Testimony
of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. X, 1843-1844.)

7. By adecision of the Social Security Administration of September 23, 2000, Pt. B
received supplemental security income (SSI} disability benefits starting May 15, 1999. (Ex.
43, 271-281/394-404.)

8. On January 30, 2001, Pt. B had a psychiatric evaluation. She was found to have
depression and anxiety. On September 6, 2001, Pt. B had another psychiatric evaluation. She
was assessed for depression, anxiety, insomnia, and post-traumatic stress disorder (“PTSD")
éymptoms. She claimed she never abused her medications, was niot using illicit drugs,
acknowledged a family history of alcoholism, but denied ever having a substance abuse problem.
She reported a childhood physical abuse history and an abusive history with her employer
causing her PTSD symptoms. She was ;eeing a therapist and having psychotherapy that was
helping her. Dr. Ogoke received the reports from both psychiatric evaluations that included the
psychiatric medications she was being prescribed. (Ex. 43; 40-41/163-164 & 292-295/415-418.)

9. On September 21, 2001, Pt. B was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She had not come
back for her follow-up care because she had difficulties getting her costs for cont.inuing care with
Dr. Ogoke covered by her workers compensation carrier. Her primary complaint was pain in her

left shoulder and left upper extremity, rating the pain at al0/10 level. She reported her back pain
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had resolved, but the neck pain continued when sitting or lyi].lg down for too long. She was
given a physical examination. The impression reached was of sympathetic maintained pain in
the left upper extremity and a left acromloclavicular joint strain. The treatment plan was a series
of three cervical ESIs, one every four weeks, once she received approval to have them from-her
workers compensation carrier. Also under consideration was a left acromioclavicular joint
injection. She was prescribed Nortriptyline 25 mg. (60), Celebrex 200 ﬁg. (60), Skelaxin 400
mg. t90), and Zonegran 100 mg. (60). On October 2, 2001, Dr. Ogoke’s office sought insurance
approval to do a cervical ESI. On November 12, 2001, Dr. Ogoke’s office sought approval from
the workers compensation carrier to do Neurometer testing. On November 12, 2001, Dr. Ogoke
+ gave Pt. B a cervical ESI with fluoroscopy at ievels C3-4, C4-5, C5-6 and C6-7. Pt. B was seenl
at Dr. Ogoke’s office on November 16, 2001. She reported a pain level of 8/10 involving her left
amm, lower back and left lower extremity, and no pain relief from the cervical ESI. She was
given a physical examinc;ition. The impressions reached were: multi-level cervical disc
hemiat‘ions at C3-4, C4-5, C3-6 and C6-7 with possible nerve root compression at C4-5 and C5-6
and possible root compression at C3-4; cervical radiculitis; sympaithetic maintained pain of the
left upper extremity; left acromioclavicular joint strain (severe); lumbar radiculopathy; disc
bulges at L4-5 and L3-S1; lumbar degenérative disc disease at L4-5 and L5-S1; and, sacroiliitis.
The treatment plan was to do a repeat cervical MRI as soon as possible; have nerve conduction
threshold studies using Neurometer CPT for the L4-5 and L5-S1 nerve roots as soon as possible;
consider doing nerve conduction studies for the cervical nerve roots; schedule another cervical
ESI to be done in another two weeks; and, consider lumbar discography and an [DET procedure.
(Ex. 43:207-215/330-338; 314-315/437-438; 322-325/445-448: 327/450 & 330/453.)

10. On December 13, 2001, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. B a cervical ESI with fluoroscopy at the
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C7-T1 level. On December 18, 2001 and December 31, 2001, Pt. B had nerve conduction
studies done revealing mild right sided radiculopathy at L4, L5 and S1. (Ex. 43: 204-206/327-
329; 181-183/304-306; 193-195/316-318 & 201-206/324-328.)

11. Pt. B was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on December 31, 2001. She complained of?
upper left extremity pain ai an 8/10 level with burning pain in the left axillary area; coldness and
numbness comp‘laints in her left hand and wrist; a 10/10 pain level in her low back radiating into
her left lower extremity with foot numbness; and, left side neck stiffness with a reduced range of
motion, but having had pain relief from last cervical ESI. She had a physical examination. The
results from the nerve conduction studies involving the lumbar spine were discussed with her.
The impressions reached were unchanged from the November 16, 2001 evaluation, The
treatment pl.an was to schedule another cervical ESI as soon as possible, She was prescribed
Skelaxin 400 mg. (90) and Pamelor 25 mg. (60). To consider in the future was prescribing
different NSAID medications like Mobic, and having nerve conduction studies done for Pt. B’s
cervical nerve roots. (Ex. 43; 196-200/319-323 & 296/419.)

12, After this last visit, Dr. Ogoke’s office sought approval from Pt. B’s workers
compensation carrier to do the cervical ESI scheduled for January 17, 2002. The approval did
not come until January 18, 2002. On February 10, 2002, Dr. Ogoke’s office sought approval
from the carrier to do a thoracic ESI. On March 28, 2002, Dr. Ogoke completed a work capacity
form on Pt. B. He answered that her sympathetic maintained pain in the left upper extremity and
her AC joint strain limited her work capacity. He found her able to do sitting, walking and
standing for four hours, and to do pushing, pulling and lifting of no more than five pounds over
four hours. He found her able to do these activities with a fifteen minute break after two hours.

He found her unable to reach above the shoulder, twist, squat, kneel or climb. Dr. Ogoke noted
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that Pt B had a low back condition of bulging discs that impacted her ability to lift, bend and
stand.for long time periods. (Ex. 43:29/152; 177/300; 189/312 & 290-291/413-414))

13. Dr. Ogoi(e saw Pt. B on August 28, 2002, She complained of: pain at levels of 10/10
in her left arm and left side of her neck; a bu‘ming sensation at her left armpit; and, -coldness and
numbness in her left wrist and fingers with heat providing pain rclicf. She reported that the
mjection procedur;as and exerctsing had not helped. She reported “a grapefruit-sized swelling on
the left side from her thoracic symphysectomy.” She told Dr. Ogoke she did not want narcotic
medications. Dr. Ogoke gave her a physical examination. He reached the following
impressions: sympathetic maintained pain of the left upper extremity; multilevel cervical disk
hemiations at C3-C4, C4-C35, C5-C6 and C6-C7 with root compression at C4-C5 and C3-C6,
possible root compression at C3-C4; cervical radiculopathy; lumbar disc bulge at L4-15,1.5-S-1;
lumbar degenerative disc disease at L4-L5, 1L5-S-1; and, lsacroiliitis. Dr. Ogoke’s treatment plan
was 1o give Pt. B a thoracic ESI, consider use of a Duregesic (Fentanyl) Patch for better pain
control, and do a follow-up on Pt. B’s condition at her next visit. Pt. B received prescriptions for
Skelaxin 400 mg. (90), Doxepin 25 mg. (60), Zonegran 100 mg. (45), and Lidoderm Patch 5%
samples. (Ex. 43: 178-180/301-303; 190-192/313-313 & 289/412.)

14. Pt. B was seen by Dr. Ogoke, the next day, August 29, 2002. She reported pain
symptoms in her neck that radiated at fimes into her shoulders, and pain in her low back area that
radiated into her buttocks and both legs, including into her left knee. She reported shooting pain
on her left side with numbness when she sat or drove, She took hot baths for pain relief. Pt. B
reported taking the Zonegran, but had an allergic reaction to it with swelling due to its sulphur
component. She reported that the Doxepin helped her sleep. She reported her pain leve! as 5/10

in the neck and 8/10 in the low back. Dr. Ogoke gave a physical examination. He reached the
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following assessments: lumbar disc bulge at L4-L35, L.5-S1; lumbar degenerative disc disease at
[4-15, L5-S1; lumbar radiculopathy; cervical degenerative disc disease; lumbar strain; cervical
radiculitis, rule out herniated nucleus pulposus; cervical strain: and, sacroiliitis. Dr. Ogoke’s
treatment plan was to cominué Pt. B on her curr.ent medications other than to stop the Zonegran,
and 1o consider prescribing Oxlcarbozepine in the near future. He was considering a discogram
for Pt. B in the near future. He wanted to do a follow-up visit with Pt. B in two weeks. (Ex. 43:
8-10/131-133; 176/299 & 188/311)

15. Pt. B did not have. another evaluation at Dr. Ogoke’s office until November 11, 2002,
She reported hav-ing suffered from Giardia with daily diarrhea for two months that kept her from
Having her fbllow—up appointment at Dr. Ogoke’s office. Dr. Paul Bothner, her PCP, had
prescribed medications of Levaquin, Flagyl and Alveza. Pt B reported a pain level of 8/10 in
her lower back with pain radiating into her buttocks, legs and toes, mostly on the left side. She
was given a physical examination. The assessments reached were unchanged from August 29,
2002. The treatment plan was to do a series of lumbar ESIs, then provide a sacroiliac joint (SI)
injection, and have physical therapy treatments and Matrix proElec DT2 therapy. Pt. B was to
keep her follow-up appointment with Dr. Og;:)ke’s office following her next injection procedure.
She was prescribed Mobic 7.5 mg. (30) and Ativan 2 mg. (2) for the next interventional
procedure. (Ex. 43; 5-7/128-130 & 28/151.)

16. On March 27, 2003, Pt. B had x-rays of her hips, pelvis, coceyx, and sacrum that
were read as “unremarkable.” (Ex. 43, 147/270.)

17. On April 14, 2003, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. B a thoracic ESI with fluoroscopy at the T3-4
level. She had signed the information sheet describing the procedure and tk.le consent form to

have this procedure. Her insurer had approved this procedure on December 12,2002, but she
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had not returned to Dr. Ogoke’s office to have it around that time. This procedure was again
approved on March 10 2003, Pt. B was pres;:ribed various medications that day of Elavil 25 mg.
{(50), Naprosyn EC 375 mg. (60), Lidoderm Patch 5% (90), Robaxin (Percocet) 500 mg. (60),
and Topamax 25 mg. (60). (Ex. 43: 147/270; 172-175/295-298: 184-187/307—310.& 261-
268/384-391.)

18.-On March 20, 2003, Dr. Ogoke’s office sought approval from Pt. B’s insurer to cover
another thoracic ESI. On May 29, 2003, Pt. B had a thoracic ESI with (luoroscopy at fevel T4-
T5. She received a prescription for Elavii 50 mg. (30). (Ex. 43; 256-258/379-381 & 260/383.)

19. On May 30, 2003, Pt. B underwent another comprehensive evaluation with Dr.
Ogoke. Pt. B had been in another motor vehicle accident on May 21, 2003. She was the driver
and was rear ended. Her car was pushed forward and hit head on by another motor vehicle. She
had worn her seat belt. She did not lose consciousness. She was transported from the scene (o0 a
hospital emergency room. She had a series of cervical spine x-rays that showed degenerative
changes, no fractures, and no acute malalignment. At this visit, Pt. B completed the initial
evaluation questionnaire containing pages of questions about her medical, social and work
~ history, and about her pain complaints, including shading-in a diagram of the body to show
where the pain was being felt. Pt. B again completed various new patient forms about
consenting to treatment, the narcotics agreement, and agreements to cover the costs of care. At
this visit, Pt. B rated her pain level at a 10/10 level in her neck and low back. Dr. Ogoke had the
results from her recent cervical spine x-rays, and was aware of the medication she took since the
accident ofNaprosyn., Flexeril, Hydrocodone, and Zyrtec. He gave a comprehensive physical
examination and a review of systems with the details contained in the report of this evaluation.

Pt. B's diagnoses and treatment plan were included in the report. He diagnosed: cervical and
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lumbar strains rule out further injuriés; cervical hemiated nucleus pulposus at C3-C7; lumbar
spineAdegener.ative disc disease and disc bulges at L4-5 and L5-S1; cervical radiculopathy;
lumbar radiculopathy; intercoastal neuritis at T4-T9; cervicoéenic headaches; moderate post-
concussion syndrome; sacroiliitis; and, myofascial pain syndrome involving the trapezius on the
lcft side. His treatment plan was: start Pt. B on NSAID medications, ﬁluscle relaxants, and
tricyclic anti-depressants; have a physical therapy evaluation and treatmen&s, and Bioelectric
treatments; have repeat cervical and lumbar MRIs; do cervical and lumbar ESIs upon review of
the MRI results; and, have intgrcoasta[ nerve blocks. Dr. Bothner was scnt a copy of this report.
(Ex. 43: 78/204; 79-88/203-210 & 111-1 19/234-242.)

20. On June 12, 2003, Pt. B had a cervical spine MRI showing: cervical disc herniations
at C3-4-C4-5 with impingement; generalized disc bulging; spondylosis at C5-6-C6-7; suggestion
of a disc herniation at C3-6; and, degenerative joint disease with discogenic changes at C4-3-Cé6-
7. Also on June 12th, Pt. B had a iumbar spine MRI showing; generalized bulging at L4-L3, L3-
S1with localized discogenic degenerative changes, and mild eccentric sp.ondylosis. On June 20,
2003, Pt. B signed forms for a release of medical records from two other physicians to Dr.
Ogoke. On Juty 24, 2003, Pt. B’s insurer approved a thoracic ESI in connection with her
November 12, 1991 injury. (Ex. 43;-120—124/243-247 & 253-254/376-377.)

21. Pt. B stopped keeping her appointments with Dr. Ogoke and went off the pain
medications he prescribed. She unders;tood her treatment plan included interventional
procedures.  She did not want to have further injections because she felt they were not helping
her enough. When the pa'in did not diminish, she returned to Dr. Ogoke’s office on September
13,2003, At this visit, she reported a pain level of 10/10. She was given a physical

examination. The impressions reached were: sympathetic maintained pain in the upper left
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extremity; multi-level disc herniation in the cervical spine at C3 through C7 with nerve root
compression at C4 through C¢; cervical radicuiitis; an im'proved left acromioclavicular joint
strain; improved lumbar radiculopathy; lumbar spine disc bulges; degenerative disc disease at
L4-5, .5-S1; and, sacroiltitis. The treatment plan was to prescribe medications and do trigger
point injections.. Pt. B was prescribed Pamelor 10 mg. (30), Mobic 7.5 mg. (15), and Topamaz
25 mg. (21). She had a urine drug scrcen (UDS) test done on Scptember 17, 2003%°. On October
17, 2003, Dr. Ogoke’s office received approval from Pt. B’s insurer to do the trigger point
injection. Pt. B was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on October 20, 2003. She was given a physical
examination. No changes to the prior impressions were made. The treatment plan included
scheduling a cervical ESI series as soon as possible. This was in connection with her workers
compensation injury, and Dr. Ogoke’s office made a request to the insurer for approval to
perform an ESI that had been part of Pt. B’s treatment plan._ Pt. B was prescribed Mobic 75 mg.
(30), Topomax 25 mg. (21), and Elavil 50 mg. (30). Pt. B had stopped the Pamelor prescription.
Pt. B received an order for physical therapy treatments. On December 30, 2003, Pt. B had an
emergency CT scan to the abdomen and pelvis that showed a possible fracture at the right
transverse proéess of L1 of an uncertain age. (Ex. 43; 154/276; 155/278; 168/291; 170-171/293-
294; 243-246/367-369 & 248-252/371-375 & 253/378.)

© 22, Pt. B was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on January 12, 2004. She reported low back
pain and sought pain medication. The emergency CT scan was discussed and she was given a
referral to see Dr, Thomas Kaye. She had a physical examination. She was prescribed

Topamax 25 mg. (60), Oxy IR (60)*°, and Mobic 7.5 mg. (samples). Pt. B was seen at Dr.

I could not locate or decipher the results from this UDS test within Pi. B’s medical records (Exhibit 43).

* T could not decipher the strength of the Oxy IR on Ex. 43, 156/279.
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quke’s office on January 22, 2004. She reported constant and severe low back pain but with
relief from her pain medications. She had an appointment with Dr. Kaye concerning the possible
L1 fracture. She was given a physicél examination, and was prescribed “Oxy IR 5mg. 2 p.o.q.
8h,” and Mobic samples. Pt. B was evaluated on January 28, 2004 by Dr. Kaye and Dr.r Amado
Munson of the Noble Hospital neurosurgery services, who recommended continued physical
therapy treatments for her back and neck. After having this physical therapy, Pt. B was to return
for follow-up with the surgeons. Dr. Ogoke was sent a copy of this visit report. (Ex. 43: [07-
110/230-233; 142-143/265-266 & 156/279.)

23. On February 3, 2004, Pt. B was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office seeking medication
refills. She reported a 3/10 pain level. She was givena physicél examination and prescribed
Oxycontin 10 mg. (30), Mobic 7.5 mg. and Oxy IR 5mg.*' On February 20, 2004, Pt. B was
seen at Dr. Ogoke’_s office. She complained of a pain level of 6-7/10 in her low back that was-
“intermittent, heavy and [with a] deep ache” with the pain sometimes radiating into her lower
extremities. She described having foot numbness at times. Pt. B described the pain in her neck
as a “‘constant stiffness ache.” She rated the nain at an 8/10 level. She was given a physical
examination. The following assessments were made: cervical _strain; cervical radiculopathy;
cervical herniated discs at C3-C7; cervicogenic headachés (improved); post-concussion
syndrome (improved); intercoastal neuritis (improved); lumbar sprain; lumbar radiculopathy;
lumbar degenerative disc disease; lumbar disc bulge L4-L5, L5-S1; and, lumbar fracture L1
transverse process. The treatment plan was to continue with the traction and pool therapy
treatments she was having at Noble Hospital, and schedule a series of lumbar ESIs as soon as

possible followed by a series of cervical ESIs. She was to have SNCT testing for her upper

' [ could not decipher the amounts prescribed for the Mobic and Oxy IR on Ex. 43, 146/269,
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extremity radiculopathy. She was to do follow-up with Dr. Kaye. Pt. B was prescribed
Oxycontin 10 mg. (60). Pt. B was seen on March 1, 2004 at Dr. Ogoke’s office with pain
complaints in her neck and back at an 8.5/10 level. She was seeking pain medication.’> On
March 10, 2004, Pt. B was evaluated for physical therapy treatments. She was seen by Dr. Kaye
whao found her to be walking better and to have an improved range of motion in her neck and
back. On March 18, 2004, Pt. B was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She was seeking pain
medication that she reported was improving her quality oflife, as was physical therapy. A
physical examinatiﬁn was given. She was prescribed Mobic 7.3 mg. (14), Ativan | mg. (2) for
an interventional procedure, Oxycontin 10 mg. (60), Oxy [R S mg. (90) to fill March 22, 2004,
and Topamax 25 mg. (30). (E>.<. 43:99-106/222-229, 130-132/253-255; 135-136/258-259; 138-
141/261-264 & 146/269. Ex. 105)) |

24. Pt. B was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on April 15, 2004. She reported a pain level of
10/10. She described constant and achy low back pain, intermittent right hip pain with activity,
achy neck pain, and numbness in the mornings with pins and needles in both arms. She reported
left upper back scapula area pain where she had the 1993 thoracic sympathectomy. She had
- bumped this area recently. Pt. B reported that she did not believe her insurer would cover the
costs for the interventional procedures or for the prescribed physical therapy. Dr. Ogoke’s office
explained to her that both treatfnents were covered by her insurer. At this visit, Pt. B explained
that she had missed taking her prescribed medication due to being away at a funeral. She also
asked to stop the Topamax because she blamed that medication for a recent kidney stone she had
passed. Dr. Ogoke’s office instructed her to address this issue of the kidney stone with her PCP.

Pt. B also asked to stop all her narcotics medication. She was given a physical examination. No

*2 I could not find copies of the prescriptions with the date of March 1, 2004 within Pt. B’s medical
records (Exhibit 43), although some scripts were copied with illegible dates on them.
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new assessments were made. The revised treatment plan was to have her undergo the prescribed
physical therapy as soon as pessible, and the interventional procedures would be put off for one
month. Sllie was to start tapering 6ff the Topamax by taking 25 mg. p.o.q. hrs. for one week and
then stop taking it. She was to discontinue taking the Oxycontin and use Oxy IR one to two
tablets a day for three days and then one tablet for three déys. She was given samples of Mobic
7.5 mg. (14). Pt. B was told to retumn to the officc if she had concerns of problems associated
with the tapering. She agreed to do this tapering. A urine specimen was taken for a urine drug
screen (UDS). On Aprii 16, 2004, Pt. B had another UDS done. The results of this UDS were
received by Dr. Ogoke’s office on April 16, 2004, and were negative for illicit drugs and for
opiates. The results of the first urine specimen were received by Dr. Ogoke’s office on Apri] 19,
2004 and were negative for illicit drugs and for opiates.™ (Ex. 43: 95-98/218-221; 126-127/249-
250; 128/251 & 242/365. Ex. 99.)

25. Dr. Satwicz opined that the UDS tests aone‘ on Pt. B’s April 15 or 16, 2004 urine
specimens had not tested for the presence of Oxycontin or Oxy IR. Since Pt. B had been
prescribed these two opioids, Dr. Satwicz found this was avoiding addressing a potential red
flag if she was not taking those medications or not taking them as prescribed. Dr. Satwicz would
also have expected to see further UDS testing done over the years of care with Dr. Ogoke when
Pt. B was taking opioids as a way to monitor her proper use of these medications. (Testimony of

' Dr. Satwicz, Vol. X, 1852-1862.)

26. Dr. Trescot opined that in 2004, many laboratories doing UDS testing did not have

the capacity to do testing of synthetic opioids of the kind Pt. B had been prescribed in March

2004. Dr. Trescot also opined that UDS testing in 2004 was done primarily to find the presence

'33 I'could not locate or decipher in Pt. B’s medical records (Exhibit 43) any UDS test results from the
April 2004 urine specimens that showed the separate testing for detecting the presence of Oxycodone had
been done. Pt. B had been prescribed Oxycontin and Oxy [R.
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of illicit drugs and not so much used to determine if a patient was taking prescribed synthetic
opioids such as Oxycontin and Oxy IR. By April 15, 2004, Dr. Trescot did not view Pt. B as
someone with drug seek.ing behavior or who was diverting her opioid medication. She had not
been taking it due to being away for a funeral. In addition, Dr. Trescot noted that she wanted to
 taper off narcotics with that process started with the April 15, 2004 prescriptions. (Testimony of
Dr. Trescot, Vol. XIV, 2744-2745; Vol. XVI, 3127-3129.)

27. By October 4, 2004, Pt. B had returned for care with Dr. Ogoke. She received a
Stellate Ganglion nerve block procedure after signing her consent to have the procedure. Pt. B
\;vas also prescribed Mobic 7.5 'mg. (30) and Topamax 25 mg. (120). (Ex. 43;: 169/292; 234-
237/357-360.)**

28. Pt. B did not return to fulfill her treatment plan with Dr. Ogoke. Her medical records
with Dr. Ogoke contained a record from Baystate Medical Center with entries made on April 28,
2005 and October 27, 2005, and containing the stamp of Grace Makari-Judson on it. (Ex. 43,
230/353)

29. Pt. B received prescriptions from Dr. Ogoke’s office on October 6, 2005 for Lyrica
50 mg. (90) and 50 mg. (21), Lidoderm Patch 3% (60), Mobic 7.5 mg. (30), and Gabritril 2 mg.
(28). October 28, 2005 Pt. B received prescriptions from Dr. Ogoke’s office for Gabritril 2 mg.
(60), Percocet 5/325 mg. (90), Lidoderm patch 5% (60), and Lyrica 75 mg. (42). (Ex.. 43,231-
233/354-356.)%

30. When Pt. B stopped treating with Dr. Ogoke, she did not want to undergo more

*1 could not locate in Pt. B’s medical records (Exhibit 43) any explanation for this time gap from April
2004.

* This record appears not to be connected to Pt. B’s conditions for which she treated with Dr. Ogoke.

* No reports were found in Pt. B's medical records (Exhibit 43) to explain why she received these
October 2005 prescriptions.
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Injection treatments, a part of Dr. Ogoke’s treatment plan for her. She filed a complaint with the
BORM against Dr. Ogoke and his staff in July 2006. She complained about delays in receiving
her medical records from Dr. Ogoke’s office. She complained about a lack of privacy when
receiving treatments in Dr. Ogoke’s office, including being able-lto view other patients even
when they. were not fully clothed and while she was on a gumey. She described a situation on
October 6, 2005 in Dr. Ogoke’s office reception area with abo.ul eigHt other patients waiting for
their appointments. She was expecting to see Dr, Ogoke’s physician’s assistant who was very
late. Dr. Ogoke was not expected to be in the office for a few weeks. She felt she was left
without any explanation for the delay and suifered a long waiting period while she was in pain as
were the other patients waiting for their appointments. She complained that when she saw the
physician assistant she was “rude and abusive” to her. Because the physician assistant was
insisting on the need for injection treatments, Pt. B would not cooperate. Pt. B claimed that she
had been led to believe by the physician assistant and Dr. Ogoke’s staff that the physician
assistant was going to give Pt. B an injection treatment because Dr. Ogoke was not available for
a few weeks. Pt. B concluded that Dr. Ogoke’s practice was not professionally run. She also
complained that Dr. Ogoke would not clearly answer the questions she asked him about certain
parts of her body and why she felt the way she ciid. She concluded that Dr. Ogoke never sought
“the root of the overall problem,” and just gave “repeated mnjections” while milking the system
making money. Her complaint dia not contend that Dr. Ogoke never performed the detailed
" physical e;(aminations that were within the reports of her visits. (See Ex. 83.)

31 .. Dr. O goke would never authorize a physician assistant to perform an interventional
treatment other than a very simple injection and not a treatment requiring use of the fluoroscopy.

Pt. B did not receive any such interventional treatments from any of Dr. Ogoke’s physician
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assistants. Pt. B, like all Dr. Ogoke’s patients, received physical examinations at their visits
which were described within thé visit reports. Dr. Ogoke did not allow his patients to determine
their treatment plan and that was true for Pt. B. Injection procedures were a key component of
his treatment plan for Pt. B. .(Ex. 84.)
Conclusion and Recommendation

The BORM failed to prove that the UDS testing done in April 2004 that showed opiate
tests were negative for Pt. B, led to improper prescribing of further opioid medication in
violation of the stancliard of care, because the tests showed Pt. B had not been taking her
prescribed opiate medication. Tﬁe BORM fail.ed to prove that when Pt. B’s visit reports showed
physical examinations were performed that they were never performed. These are the two
charges regarding Pt. B made against Dr. Ogoke in the Statement of AIlegétions. The facts
alleged in the Statement of Allegations to support these charges are not all accurate, and some
are inconsistent with the course of care Pt. B received with Dr. Ogoke.

Pt. B did not testify, and her written complaint to the BORM does not help to determine
l'whether there were violations of the required standard of care in how Dr. Ogoke treated her. Her
written complaint addressed long waits at Dr. Ogoke’s office to receive treatments, and a messy
office. These are charges contained in Statement of Allegations, #s 2-8. Her writlen complaint
was not given any weight in determining these charges. The long wait she described dealt with

. seeing Dr. Ogoke’s physican assistant and in_volved one occasion. She also did not explain in
any detail what about the office was always messy. In her written complaint to the BORM, Pt. B
claimed that she had not received soon enough her requested medical records from Dr. Ogoke
once she stopped care with him. She did not testify, and no other evidence collaborated this

claim. This was not in the Statement of Allegations for Pt. B as a violation of standard of care.
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The BORM contends that Pt. B was not given the physical examinations that Pt. B’s

medical records show occurred at her office visits. Dr. Satwicz opined that if this charge is true,
then Dr. Ogoke violated the standard of care. He did not testify that his review of the medical
records for Pt. B showed false details of physical examinations.

Pt. B did not testify to support the charge that she did not receive the physical
examinations listed in her visit reports. No other evidence supported this charge. Dr. Ogoke’s
testimony and his interview with the BORM (Exhibit 84) was persuasive that he lists in his visit
reports the results of physical examinations performed by him or by his physician assistants. As
I reviewed tHe course of events in Pt. B's care with Dr. Ogoke, I did not find verbatim copied
plhysical examination texts in the visit reports. And, [ found impressions listed in the visit reports
following the physical examinations to be understandable and to support the treatment plans
listed in these visit reports. The BORM failed to prove this charge.

The BORM contended that Dr. Ogoke violated the standard of care when he failed to
adequately test for the Oxycodone medications Pt. B had been taking when he did UDS testing
of her April 15 and 16, 2004 urine specimens. The testing done did test for illicit drugs and none
were detected. Buf, to test for the Oxycontin and the Oxy IR opioid medications Pt. B was
taking, a separate screen had to be done. No evidence was found in Pt. B's medical records that
this separate test was performed. Pt. B came to her visit on April 15, 2004 explaining that she
had not been taking her pain medication while she Had been away attending a funeral. She also
asked at this visit to stop taking narcotic medications. For Dr. Satwicz, this was red flag conduct
to in{festigate, including doing UDS testing to help to uncover whether Pt. B was diverting her
opioid medications. This required doing the separate Oxycodone screen test that was not done.

Dr. Satwicz opined that this was avoiding addressing a red flag situation and a violation of
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standard of care lo be using a ncgative opiates screen result to show no diversion or
| improper use of prescribed opioids by Pt. B.‘

On the other hand, there were no indicators at this time or prior to this time period that Pt.
B was diverting or improperly taking her Oxycodone medications. No red flag conduct was
found in the course of care the findings éhow Pt. B received with Dr. Ogoke. If any red flag
conduct ever emerged, it was Pt. B explaining at the April 13, 2004 visit that she had not been
taking her medications while she was away attending a funeral. At this visit, she also asked to
stop her narcotic medication. [ found the opinion of Dr. Trescot persuasive, that such a set of
circumstances does not show a patient who was drug seeking or diverting her opioid medication
given that she sought to stop taking narcotic medication. And, addressing a red flag for diversion
or for Pt. B abusing her Oxycodone medicati.ons would not have helped her continue such
conduct with the tapering plan that was put in place on April 15, 2004. She began the process at
that time for tapering-off her narcotic medication, including off the Oxycontin and Oxy IR
medications. The visit report for April 15, 2004 had Pt. B agreeing to this tapering plan. In
addition, Dr. Trescot testified to the kind of UDS testiﬁg available in 2004. She convincingly
explained that most laboratories did not do the separate test for synthetic opioids aﬁd that the
UDS testing was primarily testing for the presence of illicit drugs. All these circumstances do
not support the BORM claim that Dr. Ogoke violated the standard of care by not doing the
further testing with the Oxycodone screen on the April 15 and 16, 2004 urine specimens. He
was not violating the standard of care when on April 15, 2004, Pt. B received a prescription for

. opioids as part of her tapering off process. The BORM did not prove this charge.
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Patient C
Summary
Patient (Pt} C did not testify.

In the Statement of Allegations, Dr. Ogoke was charged with practicing medicine in
violation of the standard of care us follows:

* Inappropriately prescribed high doses of opicids;

* Terminated care without properly tapering Pt. C off her opioid
medications; and

» [lailed to describe the doscs of opioids in Pt. C’s progress reports.

The facts the BORM alleged to support its allegations include the following:

o Pt Cwas treated by Dr. Ogoke between 2005 and November 2006 for low
back and lower extremities pain with diagnoses he made of sacrmhms
post-laminectomy syndrome of the lumbar Jevel: lumbar herniation at L4-

5; lumbar radiculopathy; lumbar degenerative disc disease at T12- L1; and,
cervical herniation at multiple levels.

* Dr. Ogoke treated Pt. C with opioid pain medications that included
Methadone, Morphine (MS Contin}, and Oxycodone.

* Dr. Ogoke also treated Pt. C with multiple injections including cervical and
lumbar spine epidural steroid injections, sacroiliac joint injections, and lumbar
transforaminal injections. The injection treatments were painful. Pt. C neede a
towel to bite into to prevent her from screaming during injection procedures Dr,
Ogoke gave her. _

* Dr. Ogoke failed to detail the doses of opioids that were being refilled or adjusted
in Pt. C’s visit reports.

* On November 17, 2006, Dr. Ogoke terminated Pt. C from his care without first
tapering Pt. C off her high doses of opioids.

Findings of Fact
l. | Pt. C, born in 1977, was first evaluated by Dr. Ogoke on June 20, 2001 upon referral
from Dr. Michael Jawitz for management of low back pain that was radiating into her legs. She
had been hurt in a fall’and had uhdergone lumbar spine fusion' surgery, anterior and posterior, in
April 2001 with Dr. Scott Cowan. By the time she was first seen by Dr. Ogoke, she was already
having physical therapy treatments and téking Oxycontin 10 mg., three timés a day, as well as
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taking Oxyc’odone for break-through pain. Nevertheless, she was ranking her pain at an 8/10
level that would reach a 10/10 at times, and was not lower than 5/10. She complained of pain
that was constant, “sharp, achy and shooting.” Pt. C reported that the pain had affected her work
in and outside the home, her social activities were “curtailed,” and her relationships with family
were strained. Prior to the back surgery, P1. C had tricd chiropractic treatments “with limited
benefits,” and had “received epidural steroid injections x3 per Dr. Paasch without improvement,
as well as a discogram per Dr. Paasch.” Pt. C had undergone a lumbar MRI on February 23,
2000 that had shown “a small midline and right paramedian protrusion of the L.5-S1 disc
beginning to make contact with the right S1 root without displacing the root. Also shown was
“prominent S1, S2 disc indicating partial lumbarization at the first sacral segment.” Dr. Ogoke
.gave Pt. C areview of systems and a detailed physical examination with the results set-forth in
the report of this visit. The diagnoses made were; failed back surgery syndrome status-post back
surgery, severe sacroiliitis, and lumbar radiculopathy. The treatment plan developed for Pt. C
included another lumbar MRI. She was prescribed high-dose non-sterioicial anti-inflammatory
drugs (NSAID), muscle relaxal.lts,- and tricyclic anti-depressant medications. Her progress on
those medication was to be reviewed and titrated. She was also prescribed Oxycontin 20 mg.
(40) to take “one p.o.q. [every] 12 hours.” She waé to continue physical therapy treatments,
Under consideration was to give Pt. C an epidurogram and a lumbar epidural steroid injection
(ESI) series. She was to retum. for follow-up in one week. This report was sent to Dr. Jawitz.
(Ex. 100.)

2. On December 9, 2004,%” Pt. C was given a urine drug screen (UDS) at Dr. Ogoke’s

office with results on December 21 and 23, 2004 from an outside laboratory that were negative

¥ There is an unexplainied gap in the Pt. C’s medical records (Exhibit 43) between 2001 through 2004, In
the Statement of Allegations, the BORM has Pt. C treating with Dr. Ogoke between 2005 and 2006. 1did
not locate within Pt. C’s medical records copies of the prescriptions written on June 21, 2001.
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for illicit drugs and positive for Methadone and for opiales (morphine). (Ex. 43, 130-131/624-
625.)

3. On February 9, 2005, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. C her first in a series of lumbar
transforminal ESIs with fluoroscopy. This procedure was at levels L4, L3 and S1 on the left
side. At this time, Dr. Ogoke'suspecled nerve pain was causing her complaint of bilateral leg
pain; and he was attempting to locate the source of the pain. At this visit, Pt. C was prescribed
Zonegran (an anti-seizure medication used for nerve pain) 100 mg. (60), Dexedrine 10 mg. (30),
MSIR (short acti.ng form of morphine) 30 mg. (120), IBU (Ibuprofen) 800 mg. (90), and
Methadone 10 mg. (180). (Ex. 43; 62-63/556-557 & 135-136/629-630. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke,
Vol. VI, 1159 & Dr. Trescot, Vol, XIV, 2761.)

4. Pt. C was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on March 11, 2005. She reported pain at an
8/10 level in her back and legs, although she reported the injection procedure decreased the .
intensity and achiness in her left leg for about a week: She described her low back pain as
“constant and achy,’; raciiating “constantly” into her legs. She complained of intermittent
numbness in her toes. She had a review of systems antti a physical examinatlion performed. An
assessment was made that included: fumbar sprain; lumbar radiculopathy; lumbar degénerative
disc disease at T12-L1; lumbar disc hemiation at L4-5; discogenic pain at L5-S1; post-
laminectomy syndrome at L3; sacroiliitis; and, headache syndrome. Her treatment plan was to
undergo the next lumbar ESI in the series. Pt. C had a UDS done on March 1 1, 2005 testing for
Oxycodone, opiates, and illicit drugs. She was prescribed Actig 600 mg. (6) for pain during her
interventional procedures, and Valium 10 mg. (2) in connection with having sedation for the next
procedure. In addition, she was prescribed Methadone 10 mg. (180), MSIR 30 mg. (120), and

“Ritalin 20 mg. (60). Her Dexedrine prescription was discontinued. On March 21,2005, Pt. C
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had a lumbar foraminal ESI on the left side with ﬂ.UOFOSCOp}’ at levels L4, L5 and S{. (Ex. 43:
56-61/550-555; 128-129/622-623 & 132-134/626-628.)

5. Mulu-level injections were performed at and around this tine period by pain
management specialist physicians as a useful too! to try to get medication into the nerve roots to
reach the source of pain to provide pain relief. Pt. C’s condition in 2005 meant that she was
potentially getting a decrease in blood flow to her spinal cord leading to pain, numbness and
potential nerve damage. When there has been fusion surgery in the spinal cord, it is harder to
target effectively the nerve roots causing the pain. (Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. XIV, 275 i)

6. On April 8, 2003, Pt. C was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She reported a 5/10 pain
level in her legs and a 6/10 level in her back. She also complaiﬂed of cervical pain. A review of
systems and a physical examination were done. A left lumbar ESI with fluoroscopy was
planned. The treatment plan was to do a cervical MRI. A cervical ESI injection series was
considered. Pt. C was prescribed Methadone 10 mg. (42), MSIR 30 mg. (60), Ritalin 40 mg.
© (60), and two prescriptions for Valium 10 mg. (2) for use before the next planned injection
procedure and for the MRI. (Ex. 43; 55/349; 1]5/609 & 121-126/615-620. Testimony of Dr.
Ogoke, Vol. VI, 1154.)

7. Pt. C was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on May 16, 2003. She reported low back pain at
an 8/10 level aﬁd right leg pain at an 8.5/10 level. She sought medication refills and received
prescriptions for Ritalin 20 mg. (120) and Methadone 10 mg. (42). Her treatment plan was to
have a left-sided lumbar ElSI and to start on a series of right-sided lumbar ESIs after that, On
May 23, 2005 Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. A a left-sided lumbar ESI with fluoroscopy at levels L4, LS
and S1. She was again seeking medication rcfills and was prescribed Methadone 10 mg. (180),

MSIR 30 mg. (120), and Zonegran 100 mg. (60). Pt. C called Dr. Ogoke’s office on May 25,
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2005 due to pain experienced following the recent lumbar ESI. She wanted stronger pain
medication.®® (Ex. 43: 50-54/544-548; 116/610 & 118-120/612-614.)
8. OnlJune 10, 2005, Pt. C had a cervical MRI that showed:

1. Right paramedian extruded disc herniation with mild cephalad migration and
right sided cord impingement at C4-5.

2. Central extruded disc herniation at C5-6 with moderate ventral cord
impingement uncovertebral spurring on the left with mild left sided neural
foraminal stenosis at this level.

3. Very small central to right paramedian disc protrusion at C6-7 and a tiny
central disc protrusion at C7-T1.

4. Lordotic ]oss.

(Ex. 43, 109-112/603-606.)

9. OnlJune 13, 2005, Pt. C was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She reported pain levels of
8.5/10 in her low back and 7.5/10 in her legs. -She reported having a 50% decrease in her pain -
level in her leg from the baseline level that lasted about one week following the last lumbar ESI.
Pt. C reported the low back pain was as “constant [and] achy.” She reported that physical
activity aggravated her pain symptoms. .Although her legs were not weak, Pt. C reparted having
radiating pain through the legs with numbness in her toes. She was giveﬁ a physical
examination. Her assessments were not changed. The treatment plan was to stop Methadone,
and start MS Contin with a temporary increase in the MSIR medication, and an increase the
Ritahin, prescribed for her somnolence. Pt. B was to continue taking her other medications as
prescribed. At this visit, Pt. C was prescribed Ritalin 20 mg. (90), MSIR 30 mg. (120), MS
Contin 100 mg. (60), and Zonegran 100 mg. (60). She was to have a follé)w-up evaluation in two
weeks or sooner if needed. Under consideration was having her undergo a cervical ESI series

following a review of her cervical MRE Pt. C returned to Dr. Ogoke’s office on June 27, 2005

* I could not locate prescriptions written for Pt. C on May 23, 2005. Also, by this time, I could not locate
the results from the March 12, 2005 UDS testing and did not find any discussion about the results in any
of the visit reports through May 2005. '
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with continuing complaints of low back pain at an 8.5/10 level and at a 7.5/10 level in her legs.
She reported that the pain medication helped her feel better, and that the Ritalin was helping the
somnolence. She was given a physical examination. She was prescribed MS Contin 30 mg,
(30). (Ex. 43: 46-49/540-543; 108/602 & 113-114/607-608. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VI,
1158-1139)
10. Pt. C was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on July 7, 2005. She reported a pain level of

8/10 in her back and 9/10 in her legs. She reported that the pain medication was not effective
enough. She was given a physical examination. She was scheduled to start a cervical ESI series
on'July 15,2005. She receivea prescriptions tor Ritalin LA 20 mg. {90), Oxycodone 30 mg. (90)
and MS Contin 100 mg. (30). The next day, Pt. C received prescriptions for MS Contin 100 mg.
(60) and MS Contin 60 mg. (60). Another prescription for MS Contin 30 mg. (60) was written
on July 11, 2005.”” The increase in pain medication was to help her obtain more pain relief.
(Ex. 43; 105-107/599-601 & 45/539. Testimény of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VI, 1159-1161.)

| 11. Pt. C signed information and consent forms before Dr. Ogoke performed a cervical
EST with fluoroscopy at the C5-C6 level, on August 2, 2005. This was to'address her cervical
radiculopathy. She received preseriptions that day for Oxycodone 30 mg. (90), MS Contin 30
mg. (60), and MS Contin 100 mg. (60). (Ex. 43: 42-44/536-538; 99/593, 101-104/595-598.)
12. On August 29, 2005, Pt. C was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office complaining of “unbearable”
pain, Dr. Oéoke gave her a cervical 'ESI with flucroscopy at the C5-C6 level. A UDS was done.,
. She was given prescriptions for MS Contin 100 mg. (603, MS Contin 30 mg. (60}, and
Oxycondone 30 mg. (90). During the August 29, 2005 injection procedure, Pt. C reported some

difficulty. She was having paresthesias in her upper extremity, an uncomfortable, electric

** I could not locate or decipher within Pt. C’s medical records (Exhibit 43) visit reports for July 8 & 11,
2005,
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sensation that can feel like hitting the funny bone. With waiting, the parethesias diminished and
the procedure was successfully accomplished. (Ex. 43;39-41/533-535,98/592 & 183/677.
Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VI, 1162-1169 & Dr. Trescot, Vol. XIV, 2752}
13.A Pt. C saw Dr. Ogoke on September 1, 2005. She reported a pain level of 9/10 in her low
back and legs. She claimed that she was compliant in taking her medications “including MS
Contin and Oxycodone,” but her medications were not helping her pain. The physical
examination detected,
- an area of hyperpathta and some paresthesia in her left upper extremity from the

elbow down to the fingers. During the procedure on August 29, 2005 ... she had

an episode of paresthesia in the left upper extremity during her injection. She was

quite agitated at that time. The episode was single and lasted briefly. The

patient’s needle was repositioned and she successfully had the injection.*
" Dr. Ogoke explained to Pt. C that her symptoms could “last between one and two weeks on the
. average and she should continue her current oral medication in the interim.” He assessed her
with: “sympathetic maintained pain of the left upper extremity status-post epidural steroid
injection #2 at the cervical spine level (possibly transient);” lumbar radiculopathy and radiculitis;
herniation at 1.4-5 and disc protrusion at L5-S1; post lumbar laminectomy syndrome; sacroiliitis;
degenerative disease at T12-1.1; and, cervical spine herniations at C4-5, C5-6 and C6-7. The
treatment plan was to: add Elavil 50 mg. (60), taking one or two tablets at bedtimie; add a NSAID
medication; have Mobic 7.5 mg. (30) available as needed for a few days; and, see Pt. C in about
one 10 two weeks. She received these new prescriptions at this visit. (Ex. 43; 36-38/530-532 &
182/676.)

14. Having an episode of paresthesia during an injection procedure is not unusual. When

the sensaﬁon was felt by Pt. C in her left forearm, Dr. Ogoke gave time for the effect of the

** The August 29, 2005 injection procedure may have been when Pt. C used a towel to bite down on
during the procedure as she claimed in her complaint to the BORM (Ex. 83). But, there was a lack of
sufficient proof that this actually occurred during that or during any injection procedure she was given.
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injection to numb the area around the nerve that was inflamed. Pt. C was asked if the sensation
had subsided and it had so that the injection procedure was completed. An anti-inflammatory
medication like Elavil may be prescribed for a mild trauma to a nerve. Pt. C received an Elavil
prescription at her September 1, 2005 visit. (Ex. 43, 36-38/330-332. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke,
Vol. VI, 1163-1169; Dr. Trescot, Vol X1V, 2752-2753, 2756-2757 & Ms. Dawes, Vol. XI,
2136-2138.)
15. Ata September 21, 2005 visit to Dr. Ogoke’s office, Pt. C reported her medications
were not helping to control her pain sufficiently. She reported a pain level of 7-8/10 in her low
“back and legs. She was given a physical examination. She received preseriptions for Zonegran
100 mg. (60), Oxycodone 30 mg. (90), Actiq. 600 mg. (2)>for the next procedure, and Methadone
10 mg. (270) to take 3 tablets, 3 times a day. The Methadone prescription was instead of the MS
Contin (Morphine) which was not working as well as expected to control her nerve pain. When
MS Contin is not working as well as expected, it is appropriate to start Methadone for addressing
nerve.pain. The dose of Methadone prescribed for Pt. C of 10 mg. (270) and taking 30 ;ng. per
day was a high dose, but was prescribed in light of Pt. C’s high pain level and because it was
effective for nerve pain. Pt. C had taken Methadone in the past under Dr. Qgoke’s care. The
treatment plan included aA referral to orthopedic surgeon, Dr. Linson, regarding her lumbar spine
conditions. Dr. Trescot opined from her practice with the use of Methadone for non-cancer
chronic pain at a high level, that Dr. Ogoke was within the standard of care in prescribing Pt. C
| to take 90 mg. of Methadone a day. Dr. Trescot had prescribed for a patient 300 mg. of
Methadone per day. (Ex. 43;35/529 & 180-181/674-675. Ex. 107. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke,
Vol. VI, 1187-1191 & Dr. Trescot, Vol. X1V, 2757-2762, 2;/'69-2770, Vol. XV, 2865-2866.)

16. Dr. Satwicz opined that a prescription for a month of Methadone at 10 mg. per tablet,
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3 tablets per dose with 90 mg. taken daiiy, was too high a dose for Pt.. C to have been prescribed
for the kind of musculoskeletal pain she was having of-*aches and pains.” When this level of
Methadone was combined with the Oxycodone 30 mg. taken four to six times a day, Pt. C was
taking too much opioid medication. Dr. Satwicz opined that the combination of these two high
doses was “very unusua! doses of opioids to be chronically used,” and was a viclation of the
standard of care. Dr. Satwicz also did not find in the visit reports adequate information whether
with s-uch high doses of opioids if they were working to make Pt. C better, and if Pt. C was,
showing signs of diversion of her opioid medications. (Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. X, 1870-
1873, 1876-1877.)

17. On October 19, 2005, Pt. C received prescriptions for Oxycodone 30 mg. (90},
Methadone 10 mg. (270), and Zonegran 100 mg. (60). On November 4, 2005, Pt. C received
another prescription for Actiq 600 mg. (2) to be used for her next ESI procedure.*’ Pt, C was
seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on December 6, 2005. She reported a pain level of 6/10, and sought
medication refills. She\uaspwescﬁbed()xycodone301ng.(90),Zonegrm11001ng.(60){and
Methadone 10 mg. (270). She refused referral to a surgeon concerning the conditions in her
spine. She reported that the Methadone was helping her. A UDS was done. On December 15,
2005, the results of Pt. C’s UDS showed she was positive for Amphetamines, Methadene, and
negative for opiafes.42 (Ex. 43;‘ 34/528 & 176-179/670-673. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VI

3

1182, 1184-1186.)

~“'I could not locate or decipher within Pt. C’s medical records (Exhibit 43), visit reports for October 19
and November 4, 2005. [ could also not locate or decipher a medical record showing an injection
procedure done before October 19, 2005 to explain a need for another prescription for Actig for a next
injection procedure. Pt. C had been prescribed Actig on September 21, 2005,

“ 1 could not locate or decipher with Pt. C’s medical records (Exhibit 43) a UDS test done for
Oxycodone, the synthetic opioid Pt. C was taking, or the UDS results from the UDS done on August 29,
2005, .
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i8. Dr. Ogoke’s prescriptions for Actiq were to be taken only during an interventional
procedure for associated pain aid discomfort, and were not prescribed as ongoing pain control
medication. For Dr. Sal‘;ﬂvicz, despite this limited use of Actiq, it is a powerful cancer pain
medication providing very fast pain relief. He opined that Actiq should be reserved for cancer
pain, and not px-*escribcd to a patignt with the kind of underlying conditions that Pt. C had. He
opined that to prescribe Actiq to Pt. C was giving P1. C an excessive amount of an opioid and
was a violation of the standard of care. Dr. Trescot opined that when Dr. Ogoke used Actiq to
help a patient receiving an interventional procedure, this was within the standard of care. For Dr.
Trescot, many of the medications that were effective for pain management and had been used by
pain management specialists at and around this time in the mid-2000’s, had not been approved
speciﬁcafly for pain ma'nagement use by the FDA (Federal Drug Administrétion). Dr. Trescot
opined that this lack of FDA approval of an effective pain médication for limited use was not
prescribing in violation of the standard of care. Dr. Trescot testified why providing Actig
(Fentanyl) to Pt. C to use for pain experienced during an injection procedure was not outside the
standard of care:

[Blecause the procedures are actually uncomfortable, it’s appropriate to add a

pain medicine that’s for the procedure. These procedures are short, so a very

short pain medicine is appropriate. You have to be able to give the medicine

quickly and you can either give it by vein or now at this point the transmucosal

Fentanyl is available, Acliq.
(Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. X, 1575-1876 & Dr. Trescot, Vol XV, 2924-2927)

19. Pt. C was seen by Dr. Ogoke on January 11, 2006: She reported a pain level of 7/10
in the back and a pain level of 5/10 in her left lower extremity. She reported being compliant in

- taking her prescribed medications, and reported that they helped with pain control. The results

from her December UDS were discussed in terms of being positive for Amphetamines,
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medications Dr. Ogoke’s office had never prescribed. As a result, Dr. Ogoke’s office had her do
another UDS to determine whether or not the positive Amphetamine result was true or due to
contamination. An Oxycodone UDS test was also done using the laboratory at Baystate Medical
Center. At this visit, Pt. C had~ a review of systems was done as well as a physical examination,
Pt. C was assessed with: severe sacroiliitis; improved sympathetic maintained pain in the left |
upper cixtremity; lumbar radiculopathy; lumbar herniation at L4-5; degenerative disc disease at
T12-L1; and, multiple cervical disc herniations. Pt. C had prescriptions renewed for Zonegran
100 mg. (60), Methadone 10 mg. (270), and Oxycodone 30 mg. (90). She was to retumn in four
weeks, Under consideration was giving Pt. C a sacroiliac joint (SI) injection to help with her leg
pain if that pain persisted. The results of the UDS from January 24, 2006 showed Pt. C was
again positive for Amphetamines as well as positive for the prescribed Methadone. The results
of the UDS from Baystate were positive for Oxycodone. (Ex. 43; 30-33/524-527 & 171-175/
665-669.). |

20. Pt. C was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on February 8, 2006. She reported a pain level
of 6-7/10. She reported that she had been taking Adderall, an Amphetamine, for her
somno[eﬁce, as prescribed by her treating psychiatrist. She reported that it was effective. This
was found 1o explain her positive UDSs for Amphetamines. Otherwise, the UDSs showed Pt. C
was compliant in taking her prescribed medications. Most of Pt. B’s pain was in the sacroiliac
notch area and joint mediated flare. She had another UDS done at this visit. She was given
prescriptions for Methadone 10 mg. (270) and Oxycodone 30 mg. (90). The results of the
February 8, 2006 UDS showed the same results as the prior UDS had showed. She was
compliant with taking the prescribed medications, as well as positive for Amphetamines. The

therapeutic trial use of a spinal cord stimulator was discussed with Pt. B at this visit. The spinal
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cord stimulator would have been implanted through a hospital procedure under anesthesia. The
stimulator would be “laid above the spinal cord.” The stimulator would not be buried into the
patient’s b.ody, but would be attached “to an external device™ to “stimulate the spinal cord”
during a “seven to ten day test period when ... [Pt. B} can move around with it and report back.”
Dr. Ogoke would have controlled what stimulation Pt. B would have received of anywhere from
a “continuous stimulation” to “a burst” at one time. (Ex. 43; 28-29/522-523% & 165-170/659-
664. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VI, 1197-1204.)

21. Pt. C was seen on March 6, 2006 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She reported a pain level of
6/10 in -her lower back. Dr. Ogoke gave her a bilateral SI injection with fluoroscopy after she
signed consent and info-rmation forms about the procedure. She also received prescriptions for
Methadone 10 mg. (270), IBU 800 mg. (90), Zonegran 100 mg. (90), and Oxycodone 30 mg.
(90). A UDS was done, and the results showed the same results a;s the prior UDSs; that Pt. C
was compliant in taking her prescribed medications. (Ex. 43:26-27/520-521; 152-153/646-647;

155-158/649-652 & 161- 162!655 -656.)

22. On April 7, 2006, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. C the first in a series ofleft—sided lumbar
transforaminal ESI injections with fluoroscopy at L3, L4, .5 and S1. According to Dr. Trescot,
this was a standard of care procedure for Dr. Ogoke to provide to Pt. C.

In 2006 it was very common when you had someone who had multiple levels of-

pathology like this patient {C] ... and ... multiple diagnoses and nerve

impingements at multiple levels ... to try and deliver medicine to multiple levels.

[I]t’s sometimes hard to tell where the actual pathology is occurring, and so trying

to put medicine in multiple levels is a shotgun approach for a patient who doesn’t

have a clear target,

(Gliven that the more general procedure which would have been a lumbar

epidural couldn’t be done because of her prior surgery, this was an appropriate
technique to use instead.

3 I could not locate the full February 8, 2006 visit report in Pt. C’s medical records (Exhibit 43).
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She received prescriptions for Methadone 10 mg. (270), Oxycodone 30 mg. (90), a-md Zonegran
100 mg. (90). Pt. C also had a UDS done. The results of the UDS showed Pt. C was compliant
in taking her prescribed medications. (Ex.. 43:23-25/517-319; 146/640 & 150-151/644-645.
Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. X1V, 2764-2765.)

23. On May 11, 2006, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. C her a left-sided lumbar transforaminal ESI
injection with fluoroscopy at fhe L3, L4, L5and S1 levels. At this visit, she reported a lower
back pain level of 8/10 and a left upper extremity pain level of 4/10. She received prescriptions
for Actig 600 mg. (2) for pain during procedures, Oxycodone 30 mg. (50), Methadone 10 meg.
(270), and Zonegran 100 mg. (90). (Ex. 43:20-22/514-516; 138-142/632-636 & 144-145/638-
639.)

24.l On June 10, 2006, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. C a bilateral SI injection with fluoroscopy.

At this vistt, she received prescriptions for Methadone 10 mg. (270), Oxycodone 30 mg. (90),
Actiq. 600 mg. (2) for pain during procedures, and Zonegran 100 mg. (90). On July 3, 2006, Dr.
Ogoke gave Pt. C a left-sided lumbar transforaminal ESI with fluoroscopy at the L2, L3, L4 and
L5 levels. she received prescriptions for Methadone 10 mg. (270), Zonegran 100 mg. (90),
Oxycodone 10 mg. (90), and Actiq 600 mg. (2) for pain during procedures. She had a UDS
done. The results of this UDS showed Pt. C continued to be compliant in taking her prescribed
medications. (Ex. 43: 14-19/508-513; 86-96/380-590 & 137/631.)

25. Pt. C was seen at Dr, Ogoke’é office on August 4, 2006. She reported a decrease in
pain after the third lumbar ESI, but the pain level had slowly returned with a pain level of 7/10 in
her back and 6/10 in her legs. She reported having ex.perienced redness and swelling in her legs
for about a yéar and ‘.‘mild dizziness intermittently over several weeks to months,” conditions she

had reported to her PCP. She was given a physical examination was given. A UDS was done.
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She was assessed with: sacroiliitis; ‘post lumbar laminectomy syndrome; lumbar disc herniation;
lumbar degenerélive disease; lumbar radiculopathy; sympathetic maintained pain of the left
upper extremity; and, cervical disc hemniations. The treatment plan was to do a facet joint
injection and a diagnostic lumbar block, as recommended previously by Dr. Ogoke. Pt. C was to
address her leg conditions wit.h her PCP for dizziness, erythema, trace pedal edema, and to rule
out deep venous thrombosis. She declined further evaluation and management of a possible
vascular condition by Dr. Ogoke’s office. The treatment plan also included renewing her
medications, and she received prescriptions for Actiq 600 mg. (2) for pain during procedures,
Zonegran 100 mg. (90), Methadone 10 mg. (270), and Oxycodone 30 mg. (120). The results of
the UDS showed Pt. C was coméliant in taking her prescribed medications. (Ex. 43; 11-13/505-
507 & 80-85/574-579.)

26. Pt. C was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on Sepiember 14, 2006. She reported a pain
level of 8/10 in her legs and 6/10 in her back. She continued to have the symptoms of pedal
edema. She had seen her PCP who started her on Lasix medication for this condition but without
success. A physical examinaiion was given. Lhe treatment plan was for Pt. C to do follow-up
with her PCP concerning the pedal edema, the Lasix medication, and her occasional dizziness.
She agreed to have a venous Doppler test through Dr. Ogoke’s office to rule out deep venous
thrombosis in her legs, a condition that might have explained her leg pain. Another UDS was
done.* Prescriptions were renewed for Zonegran 100 mg. (90), Oxycodone 30 mg. ‘(120), and
Methadone 10 mg. (270). She was to have a lumbar facet diagnostic block as soon as possible.
The Doppler test was done on September 15, 2006 and showed bilateral pedal edema, but no

evidence of deep venous thrombosis in either leg and no definite clot in either leg, Having this

I could not tocate or decipher within Pt. C’s medical records (Exhibit 43) any UDS results from the
September 14, 2006 urine specimen.
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Doppler test done was “prudent™ to rule out the deep venous thrombosis as a reason for the leg
pain to ;nake the radicular pain from the lumbar spine condition more likely the cause of the
pain. The test was very safe to do. Up until now, Pt. C’s leg pain was thought to have been
generated from her back condition. (Ex.'43; 7-10/501-504 & 76-78/570-572. Testimony of Dr.
Trescott, Vol. X1V, 2766-2768.)

27, Pt. C was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on October 20, 2006. She reported a pain level
of 6/10 in her legs and back. She continued to have the pedal edema condition, but had stopped
taking the Lasix medication. She had not seen her PCP for awhile, and was “strongly advised”
to see her PCP. Pt. C expressed her concemns over doing more injections because of this
condition. She was given a phAysical examination. She reported having no shortness of breath or
neurologic symptoms. The treatment plan continued to include doing a lumbar facet joint
injection. A UDS was done. The UDS results showed Pt. C was compliant in taking her
prescribed medications. Due to continuing concerns about deep venus thrombosis, Pt. C had
another Doppler test and it was agaih negative for this condition. (Ex. 43; 4-6/498-500 & 72-
75/566-569.)

28. By this time, Pt. C had a pedal edema condition in her legs with its cause
undetermined. She was also not gaining much lasting reli.ef from the injection trea;cments. She
was refusing to consider any further low back surgery, and was refusing a trial use of a spinal
cord stimulator. Dr. Ogoke did not have more to offer her other than to continue prescribing the
high doses of opioids. He was also concerned that Pt. C had not returned to her PCP to explore
the cause of the pedal edema in her legs. He opined that Pt. C had to work with her PCP to
determine whether she had any other health concerns not connected to the reasons she was

treating with Dr. Ogoke. (Testimony of Ogoke, Vol. VI, 1201, 1210-1213.)
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29. On November 17, 2006, Pt. C came 1o Dr. Ogoke’s office about 12:10 PM for her
11:45 AM appointment. Because she was late, Pt. C was told by the receptionist —that the
appointment would nt%ed to be rescheduled. Having a patient re-schedule her appointment when
she is about twenty minutes l;:ﬂe is not unusual and is within standard of care practicing. Pt. C’s
boyfriend was with her and this information caused him to become very upset and insistent that
Pt. C get to see Dr. Ogoke. He began to yell and became belligerent to the office staff while his
behavior was also experienced by those in the office waiting area. Dr. Ogoke was in a treatment
room and did not hear the commotlion. Pt. C’s'boyfriend was told by the office staff that the
police wou]a be called unless he left. He and Pt. C did not leave. The police came, Pt. C’s
boyfriend left the office, but Pt. C stayed. She continued to insist that Dr. Qgoke see her or she
would sue the practice. She was not able to see Dr. Ogoke and she eventually left. An office
note was made of this event and put into Pt. C’s medical records. On or about November 19,
2006, Pt.C was mailed a termination letter from Dr. Ogoke by certified mail; that she was
ceasing.“immediately” (o be his patient. The letter instructed her io seek care at an area pain
management facility or with another ph)’sician. She ‘was provided with the names of two pain
management facilities in the area for continued care of the kind she had been receiving at Dr.
Ogoke’s office. She was also instructed that she could secure emergency care from Dr. Ogoke’s
office within the next thirty days. To provide a thirty day time period following termination of
care for emergencies is a common practice, including at times providing even more time than
thirty days. It is within standard of care.to terminate care with a patient who .is harassing and
disrupting the medical practice in the ofﬁce such as Pt. C had done. On November 28, 2006, Pt. -
C requested and recei\‘fed renewals of her prescriptions at the same levels that she had been

taking them. The prescriptions were writler as not renewable and were for Methadone 10 mg.
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(270), Oxycodone 30 mg. (120), and Zonegran 100 mg. (90). The prescriptions covered about a
week more than the date of her termination of care with Dr. Ogoke. No discussion was put into
Pt. C’s medical record on November 28, 2006 that indicated she had or was going o secure a
particular new pain management facility, or that she was transferring her care {0 a new physician,
or to her PCP. By November 28, 2006, Pt. C understood she would not receive continued care
with Dr. Ogoke. On February 17, 2007, Dr. Ogoke’s office responded to Pt. C’s request for her
medical records. (Ex. 43; 65/559 & 67-71/561-365. Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. XVI, 3143-
3147 & Dr. Trescot, Vol. XIV, 2772-2775.) |

30. Ifno actual transfer of pain management care occurred and Dr. Ogoke’s prescriptions -
ended, Pt. C would expect to experience withdrawal symptoms due to the high oploid doses she
had been taking. Withdrawal symptoms from opioids are very uncomfortable and-are a dramatic
medical event. No tapering-off from the high dose opioid medications was done by Dr. Ogoke
before he ended his care of Pt. C, and Pt. C did not ask him to taper her off her opioid pain
medications. (Ex. 83. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VI, 1212 & Dr. Satwicz, Vol. X, 1885; Vol.
XVI, 3148)

31. For Dr. Trescot, the course of events surrounding Pt. C receiving November 28, 2006
following her termination of care, her on-going pain medications that included the high doses of
Methadone and Oxycodone, was within the standard of care for pain management practicing. Pt.
C had on-going high pain levels in her legs that might or might not be due just to her back
condition, or might be contributed to by her pedal edema condition, although that had not yet
been resolved. 1f Dr. Ogoke had stopped or tapered down his opioid prescriptions, Pt. C’s pain

would have been increased from the already high level she had. Pt. C was aware of her need to

continue to seek pain management care and to resolve the cause of her pedal edema condition
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through her PCP. Dr. Ogoke provided her with area pain management facilities she could go to.
(Testimeny of Dr. Trescot, Vol, 2775-2779.)

32. Dr. Salwigz opined that there should have been some indication in Pt. C’s.medical
records that either a transfer-of care occurred, or that a tapering down from high doses of opioids
was done in connection with her termination of care. Without one or the other of these events
occurring, there would in his opinion, be a failure of the standard of care in treating Pt. C. He
found no evidence in Pt. C’s medical records that a transfer of care had occurred. He also found
no tapering down process was done or even a discussion of doing that within Pt. C’s medical
records. (Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. X, 1886-1888)

33. In her February 2007 complaint to the BORM, Pt. C contended that the injections she
received were painful, and that she would be given a towel to bite into during them so that she
would not be heard screaming by patients in the wait area. She complained that she had to wait
up to sixlhours to see Dr. Ogoke. She contended that he would leave the office to do personal
errands while patients waited. In terms of the incident at Dr. Ogoke’s office when she arrived
late, refused to reschedule her appointment, and insisted upon seeing Dr. Ogoke, Pt. C contended
that she was not very late and should not have been forced to reschedule her appointment as her
only option. She described her boyfriend as only questioning why she could not wait to see Dr.
Ogoke. She complained that Dr. Ogoke terminated her care, because her boyfriend questioned
the office staff why she could not wait to see Dr. Ogoke, and because she refused further
injection treatments that were not helping her pain. She complained that Dr, Ogoke did not wean
her off her opioid medications when he terminated her care, leaving her without another pain

management program and causing her to go through difficult withdrawal symptoms. (Ex. 83.)

143



Bd Registration in Medicine v. Ogoke, MD RM-09-665

Conclusion and Rcconimendation

The Statement of Allegations charged Dr. Ogoke with violations of standard of care by:
improperly prescribing and then maintaining P1. C on high doses of opioids; failing to set forth
the details of the opioid prescriptions he wrote for Pt. C within her visit reports; and, failing to
taper her off her high doses of opioids in connection with ending her care with him. The BORM
did not prove these charges against Dr. Ogoke.

Pt. C did not testify, and her written complaint to the BORM (Exhibit 83) did not help to
determine whether there were violations of the required standard of care in how Dr. Ogoke
treated her. [ did not give her complaint much weight to support the charges against Dr. Ogoke.
Pt. C complained that Dr. Ogoke was wrong to end his care of her and. not to continue to
prescribe her pain medication, when she would not continue to have injection prqcedures. She
opined that telling Dr. Ogoke that the injection procedures were not providing sufficient pain
relief, should have been encugh to justify her staying on her pain medication without a
termination of care. She complained that upon ending her care, Dr. Ogoke never hetped her
wean off her high doses of opioids, did not get her new pain management care with another
physician or clinic, and that he was responsible for her subsequent difficult withdrawal
symptoms.

Pt. C complained that she hr;ld to bite into a towel during injection procedures so that her
screams would not be heard by people in the office waiting arca. She complained that she would
have long waits to see Dr. Ogoke and that he left the office instead of fuifilling his patient
appointments in order to do personal errands. She complained that the one time she was about
ten minutes late for an appointment and was told to reschedu]e her appointment, that she had

every right to be upset as did her boyfriend who accompanied her to the office. She complained
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that she and her boyfriend were treated poorly because she got angry and wanted 1o wait to see
Dr. Ogoke. She opined this justifiable conduct on her part was wrongfully used as another
rcason why Dr. Ogoke ended his care with her.

Pt. C’s complaints about the long waits to see Dr. Ogoke because he would leave the
office to do personal errands instead of keeping patient appointments, and biting into a towel to
muffle screams, were charges in the Stalement of Allegations at #s 2-8. Without her testimony,
her written complaints were not given any weight to prove these claims. The long wait she
described in her complaint to see Dr, Ogoke after she was no more than ten minutes late, was
refuted by her medical record information that llﬁd her late about double that time. Having to
reschedule an appointment when a patient was late was an office protocol. Her account left out
the very disruptive conduct of her boyfriend in the office that day that led to the police being
called to make him leave. It was not long after this event that Dr. Ogoke ended his care of Pt. C,
due to her uncooperative conduct to explore with her PCP the cause o'f her pedal edema, her
disruptive conduct in his office, and her refusal to have further interventional treatments,

The BORM has charged that Dr. Ogoke had no sound reasons to end his care of Pt. C the way he
did, because he was forcing her to have interventional procedures if she wanted to stay on her
pain medications that she was dependent upon for pain relief. The charge is expressed as a kind
of blackmail or a tool to compel Pt. C to continue interventional procedures due to her
dependency on the high opioid doses. This is an inaccurate view of the course of events. The
reason Pt. C was having care Awith Dr. Ogoke was to receive interventional procedures and not
just to receive long-term opioid pain medications at high doses. Pt. C knew this as shown from
the medical records that contained mostly monthly visits at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She was well

aware that her treatment plan always included having interventional procedures and not just high
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dose opioid prescriptions. She had come (o care with Dr. Ogoke already having taken high doses
of opioids and having had some interventional procedures. Dr. Ogoke ending her care because
she was refusing injection procedures was appropriate.

When Pt. C was terminated from Dr. Ogoke’s care, he provided her with the names of
two area pain. management clinics and provided her with about five weeks of her ongoing
prescriptiops, including the Oxycodone and Methadone, her high dose opioid medications,
There was no proof that she tried to sct up continuing care for pain management through either
of these clinics, or through some other pﬁysician, or even through her PCP where she had
initially been prescribed opioid pain medications. The weight of the evidence points to Pt. C
having been aware that she would not be continuing care with Dr. Ogoke following her receipt of
the termination lctter, or after her reccipt of further pain medication on November 28, 2006 at
Dr. Ogoke’s office. She had received additional pain medication on Novem.ber 281th within the
emergency care time period Dr. Ogoke gave his patients following the termination of their care.
There was no proof that Pt. C returned to Dr. Qgoke upon her termination of care to ask him to
taper her off her opioid medications, and the record contains more of an indication through her
complaint to the BORM that she did not want to be tapered-off her opioid medications.

There was no proof that Pt. C was rejected from receiving pain management care with an
alternative pain management clinic, or with another pain management physi(;,ian, or with her
PCP. There was no proof, that if Pt. C began to experience withdrawal symptoms, she did not
receive or was refused medical attention to address the symptoms. No evidence showed upon
her termination of care with Dr. Ogoke, that he knew she could never line-up continuing pain
management care anywhere else. Around the time of the termination, Dr. Ogoke had been

administering routine UDS tests to Pt. C that showed she was being compliant in taking her
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prescribed opioid medication. There was no UDS or other information Dr. Qgoke had that Pt. C
had beeﬁ taking illicit drugs to require her to undergo detox treatment.

Dr. Satwicz would ha-ve required Dr, Ogoke to have included in his medical record information
that Pt. C in fact was receiving pain management care elsewhere before he could terminate his
care of her, or that she was in a tapering-off process with him in advance of being terminated
from his care. Dr. Satwicz’s opinion was not persuasive given the course of care that i’t. C
received from Dr. Qgoke, in light of he; high pain levels, and in light of her insistence upon
continuing to receive her pain medication.

Dr. Ogoke had clear refusals by Pt. C at the time he ended his care of her that she would
not cooperate toward using alternatives to her high pain medications for securing pain control.
Her PCP ﬁad prescribed Lasik medication for her pedal edema but she refused to take it. Sht;.‘
refused to resolve with her PCP why she hau the pedal edema. Without that resolution, tapering
Pt. C off the opioid medications would have likely caused Pt. C even more pain than the high
levels she was already reporting. Nothing in the record showed Dr. Ogoke was practicing pain
management care improperly or recklessly or negligently by wanting to address adequately the
pedal edema before he would do another injection procedure. When Pt. C informed Dr. Ogoke
that she was not taking the Lasix and was not doing follow-up about the pedal edema with her
~ PCP, Dr. Ogoke was left with onty being able to keep Pt. C on high doses of opioids and not
being able to fulfill his treatment plan that depended on Pt. C receiving interventional
procedures, Dr. Ogoke had also recommended to Pt. C that she see a surgeon to determine if
surgery would help her pain control. She refused. He wanted to explore trial u‘se of a spinal
" stimulator to see if that would help her pain control toward decreasing her dependence on pain

medications. She refused. By the time of the termination of care, she was an uncooperative
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patient with the patient-pain management specialist physician relationship not working. The
charge that Dr. Ogoke violated the standard of care by not tapering Pt. C off her opioid
prescription levels before terminating her care was not proven.

Pt. C's medical records showed that Pt. C had significant cervical and lumbar spinal
conditions that it was reasonable to undesstand were capable of causing her to experience on-
going high pain levels. No evidence showed that Pt. C was exaggerating her pain complaints at
any ime, (;r th.?lt they were not as harsh as she claimed. P(. C came initially to Dr. Ogoke in
2001 following back fusion surgery and when she was already on opioid pain medication. Dr.
Satwicz initially opined when he lacked knowledge of Pt. C’s back fusion anterior and posterior
surgery, that Pt. C was having aches and pain that many people experience with their back.

Upon learning of this medical background by viewing Exhibit 100, her initial evaluation with Dr,
Ogoke, he acknowledged that her pain could have been at high levels when she came to see Dr.
Ogoke for the first time in June 2001, two months after her back fusion surgery. When she
returned to Dr. Ogoke’s practice in 2005, Pt. C was still experiencing high levels of chronic pain.
MRIs of her cervical and lumbar spines revealed conditions that supported her reported high pain
levels. I concluded that during the time in 2005-2006 that Dr. Ogoke treated Pt. C, she had
difficult to control intractable chronic pain. As a result, Dr. Ogoke tried to give her injection
treatments to target her sources of pain so that she would require less opioid pain medication,
Locating where in her lumbar spine to target the injections was made more difficult due to the
2001 fusion surgery.

Dr. Satwicz opined that no matter what, the high doses of opioids that Pt. C was being
maintained on were excessive for the kind of painful physical ailments she had. But, [ was

persuaded by Dr. Trescot’s contrary opinion in her evaluation of not only Pt. C’s condition, but
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of Dr. Ogoke’s treatment responses to her chronic pain. No evidence showed Pt. C’s pain
complaints were in the nature of only intermittent high pain or discomfort complaints that could
have been adequately treated with life-style changes, physical therapies, and low dose pain
medications. [ was persuaded by Dr. Ogoke’s testimony about how he treated patients like Pt. C,
with physical therapy orders, as well as with the periodic re-evaluations of Pt. C’s conditions,
and that he used UDS testing to check on proper use of the prescribed pain medications.

The BORM’s charge of medical mistreatment of Pt. C or misconduct by Dr. Ogoke by
having prescribed high opioid doses of medications over a long time period, was not proven. No
evidence showed that Pt. C was obviously exaggerating her pain complaints given her underlying
conditions, or that she was diverting her opioid medication, or that she was using illicit drugs.
Her UDS results revealed that she was taking her opioid medication as prescribed. Dr. Ogoke
was trying to help Pt. C reach an improved quality of life through securing adequate pain relief
through thoughtful tréatment plans for her.

Pt. C found her injection treatments could be painful when she was undergoing them.
This was not unusual for some of Dr. Ogoke’s chronic pain patients who received interventional
treatments. For such patients, he would prescribe a sedative such as Ativan for his patients to
take in preparation for the procedure. For some patients, like Pt. C, he also prescribed Actiq if it
was covered by their insurance carrier. The Actiq would be taken during the procedure to stop a
pain reaction. All three physicians, Dr. Ogoke, Dr. Trescot and Dr. Satwicz agreed that Actiq is
a strong fast-acting cancer drgg would stop any pain sensation quite quickly. Since an injection
would not be a long-time event, the pain relief would have to be delivered quickly to make; a
difference, Dr. Satwicz opined that this drug should never havg been prescribed for Pt. C to add

to the already high doses of opioids she was taking even if just for use during an injection

149



Bd. Registration in Medicine v. Ovoke, MD RM-09-665

procedure. For him, this was just too strong an opioid drug for her. Dr. Trescot disagreed on
this limited use of Actiq, and I was persuaded by her expert opinion that this limited use of Actiq
was not a violation ol standard of care for Pt. C. This issue was not singled out for Pt. C in the
Statement of Allegations as a violation of standard of care by Dr. Ogoke, but Dr. Satwicz’s
opinion on Pt. C taking this was viewed as part of why he opined that Pt. C was on too high
doses of opioids for too long.

On one occasion Pt. C experienced parethesias during the cervical injection procedure at
the C5-6 level. 1 concluded that Dr. Ogoke properly addressed this reaction. He waited to
proceed and was able to because the injection began to work to numb the around around the
m%mahwn@.lw%pammmﬂbyﬂwt%ﬁmmwofDrOgmemm[kfﬁ%unmm
experiencing parethesias if not uncommon during a lurnbar ESI when the injection reaches the
area causing the pain. Dr. Satwicz’s opinion was insufficient proof of a violation of the standard
of care in the way Dr. Ogoke carried out that particular procedure in .August 2005. It was
insufficient proof that Pt. C was taking too much opioid medication. Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. C
multiple level lumbar spine injections during one procedure. Pt. C had pain at multiple levels on
her spine as shown from her physical examination results and from MRI findings. Dr. Trescot
agreed with Dr. Ogoke about the complications due to Pt. C’s spinal fusion surgery of locating
the sources of pain in the lumbar spine. Dr. Ogoke was not overprescribing for Pt, C when he
prescribed Elavil after she experienced the parcthesias during the injection procedure to cglm any
irritation to any nerve root that might have occurred during .the procedure. Parethesias was not
r.eported by Pt. C after this post-injection care to be an ongoing symptom. Dr. Trescot’s expert
opinion was persuasive that Dr. Ogoke properly addressed this symptom experienced during the

procedure.
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Within the medical records on the dise, Exhibit 43, none of the hundreds of pages
covering a particular patient were in any chronological order. Also complicaling an ability to
set-up a course-of events of Dr. Ogoke’s treatment of each patient, were the often difficult to
read or not properly copied medical records. This was a problem with Pt. C’s medical records
requiring a time consuming and tedious task to assemble her care with Dr. Ogoke in
chronological order. | found this a necessary task to do in order 1o address the charges regarding
Pt. C. In the course of this task, [ was able 1o line-up pretty routinely, the prescriptions tﬁat Dr.
Ogoke or his physiciaﬁ assistants wrote at each office visit. In this regard, I take issue with Dr.
Satwicz’s opinion that the task I accomplished could not be reasonably done to make teaving out
the details about each prescription written within each visit report a failm:e to meet a standard of
care. Perhaps ifthe BORM had presented a witness to explain how Dr. Ogoke’s records were
received, assembled, and copied, ete., [ might have appreciated Dr. Satwitcz’s assessment more,
but that did not happen. And, I also found discussions within the visit reports that addresseq why
particular treatment plans and medication regimens were being pursued. The most] y monthly
visit reports included Pt. C explaining her pain complaints, whether she had suffered any new
injuries or had new héalth issues, what her physical examination at the visits revealed, the on-

going diagnoses she carried, and the treatment plan that would be followed.
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Paticnt E
Summary
Patient (Pt} E did not testify.

In the Statement of Allegations, Dr. Ogoke was charged with practicing medicine in
violation of the standard of care as follows:

* Injected Pt. E with multiple needles of medication at one time during an injection
procedure; '

» Failed to properly manage Pt. E’s adverse reaction to an injection treatment on
November 29, 2006;

»  Wrote a note on December 1, 2006 in Pt. E’s medical record contradicting the

" November 29, 2006 note decreasing the amount of Depo-Medrol medication dose

Pt. E actually received during his injection treatment; and, _

e Terminated Pt. E from his care because Pt. E did not want to have further
injection treatments,

The facts the BORM alleged to support its allegations include the following:

* Pt E, amaleborn in 1958, was treated by Dr. Ogoke from 1997 to 2006
for: low back and leg pain with diagnoses of lumbar disc herniation at L5-
S1; lumbar disc bulge at 1.4-L5; lumbar facet arthropathy at L4-L5 and
L5-S1; failed back surgery syndrome; and, sacroiliitis.

» Among the medications Pt. E was prescribed by Dr, Ogoke were Percocet
and Vioxx.

¢ Dr. Opgoke gave Pt. E “multiple injections ... including facet injections,
sacroiliac joint injections, and epidural {steroid] injections.”

¢ On November 29, 2006, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. E “a bilateral 4-level facet
block injection with the use of multiple needles at one time.” In his note
on this procedure, Dr. Ogoke wrote that Pt. E “received 2 vials of 80 mg.
of Depo-Medrol during the injection.” After the Noveiber 29, 2006
procedure, Pt. E experienced “dizziness, chest pain, and shortness of
breath.” Pt. E went home after having the injection, but returned to Dr.
Ogoke’s oifice on December 1, 2006 because of this continuing
sjfmptomatology. .

¢ Pt E wasreferred to a hospital emergency room by Dr. Ogoke’s physician
assistant due to his symptoms, but Dr. Ogoke’s staff “refused to give Pt. E
his medical records from the previous visit to take with him to the
emergency room.” Within Pt. E’s medical records is a handwritten note
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dated December 1, 2006 stating that Pt. E “received 20 mg. of Depo-
Medrel on November 29, 2006.7

s  When Pt. E next saw Dr. Ogoke, he told Dr. Ogoke that “he did not want
to rcceive any more injections.” As a result, Dr. Ogoke told Pt. E “he
would no longer treat him.”

e Within Pt. E’s medical records “is a note from an independent medical
exam (IME) in which that physician documents that he suspects Patient E
is exaggerating his pain symptoms.” Dr. Ogoke continued to treat Pt. E
anyway “with multiple injections and pain medication.”

Findings of Fact

1. Pt E, a male born in 1958, began care with Dr. Ogoke in 1997 for low back pain
radiating into both legs. He was referred to Dr. Ogoke by Dr. Andrew Gregory, a chiropractor.
Pt. E had been in & car accident on October 10, 1997 and had lumbar spine and cervical spine x-
rays taken. He had minimal cervical osteoarthritis. On October 20, 1997, he had a lumbar spine
CT scan that showed diffuse bulges at L.3-4 and L4-5 with no herniations. Pt. E had undergone
lumbar spine surgery in April 1991 due to injuries from a fall at work in 1990. Pt. E’s 1997 pain
was different from the pain he had in 1990-1991. Hea comprehensiv_e evaluation with Dr.
Ogoke on November 6, 1997, Dr. Ogoke’s office had received from Dr, G'regory’s office the
results of the October 20, 1997 lumbar spine CT scan, and the cervical and lumbar spine x-ray
results. Pt. E reported a pain level of 10/10 and that he was taking Hydrocodone, Torodol, and
Duract. He signed various forms to become a new patient of Dr. Ogoke. Dr. Ogoke took a
medical and social history, had Pt. E comﬁlete a questtonnaire about his conditions, did a réview
of systems, and gave a detailed physical examination. He concluded Pt. E had a poor response to
conservative management of his pain. He diagnosed: lumbar radiculopathy consistent with L1,
1.2, L3 radicular symptoms; sacroiliitis; and, failed back surgery syndrome. Pt. E’s treatment
plan included prescriptions for ﬁon-steroidal anti-inflammatory (NSAID) medication, muscle

relaxants, and tricyclic anti-depressant medication. Pt E received prescriptions for Robaxin 500
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mg. (50), Relafen 500 mg. (30), and Elavil 25 mg. (30). If these measures did not help; then
further x-rays and a lumbar spine CT scan would be ordered. (Ex. 43: 25-29/705-709; 74/754 &
" 77-88/758-768.)

2. Atafollow-up visit on November 18, 1997, Pt. E, who had been compliant in taking
the prescribed pain medication, reported a pain level of 8-9/10. Dr. Ogoke discussed the worth -
of injection treatments. Pt. E agreed to the injection treatments to be spaced four weeks apart.
He gave him a caudal epidural steroid injection (ESI) at this visit; “20 cc 0£ 0.125% bupivacaine
mixed with 100 mg. of Depo-Medrol was injected aseptically. A good block was achieved.”
(Ex. 43: 21-24/701-704; 68/748; 71-73/751-753; 75-76/755-756 & 89/769.)

3. Pt E had a follow-up visit at Dr. Ogoke’s office on December 2, 1997. He reported
feeling better with a pain level of 6-7/10. A sacroiliac joint (S1) injection was planned. Pt. E
was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on December 16, 1957. Pt. E reported a pain level of 8-9/10. Dr.
Ogoke gave a physical examination and assessed him with severe sacroiliitis and a failed back
surgery syndrome. He gave Pt. E a.bilateral Sl injection. During the procedure, Pt. E received
“6 cc 0f 0.20% bupivacaine mixed with 40 mg. of Depo-Medrol.” The plan was to schedule the
caudal ESI #2. (Ex. 43: 18-20/698-700; 51/731 & 60—70/740-7.5().)

4. Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. E the ESI #2 with caudal approach on January 6, 1998. “200 cc
of 0.125% bupivacaine mixed with 100 mg. of Depo-Medrol was injected aseptically ... a goad
block was achieved.” At this visit, Pt. E reported that the injections were not providing lasting

_ pain relief because the pain had retumed a week after the Jast injection. He was scheduled for
the ESI#3 in four weeks. Pt. E was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on January 20, 1998. He felt
better, and no change was made in the plan to do the ESI #3. On February 4, 1998, Dr. Ogoke

gave Pt. E the EST #3 injection. He received “20 cc of 0.125% bupivacaine mixed with 80 mg.
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Depo-Medrol ... A good block was achieved.” In January 1998, Dr. Ogoke had sought an
evaluation for Pt. E by Dr. Rolnald P. Cantanese, a urologist. Dr. Cantanese saw Pt. E on
February 2, 1998 and reported to Dr. Ogoke ina FebrL:ary 6, 1998 report that Pt. E’s “urinary
stream is improving markedly ... I expect follow-up ... on a prn basis if this does not
sponianecusly remit, Discharge diagnosis \\-ras reversible neurogenic bladder secondary to
trauma.” Pt. E was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on February 18, 1998, He reported feeling
markedly improved with better ambulation and overall reduced back pain. He reported neck
pain at a 3/10 level with no radiating pain. He had a physical examination. The assessment of
cervical strain was added to his Jumbar spine condition assessments. The treatment plan was to
take NSAID medication and tc; do a follow-up in a week for a possible discharge from care. (Ex.
. 43:10-17/690-697, 45-50/725-730; 52-57/732-737 & 38-60/738-740.)

5. On March 6, 1998, Pt. E was evaluated by Dr. Ogoke. Pt. E reported back pain at a
3/10 level, relieved with NSATDs medications. Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. E a physical examination,
assessed him with a failed back surgery syndrome and a cervical strain. Dr. Ogoke discharged
Pt. E from his care prescribing high dose NSAID medications for the neck pain, and he included
Daypro 600 mg. (30). He waé to return if his back or neck conditions worsened. On March 16,
1998, Dr. Ogoke produced a report on his care of Pt. E. He provided a history of treatments and
progress, assessments, results from x-rays and CT scan, a prognosis, a past medical history of the
April 1991 back surgery, and an opinion on the degree of disability Pt. E had at the time of his
discharge from Dr. Ogoke’s care of “an 8% whole person impairment as the result of two disc
bulges at the L3-4 and L4-5 levels.” The final diagnoses included aggravated failed back surgery
syndrome, cervical strain, and sacroiliitis. Dr. Ogoké found a cause and effect relationship

between the car accident of October 10, 1997 and the conditions he treated Pt. E for. He opined
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Pt. £ had a good short-term prognosis.and a guarded long-term prognosis because of “pre-
existing structural problems, lower back pain, status post-surgery, and aggravation of ...
problems” from the car accident. (Ex. 43; 4-10/684-690 & 43-44/723-724.)

6. Pt L returned for care with Dr. Ogoke on May 10, 2001. He was referred by Dr. Paul
Filippini. He had another comprehensive evaluation. He reported a pain level of 7/10 of the
same kind in his low back and lcgs that he had when Dr. Ogoke had previously treated him. He
reported that the pain varied in intensity. He reported no new injuries to account for the pain
returning, but the pain had worsened since his discharge from Dr. Ogoke’s care in 1998 as well
as over the prior two weeks, He had taken Indocet and Hydrocodone medication without much
relief, but hot packs and a TENS unit had helped to relieve the pain. The pain was interfering
with his ability to bend and lift, and with his abilities to work in the house and at work. Dr.
Ogoke took a medical and family history. He did a review of systems. Pt. E had not had any
recent radiographic studies, but he had undergone a recent work-up at the Holyoke Héspital for
right hip pain. Dr. Ogoke sought this hospital record. Dr. QOgoke gave a physical examination.
His diagnoses included: lumbar radiculopathy with a need to ru.le out herniation versus facet
arthropathy; severe sacroiliitis; and, failed back surgery syndrome. The treatment plan was to
have Pt. E have a physical therapy evaluation and to do therapy with “bioclectric with Matrix
ProElec DT?2 starting at the lumbar level.” Pt. E was to have a lumbar CT scan as soon as
possible. For pain control, Dr. Ogoke prescribed high dose NSAID medicatiéns, muscle
relaxant, and tricyclic anti-depressant medications (Celebrex 200 mg. (60.), Elavil 50 mg. (30),
and Skelaxin 400 mg. (40)). Also planned were three spaced out in time fumbar ESI injections,
and after the first ESI was done, having a bilateral SI injection. The report of this evaluation was

sent to Dr. Filippini. (Ex. 43: 202-210/882-890; 436-445/1116-1125 & 447/1127.)
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7. Pt. Ehad a lumbar CT scan done on May 24, 2001 that showed, “[m]i{d disc bulge
and degenerative change at L4-5", and “[m]ild broad-based central disc herniation at L3-S17.
On May 29, 2001, Pt. E was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office and reported a pain level of 9/10. Dr.
Ogoke gave Pt. E a lumbar ESI #1 with fluoroscopy covering L3-S1. (Ex. 43: 306/986, 199-
201/879-881 & 431-435/1111-1i13.)

8. Pt. E was scen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on June 15, 2001. e reported a pain level of 5-
7/10. He reported a good response to the ESI #1 including improvement in his radicular leg
pain. The results of the May 24, 2001 lumbar CT scan were discussed with him. He was given a
physical examination. The assessments reached were: ongoing lumbar spine conditions of
radiculopathy; disc herniation at .5-S1 and a disc bulge at L4-L5 along with facet arthropathy at
these two levels; failed back surgery syndrome; and, sacroiliitis. Pt. E found the Celebrex he had
been prescribed produced a rash. He was instructed to discontinue using it and was prescribed
Vioxx 25 mg. (30). His other medications were renewed. A bilateral SI injection was to be
scheduled as soon as possiblé. The lumbar ESI #2 was to be scheduled after the SI injection.
(Ex. 43:196-198/876-878; 398-399/1078-1079 & 425-430/1105-1110.)

9. OnlJuly 12,2001, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. E a bilateral SI injection with fluoroscopy. On
July 20, 2001, Pt. E had a follow-up visit at Dr. Ogoke’s office. "He reported his back pain was
better at a 3-4/10 level. Pt. E reported being compliant in taking his medications. He reported
the pain that radiated into his lower extremities had “resolved” following the injection
procedures. A physical examination was given. The assessments remained the same. The
treatment plan was to continue his medications including Celebrex 200 mg. (60) and Skelaxin
400 mg. (90). He was scheduled for the ESI #2 injection. On July 24, 2001, with a pain level in

his back of 5-6/10, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. E the lumbar ESI #2 injection with fluoroscopy at the L5-
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S1 level. (Ex. 43:192-195/872-875 {incomplete record of July 20, 2001 report ); 407-409/1087-
1089 & 419-422/1099-1102.)

10. On August 7, 2001, Pt. E had a follow-up visit at Dr. Ogoke’s office. He .reported a
pain tevel in his back of 2-3/10. He reported a 50 percent improvement” in low back pain after
the lumbar ESI#2. The reported that the SI injection had helped the sacroiliitis symptoms. He
reported a ﬂaré-up of pain that was helped by taking the Skelaxin and Celebrex. A physical
exaniination was given. The assessments remained the same. The treatment plan was to do
physical therapy for four weeks to include “Bioelectric treatment with Matrix pro Elec DT2” to
the lumbar area, continue taking the prescribed medical@ons, and schedule a lumbar ESI #3
injection. (Ex. 43; 189-191/869-871 & 405-406/1085-1086.)

IT. On August 27, 2001, Pt. E had an independent medical evaluation (IME) connected
to workers compensation benefits with Dr. DeWitt Brown, an orthopedic surgeon. Dr. Brown
understood Pt. E was a machine operator who stopped working after two years on July 27, 1990
when he was hurt pulling a hand truck that became stuck on the floor causing him low back pain.
Dr. Brown understood Pt. E sought care with a chiropractor and then with James Reiss, MD. Dr.
Brown understood Pt. E had a lumbar laminectomy at L.4-5 right, but did poorty after Surgery.
Dr. Brown understood Pt. E had physical therapy and chiropractic treatments, and séw Dr.
Ogoke for pain manégemenl wiich involved seven ESIs with no lasting improvement. Dr.
Brown understood Pt.'E had ongoing pain in the low back and left leg, had trouble sleeping, and
was taking Skelaxin, Celebrex, Hydrocodone, Naprosyn, and Indocin. Dr. Brown had
knowledge of the results of the May 2001 CT scan, and examined medical records of treatments
Pt. E had received, including records from Dr. Ogoke®s office. Dr. Brown gave-a physical

examination. He concluded that the treatments Pt. E had undergone had been reasonable and

158



Bd. Registration in Medicine v. Ogoke, MD RAM-09-663

necessary. e opined that Pt. E was a “symptom magnificr” with “subjective” pain complaints
that were much greater than objective findings supported. Dr. Brown concluded that Pt. E had-
reached a medical end point with a “ten percent whole person impairment,” and was capable of
doing sedentary work with no lifting over twenty pounds. Dr. Ogoke saw this report and had a
copy of it put into Pt. E’s medical records. (Ex. 43; 402-404/1082-1084 & 424/1104))

12, At a follow-up visit with Dr. Ogoke’s office on September 4, 200i, Pt. E had an
improved pain level in his back of 3/10 following his lumbar ESI #3*° when his pain level was
8/10. He reported what was likely an anxiety attack. He was given a physical examination. The
assessments reached were the same; lumbar disc hemiation at L5-S!, lumbar disc bulge at L4-
L35, lumbar facet arthropathy at these ltwo levels, failed back surgery syndrome, and improved
sacroiliitis. The treatment plan was to have a multi-level lumbar facet joint injection as soon as
possible, consider another multi-level lumbar facet joint injection (double block), and then
possibly have a facet denervation procedure. He was to continue taking his medications and to
start physical therapy treatments. Pt. E received a copy of Dr. Brown’s report through his
attomey on or about September 19, 2001. (Ex. 43; 186-188/866-868 & 401/1081.)

13. Pt. E did not return to Dr. Ogoke’s office again until January 15, 2003 when he
reported a pain levei of 6-7/10 in his low back and ongoing symptoms since September 2001.
He had not continued in Dr. Ogoke’s care-due to workers compensation not covering his
expenses with Dr. Ogoke. He reported having been prescribed medications by Dr. Filippini in
the interim. A physical examination was given. The assessments reached were: lumbar strain;

lumbar herniation at L3-S1 and bulge at L4-3; lumbar facet arthropathy at L4-5 and L5-S1;

* 1 could not locate or decipher in Pt. E’s medical records (Exhibit 43) a write-up specifically about the
ESI#3 procedure.
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sacroiliitis; and, failed back surgéry syndrome. Pt. E was prescribed medications.*® The
treatment plan was: obtain a new lumbar CT scan; do a repeat series of three lumbar ESIs;
consider a lumbar lacet injection if the ESIs were not effective; and, do an St injection after the
first lumbar ESI. Pt. E signed Dr. Ogoke’s Narcotic Prescription Policy & Agreement form
(narcotics agreement). (Ex. 43; i83-185/863-865 & 393/1073.)

14. On January 21, 2003, P1. E underwent a lumbar CT scan that showed a slight
reduction in the L.5-S1 disc herniation “with persistent disc bulge and moderate mass effect on
the anterior thecal sac,” and the minimal bulge at the [.4-1.5 disc unchanged from prior films.
Dr. Ogoke wanted this CT scan to provide more information on the status of the different parts of
Pt. E's Jumbar spine. The CT scan revealed: the status of the discs at different levels; the facet
Joints; the neuroforamina itself; where the nerve roots are exiting; whether the nerve roots are
compressed or irritated or whether they have problems; the general contour of the lumbar axial
spine as there should be a lordotic-curvature; and, the integrity of the bones of the lumbar spine
such as the traverse process, and .spinous processes. This iﬁformation could help to locate the
potential sources of the Pt.. E’s pain to allow focusing on these specific locations to deliver
effective pain relief using interventional procedures. (Ex. 43, 307/987. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke,
Vol. VI, 1295-1296.)

15. On January 22, 2003, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. E the lumbar EST #1 with fluoroscopy at
fhe [.5-81 [evel. At this visit Pt. E reported a pain level of 7/10. On February 3, 2003, Dr.
Ogoke gave Pt. E the bilateral S[ iﬁjection with fluoroscopy. (Ex. 43: 177-182/857-862; 391-
392/1070-1072 & 384-386/1064-1066.)

16. Pt. E was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on February 21, 2003. He had a pain level of 2-

“ I could not locate or decipher in Pt. E’s medical records (Exhibit 43) what Pt. E was prescribed on
January 13, 2003.
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6/10 in the low back, and felt the SI injection had helped. He had a physical examination. The
assessments reached remained unchanged. The tfeatmenl plan was to return for the lumbar ESI
#2 as soon as possible, stop taking Celebrex due to stomach upset, and consider a lysis of
adhesion procedure in the future. He was prescribed Ultram (Tremadol) 50 rﬁg. (90). (Ex. 43,
175-176/855-856 & 381/1061)

17. On February 25, 2003, Pt. E had the lumbar ESI #2 with flucroscopy at level L5-S1.
(Ex. 43, 172-174/852-854.)

18. On March 11, 2003, Pt. E was seen by Dr. Ogoke. He reporied a pain level ofé-9/10
In the low back and a pain level of 8-9/10 in his neck. He reported pain relief for awhile after the
lumbar EST #2. Consideration was given to having Pt. E have a lysis adhesion procedure to
address his pain. A -pl-lysical éxam-ination was given, and the same assessments were reached
with the addition of “failed back surgery syndrome, possible epidural scarring and
radiculopathy.”‘ The plan was to continue his current medications, do the lumbar ESI #3, and to
possibly do a lysis of adhesion procedure once Pt. E was back from a trip. At this visit, he was
prescribed Vicodin (30), Vioxx 25 mg. (30), Ultram 50 mg. (90), Skelaxin 400 mg. (90}, and
Elavil 50 mg. (30). (Ex. 43;170-171/850-851 & 376-377/1056-1057.)

19. Pt. E was seen by Dr. Ogoke on May 16, 2003, He reported a pain level of 9-10/10
that was worse in the left lower back. He was having trouble \-Afalking and standing for long
periods of time. He felt his current treatments were not helping enough to control his pain. Pt. E
had not been compliant with his treatment plan concerning the timing of his office visits. The
importance of maintaining compliance with his treatment plan was discussed with Pt. E. There
was no change in his review of systems, hel had a physical examination, and his assessments

remained unchanged. Dr. Ogoke did the lumbar ESI #3 with fluoroscopy at the 1.5-S1 level.

161



Bd. Registration in Medicine v. Ogoke, MDD RM-09-663

The treatment plan was for Pt. E to have a lysis of adhesion procedure if he did not experience
much help from today’s procedure, or he was to have a lumbar ESI #4 done. His current
medications were renewed.*’ (Ex. 43, 165-169/845-849.)

20. Pt. E was scen by Dr. Ogoke on May 30, 2003. He reported a pain level of 7-8/10
with some relief from the last lumbar ESI procedure. Dr. Ogoke found Pt. E to be disabled by
low back radiating pain down his legs with only marginal pain rclief from the interventional
procedures. [le was given a physical examinaﬁon, and the assessments reached were unchanged.
The treatment plan was to schedule an epidurcgram study and to consider a lysis of adhesion
. procedure. Pt. [ was continued on his current medications,*® and a bilateral SI injection was to
be done as soon as possible. (Ex. 43, 163-164/843-844.)

21. On June 10, 2003, with a reported pain level of 7/10, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. E an
epidurogram with fluoroscopy to assess his post-luimbar laminectomy syndrome with Jumbar
radiculopathy. He tolerated the procedure well. As a result of this procedure he was found to be
a candidate for a lysis of adhesion procedure. (Ex. 43; 160-162/840-842 & 363-365/1043-1045.)

22. Pt.E was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on August 13, 2003. He reported a pain level of
6-7/10 in the low back and lefi leg. He had a physical examination. The same assessments were
made. fhe treatment plan was to schedule him for a tysis of adhesion procedure as soon as
possiblé in light of his positive epidurogram. He was also to start physical therapy as soon as
possible, and to start taking anti-inflammatory, muscle felaxant, and Elavil medications. He was
prescribed Skelaxin 400 mg. (20), EC Naprosyn 500 mg. (60), and Elavil 25 mg. (60). (Ex. 43;

158-159/838-839 & 360/1040.)

7 | could not locate or decipher in Pt. E’s medical records (Exhibit 43) the copies of the prescriptions
written at this August 16, 2003 visit.

“ I could not locate or decipher in Pt. E’s medical records (Exhibit 43) the copies of the prescriptions
written at this May 30, 2003 visit.
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23. On September 22, 2003, Dr. Ogoke performed a lysis of adhesion procedure with
fluoroscopy on Pl. E. (Ex. 43:154-155/834-835 & 353-358/1033-1038.)

24. PLE was seen'at Dr. Ogoke’s office on October 6, 2003, He reported’a pain level of
4-5/10 and felt better overall. He had a physical examinﬁtion and the assessments were
unchanged. He was to continue his home physical therapy treatments, including use
ola TENS unit. (Ex. 43, 156/836.)

25. Pt. E was seen on November 6, 2003, at Dr. Ogoke’s office. He had a pain level of
6-7/10 in his back, but 8/10 in his legs. The lysis of adhesion procedure had lowerced his pain by
about 50%. He was given a physical examination and the assessments were unchanged. The
treatment plan was to schedule a lumbar transforaminal ESI as soon as possible due to the
recurrence of the radiculopathy symploms. He was to stop Celebrex and Skelaxin because of
stomach upset. He was to continue physical therapy treatments, and was prescribed Vioxx 235
mg. (30} and Lidocaine patches (60). (Ex. 43:151-153/831-833 & 347-350/1027-1030.)

26. On January 29, 2004, Pt. Ehad a follow-up visit at Dr. Ogoke’s office. He needed
refills of his prescriptions. He recetved prescriptions for Vioxx 25 mg. (30), Ultram 50 mg.
(120), and Lidocaine patches (60). (Ex. 43; 150/830 & 344/1024.)

27. Pt. E was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on March 17, 2004, He reported a pain level of
9/10 in his low back that was “constant, deep anci achy™ despite doing home physical therapy and
_ taking walks, stretching, and using heat. He had no radicular pain. He was having trouble
sleeping. His review of systems remained unchanged. He had a physical examination. The
assessments were unchanged. The treatment plan was to stop taking Vioxx due his history of
ulcers, stop the use of the Lidocaine patches because he reported no help from them, but continue

the Ultram medication, and schedule a lumbar ESI series as soon as possible. (Ex. 43, 147-
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. 149/827-829)
28. Pt. E was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on April 29, 2004. He reported back pain of 8-
9/10. He was having trouble walking and sleeping. He reported that workers compensation
insurance was not covering the planned lumbar ESI series. Because Pt. E had a very good
response to the Sl injections, the decision was made to seek cox;erage for this procedure. Pt. E
reported that the Ultram medication was not being covered by the workers compensalion
insurance. He was given sampies of Ultracet and warned not to take this new medication with
Ultram and acetaminophen. He had a phy.sical examination and the assessments were
unchangec_i. The treatment plan was to get coverage for the SI procedure, to continue hoine
physical therapy treatments, and to do follow-up visits as needed. (Ex. 43; 144-146/824-826 &
333-336/1013-1016.) |
| 29. Pt. E was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on June 15, 2004. He was secking medication
refills. He was prescribed Ultracet (120) and Lidodenm patches (90). (Ex. 43; 143/823 &
325/1005.)
30. Pt E was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on July 15, 2004. He reported a pain-level of 8-
9/10 in the back that was constant, achy, and moderate to severe. He complained of difficulty
walking and sleeping. A rev.iew of systems was done. He had a physical examination. The
assessments were unchanged. The plan remaine_d to schedule an Sl injection as soon as possible,
and to continue his current medications. On August 7, 2004, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. E a bilateral ST
njection with fluoroscopy. Pt. E had a pain level at this visit of 8/10. (Ex. 43,137-142/817-
822.)
| 31. Pt. E was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on August 23, 2004. He reported a pain level of

5/10 due to pain relief from the SI procedure. Both the Sl injection and the lysis of adhesion
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procedure produced pain relief. The lysis of adhesion in the lumbar region led to “improved

capacity” functioning as it relieved his radiculopathy symptoms in the tegs. A physical

examination was done. The assessments were unchanged. Pt. E was to continue his current

medications. The treatment plan was to do a repeat lysis of adhesion procedure and another SI

injection. Doing diagnostic lumbar facet joint injections before a repeat lysis of adhesion
~procedure was considered. (Ex. 43, 134-136/814-816.)

32. Pt E was seen by-Dr, Ogoke on January 5, 2005, By then, Dr. Ogoke had not been
able to get Pt. E's insurance o cover the planned SI procedure, or the lumbar facet joint
injections, or the repeat ]yéis of adhesion procedure. This had been an ongoing problem for Dr.

| Ogoke'in seeking to provide Pt. E with interventional injection treatments according to Pt. E’s
treatment plan. At this visit, Pt. E reported a pain level of 6/10 in his back. Dr. Ogoke produced
a comprehensive report on the history of his treatments from May 2001, including setting forth
the particular procedures that brought the most pain relief to Pt. E, and why Dr. Ogoke proposed
providing these procedures to Pt. E.

Pt. E ... states that he has had about 50 to 60% reduction in his baseline pain since

he came to see me in May of 2001, e has had multiple procedures and

treatments, including oral medication, physical therapy, epidural steroid

injections, sacroiliac joint injections, and lysis of adhesion at the lumbar level.,

The lysis of adhesion appeared to be what had made the most significant benefit

for the patient, ... done in September of 2003. Ever since then the pain level has

come down substantially but the pain is persistent in the sacroiliac notch area and

in the lumbar spine area. [ have reviewed the patient subsequently and considered

other possibilities and reasons for recurrent flare of the sacroiliitis and persistent

low back area pain that he has had. [T}he patient has a need for diagnostic lumbar

facet joint injections, as well as a repeat lysis of adhesion in the future, in

conjunction with intermittent treatment with sacroiliac joint injection as needed

... His overall condition has not changed. He claims that he has had a recent

worsening of pain and comes in today with a cane, ambulating with an antalgic

gait, for support.

At thus visit, Dr. Ogoke gave a physical examination. The same assessments were made. The
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treatment plan was to renew his existing medications and to try to get approval from Pt. E's
insurer to do the S injection, the lumbar facet joint injection, and the repeat lysis of adhesion
procedure. Pt. E was prescribed Ulracet. (Ex. 43; 131-133/811-813 & 303-304/983-984,
Testimony of Dr. Ogoke.)

33. OnFebruary 21, 2005, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. E a bilateral SI injection with
fluoroscopy. Pt. E had a follow-up visit with Dr. Ogoke on March 10, 2005, He reported having
bladder issues and he “asked to see a urologist.” He reported a pain level of 7-8/10. He had leg
pain and was using a cane. The February 21, 2005 SI injection had helped his pain.

Most of the pain is still located now in the coceyx with sacrococcygeal lipament

area ... sharp ... about 7-8/10 ... The patient stated that the lysis of adhesion ...

shghtly improved his low back pain and related lower extremity radicular pain

and he ... made marked progress with that though his low back area pain still

persists and he requires a cane to ambulate for support. He ... claims compliance

with his medications.

Dr. Ogoke performed a physical examination. The assessments were unchanged. The treatment
plan was to schedule a sacrococcygeal ligament injection and facet joint injections. The lysis of -
adhesion procedure and the SI injection were on hold until these other injections were done, Pt.
C was prescribed Mobic 7.5 mg. (30), Skelaxin 800 mg. (90), and Ultracet (90). (Ex. 43:124-
131/805-811;299/979 & 301-302/981-982)

34. On May 24, 2005, Pt. E had a lumbar spine MRI revealing;

1. Status post surgery at the L4-5 level with enhancing scar tissue noted in the

epidural space. There is a recurrent broad-based disk herniation, slightly

eccentric to the right causing moderate mass-effect in the ventral thecal sac,

eccentric to the right. There is moderate mass-effect on the right nevral foramen

with mild mass-effect on the left neural foramen.

2. The remaining disk spaces and heights are well-maintained. There is no

significant bulge or herniation noted at the other levels ... The conus is normal

with morphology and signal intensity.

On June 1, 2005, Pt. E was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office. He was seeking prescription refills. Pt. E
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was prescribed Kadian 20 mg. (60), MSIR 135 mg. (90), Mobic 7.5 mg. (30), and Skelaxin 800
mg. (120). Pt. £ was seen on J'uly 14, 2005 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. He reported a pain tevel of 8-
10/10 in the low back and neck that was moderate to severe that radiated into his upper and
lower extremilties, especially on his left side. He was given a physical examination and a review
of systems. The assessments made were: lumbar conditions from sprain; lumbar facet
arthropathy; post lumbar laminectomy syndrome; lumbar disc herniation at L5-S1 and disk bulge
at L4-L5; severe sacroiliitis; and, a cervical strain and radiculitis with a need 1o rule out
herniations. The treatment plan was to include consideration of cervical ESIs in addition to the
lumbar injcctions. Efforts were made to secure insurance coverage for these interventional
treatments. (Ex. 43: 120-123?800-803; 251-252/931-932; 254-256/934-936 & 290/970.)

35. On October 26, 2005, Pt. E had a 1'ight shoulder x-ray that was normal. On
December 8, 2005, Pt. E had a cervical MR that showed:

Disk/osteophyte complexes at the C4-5 and C6-7 levels with central disk

hemiations causing effacement of the anterior thecal sac at both levels and

bilateral neuroforaminal narrowing at C5-6 leve! secondary to osteophyte

formations. No significant central stenosis.

(Ex. 43; 249-250/929-930.& 253/933)

36. Pt.E ciid not return to Dr. Ogoke’s care again until May 9, 2006 when he was Te- .
evaluated. At this time he was having neck pain and low back pain radiating into his legs. He
was seeking changes in the medications he had been taking of Kadian, MSIR and Skelaxin
because of nausea and rashes. He did not want to take Morphine or Methadone. He was seeking
a prescription for Percocet. He had been treating with his PCP, who had been prescribing
Ultram, and had done three months of physical therapy which had provided some pain relief. He

wanted the injection treatments with Dr. Ogoke he had undergone in the past that had helped

relieve his pain level, but workers compensation would not cover them. He was given a physical
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examination. He was again assessed with the same lumbar conditions and with cervical strain
and history of cervical radiculopathy. Pt. E was prescribed Percocet 7.5 mg. (90), along with
Mobic 7.5 mg. (30) and Norflex 100 mg. (60). He wés given a urine drug screen (UDS).
Approval was to be sought for a lumbar facct joint injection. (Ex. 43; 116-118/796-798 & 243-
244/923-924)

37. Pt. E did not return to Dr. Ogoke’s office until Sep.tember 20,2006. The treatment
plan that included the interventional pain management injections that had helped Pt. E with pain
relief in the past was denied coverage by the workers compensation insurer. Pt E presented with
a pain level of 10/10 with worsening pain mostly in his low back radiating into his left leg. He
had run out of medication. He wﬁs given a physical examination. The same assessments were
made as at the May 9, 2006 evaluation. The plan was to renew his medications without changes
to them and to again seek approvals for the kinds of interventional pain management procedures
that had helped relieve his pain in the past; “lumbar transforaminal ESI, lumbar facet joint
injection, diagnostic block and SI injections.” (Ex. 43; 113-115/793-795 & 240-241/920-921.)

38. Dr. Ogoke wrote to Pt. E’s insurer explaining how he had provided care to Pt. E over
many years for recurrent low back and left leg pain that followed from a workers compensation
injury in July 1990. In an October 6, 2006 letter, Dr. Ogoke explained his current treatment of
Pt. E Bad begun in May 2001. Dr. Ogoke provided the assessments/diagnoses he made including
noting the objective information concerning Pt. E’s back and neck from the x-rays and CT scans.
Dr. Ogo.ke st forth in the letter the interventional pain management treatments he had given Pt
E, noting why his choice of treatments were reasonable and apprepriate. He set forth his
proposed further interventional treatments based on the success Pt. E had in the past in relieving

his pain level. Specifically, Dr. Ogoke explained that he wanted to have Pt. E undergo:
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1. A diagnostic lumbar facet joint block.

2. Sacroiliac joint injection for pain control.

3. A lumbar transforminal epidural steroid injection at the selected nerve roots,

- both as a diagnostic and therapeutic block as well.
Dr. Ogoke further explained:

[If Pt. E did] well with the facet block injections ... the most likely culprit in

conjunction with sacroiliitis of the patient’s persistent pain, then a facet

denervation procedure will be an appropriate next step. Facet joint pain 1s not

confirmed through radiographic imaging and a diagnostic block is the standard of

care 1n reaching that diagnosis.

(Ex. 43:242/922; 257-258/937-938; 264/944 & 266-271/946-951.)

39. I[nsurance coverage was obtained. On November 6, 2006, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. Ea
bilateral SI injection with fluoroscopy. Pt. E came to the appointment with a pain level of 9/10.
This injection was to help his Iow back and leg pain. On November 29, 2006, Dr. Ogoke gave
Pt E a bilateral multi-level lumbar ESI#1 procedure with fluoroscopy at levels 1.2-3, 13-4, L4-5
and L5-S1. He was prescribed Percocet 7.5 mg. (90) and Norflex 100 mg. (60) at this visit. (Ex.
43:107-108/787-788, 110-112/790-792, 236/916 & 238-239/918-919.)

40. The November 29, 2006 procedure involved “an injection either into the joint or next
to the joint ... Facets are the little joints in the back between each vertebrae ... one on each side.
So this ... [was] a four-level bilateral facet block.” The arca of coverage was L2-3 through-L5-
S1, with 20 mgs. of Depo-Medrol, the typical dose to inject in each level of a facet joint, and 1 cc
of Lidocaine injected at each of the eight locations for a total Depo-Medrol injected during the
procedure of 160 mg. To Dr. Satwicz, this was too much Depo-Medrol to inject within one
procedure, although 160 mg. was not in and of itself an “extraordinary dose.” Doing bilateral
and two or three levels during one-procedure is more commonly done than doing four [evels.

(Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. X, pg. 1895-1986.)

41. Dr. Trescot opined that 160 mg. of Depo-Medrel injected during the one bilateral
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lumbar multi-level léSI procedure is a high dose of Depo-Medrol, but not an excessive dose to
administer at one time. (Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. X1V, 2788-2789.)

42, Pt. E was scen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on December 1, 2006, He had a p.ain level of
7/10. He complained of shortness of bre-ath and chest tightness over the last two days following
the November 29, 2006 multi-level ESI procedure. Dr. Ogoke’s physician assistant saw Pt. E.
Pt. E was given a physical examination. The site of the injectipn was healing well with no signs
of an infection and with no signs of an allergic reaction. His blood pressure was elevated at
‘193/‘120. Pt. E was instructed to seck emergency care as soon as possible for evaluation of
tachycardia, the high bloc-)d-pressure reading, and for his symptoms of shortness of breath and
chest tightness lasting about two days from the day of the injection. He wanted to go to the
Holyoke Medical Center. Dr. Ogoke’s physician assistant handwrote a note for him to take with
him to alert the Emergency R-oom that Pt. E had a recent interventional pain management
injection with Lidocaine and Depo-Medrol. The physician assistant entered into the report of
this visit: “A narrative was wriiten for patient describing his injection on 11/29/06 and the
medications used. He is to present this to the Emergency Departiment ... The symptoms do not
appear related to the procedure on 11/29/06.” This note was dated December 1, 2006. 1t listed
Pt. E’s symptoms of shortness of breath, chest tightness, and a blood pressure reading of
198/107. The note explained that Pt. E was status-post a November 29, 2006 lumbar facet joint
diagnostic block for his lumbar facet arthropathy. The note included that during the procedure,
he had received 1% Lidocaine and 20 mg. Depo-Medrol. The total injected during the procedure
of 160 mg. of Depo-Medrol was not listed. The note contained the letterhead information for Dr.
Ogoke’s office that included contact information. Pt. E was told to have a follow-up visitin a

few days at Dr. Ogoke’s office. (Ex. 43; 104-106/784-786 & 235/915. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke,
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Vol. VI, 1268-1270, 1273))

43. P(. £ was seen on December 1, 2006 at the Holyoke Medical Center Emergency
Department. He was not hospitalized. He received instructions upon his discharge
He was instructed to see Dr. Michael Zmurko and was given a referral to see Dr. Lawrence
Bernstein. He was given a prescription for Ativan 1o take one pill three times a day as needed to
address anxiety and the stress reaction that was found to have been the likely cause of his
shortness of breath and his elevated blood pressure. The instructions were given to him, typed in
English and Spanish. (Ex. 43; 226-232/906-912. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VI, 1274-
1275.)%

44. Dr. Ogoke did not know whether Pt. E wés given, in addition to this rote from the
physician assistant, the medical record detailing the November 29, 2006 injection treatment to
show that Pt. E received a total of 160 mg. of Depo-Medrol. Dr. Ogoke thought it important that
if the-emergency room physicians wanted further information if all they saw was the note, that
the note contained his ofﬁée’s telephone number and contact information. Dr, Ogoke had
approved of his physician assistant’s decision to have Pt. E evaluated at an emergency room. He
had not seen tile physiciah assistant’s note before it was given to Pt. E. (Testimony of Dr.
Ogoke, Vol. VI, 1270-1275)

45. To Dr. Satwicz it would have maitered to the emergency room physician to leamn
from the note given to Pt. E that his symptoms emerged near the time he received not 20 mg., but
160 mg., of Depo-Medrol. Dr. Satwicz saw nothing in the medical records 1o indicate Pt. E was

given the record of the November 29, 2006 procedure to take with him to the emergency room.

* The BORM did not offer the full Emergency Room visit records and I did not locate them within Pt.
E’s medical records (Exhibit 43). The physician assistant who dealt with Pt. E when he came to Dr.
Ogoke’s office on December 1, 2006 and produced the note for him to take to the emergency room, did
not testify.
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Steroids can cause fluid retention, and it’s a dose related phenomenon. So if an

emergency room physician were to see 20 milligrams, they would say that is a

trivial dose. If they were to see 160 milligrams, they would have a different

opinion as to what is going on with the patient. Treating for {luid retention from

steroids, very easy to treat. If the proper information was transmitted ... they

would probably more quickly come to a diagnosis of fluid retention from steroids,

VeTy €asy to treat, versus evaluating somebody for another unrelated problem

because that is what the 20 milligrams would suggest. So it’s a huge difference

and would greatly affect the care ... | view this as a major problem.

(Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. X, pg. 1900-1901.)

46. Pt. E returned to Dr. Ogoke’s office on December 12, 2006, stating that he wanted to
stop the injection treatments, but wanted to keep taking pain medications except for Percocet and
Norflex. Pt. E explained that he thought these medications had caused anxiety symptoms. Pt.E
felt too anxious and too depressed to continue to take the injection treatments right now,
although he would consider resuming them when his anxiety and depression came under control.
He produced a note with this information, written in English and Spanish, presented to Dr.
Ogoke’s physician assistant. Pt. E was questioned by Dr. Ogoke’s physician assistant who found
his history presented in a “very unclear” way. He explained that he had been treating with a
psychiatrist for depression and anxiety until about three months ago when he stopped this
treatment and stopped taking the medications the psychiatrist had prescribed that included
“Fluoxetine for depression and Doxepin for sleep.” Dr. Ogoke’s physician assistant wrote in the
medical record of this visit that on November 29,.2006 at the Holyoke Medical Center Pt. E had
been given medication for dyspnea, hypertension, and anxiety, and told to follow-up with his
PCP. Pt. E was prescribed Ativan at the Holyoke Medical Center Emergency Department and
Klenopin by his PCP. Pt. E explained that when he submitted the November 29, 2006

prescriptions written for him by Dr. Ogoke’s office for Norflex and Percocet, that they were

refused because his workers compensation insurer would not cover their costs. At this visit, Pt,
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E comp[eted‘a pain inventory form and was given a physical examination. Fle had elevated
blood pressure and was told to follow-up with his PCP. A UDS was done. The assessments
reached were: sacroiliitis; lumbar facet arthropathy; lumbar disc bulge; lumbar strain; and,
lumbar post laminectomy syndrome. Pt. E was instructed to stop taking Percocet and Norflex,
and that the outstanding November 29, 2006 prescriptions for them had to be cancelled before
any different medications could be prescribed. The treatment plan was for Pt. E to have a
follow-up visit with Dr, Ogoke. Tl;e plan developed from this visit was extensive. (Ex.-43; 39-
40/719-720, 98-100/778-780 & 233-234/913-914.)

47. Pt. E was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on January 10, 2007. He reported a pain level
of 5/10 in his low back with pain worse with activity. He was not taking any medications
prescribed by Dr. Ogoke’s office. He was taking Clonazepam for anxiety and Lisinopril for-
hypertension prescribed by his PCP. At this visit, Pt. E continued to refuse to have injection
treatments due to his concern about them increasing his anxicty level that he thought had
occurred on November 29, 2006. P1. E reported an area on his back that was itchy. Upon
- examination the area of his lumbar spine where he had received the injections on November 29,
2006, covering 1.2-3 to L5-S1, showed no rash and appeared unaffected by any itching done by
Pt. E. Rather, the area of the Jow thoracic spine showed a “pruritic rash” area. Pt. E was seeking
a Lidocaine patch and Naprosyn for his low back pain because he had used them in the past. He
did not want to be given opioids. He was given a physical examination. A UDS was done.. The
assessments made were: sacroiliitis; post lumbar laminectomy syndrome; lumbar disc bulge; and,
fumbar facet arthropathy. The Norflex and Percocet medications had been discontinued, and Pt.
E received prescriptions for Lidocaine patches (60) and for EC Naprosyn 500 mg. (60). Pt. E

* was to do follow-up with his PCP about conditions found and lab results from his December 1,
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2006 emergency department visit, about his thoracic spine area rash, and about his long-standing
anxiety condition. He was to return in a month to discuss with Dr. Ogoke the implications of
refusing any injection therapies and his future pain management treatments, Dr. Ogoke’s staff
was able to help him translate questions he had and the answers to them. (Ex. 43: 95-97/775-
777, 217/897 & 223/903.)

48. Pt. E had a follow-up visit on February 8, 2007 with Dr. Ogoke. Pt. E reported his
same issues with the ‘pattern of his pain symptoms. He continued to assert that he would not
agree to more injection treatments. Dr. Ogoke reviewed his record. Pt. E had been scheduled for
an Sl injection on December 12, 2006, but he refused it. Part of his treatment plan was, after the
ST injection, to have a lumbar transforminal ESI injection, and that did not occur. Dr. Ogoke was
aware that the November 29, 2006 prescriptions for Percocet and Norflex could not be filled
according to Pt. E because payment for them was not covered by the workers compensation
nsurer. He was given a physical examination during which Dr. Ogoke found Pt. E to be anxious
and uncooperative. Pt. E had not returned for care with a psychiatrist for his anxiety. Dr.
Ogoke’s assessments remained the same. Given Pt. E’s rejection of his treatment plan that
included injection treatments over several visits, Dr. Ogoke decided to discontinue his care of Pt
E “in the next 30 days, giving him a 30-day notice” so he could locate alternative pain
management care. Dr. Ogoke concluded he was not going to continue to treat a p.atient not
compliant with the treatment plan developed for his pain condition. Dr. Ogoke renewed his
prescriptions for Naprosyn 500 mg. (60) and for Lidocaine patches (60). Pt. E had a UDS done
to determine if he had been cémpliant with his medication regimen and with the narcotic contract

he signed.”® (Ex. 43; 93-94/773-774, 213-214/893-894 & 216/896.)

* There ma},; be within Pt. E’s medical records (Exhibit 43) the results from Pt. E’s UDS tests done, but
none of the results was legible or may not have been included in Exhibit 43. This includes the results of
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49. When a patient refuses further injection treatments that he had been undergoing as
part of his treatment plan but still wants pain medications, to do a random UDS'is proper
caregiving, and if'a problematic UDS result occurs, that information is important to a future
physician undertaking the patient’s care. Dr. Trescot, Dr. Ogoke and Dr. Satwicz all agree that a
problematic UDS result needs to be addressed with the patient. (Testimony of Drs. Trescot,
Ogoke & Satwicz.)

50. To Dr. Trescot, Dr. Ogoke acted appropriately in ending his care with Pt. E who was
refusing to comply with his treatment plan that included having interventional injection
procedures. Dr. Trescot opined that there was no reason for Dr. Ogoke to continue to treat Pt. E
with only pain medications; that patients engage interventional pain management specialists to
use their specialty of practice, if appropriate, to do more than what pain medications can do.

Pain medicines will never ever get someone better ... and the only possibility of

improving the cause of their pain is with interventions ... [Pain medications] will

not fix the cause of the problem, medications manage it just like insulin manages

diabetes.

(Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. XIV, 2758.)

51. Pt E began freating at the Béystate Medical Center’s Pain Management Center on
referral from Dr. Ogoke. Pt. E was evaluated on June 8, 2007 by Dr. Ajay Rudraraju and Dr. -
Maher El-Khatib. (Ex. 43, 35-36/715-716.)

52. In or around July 2007, Pt. E filed a complaint with the BORM about his care with
Dr. Ogoke. The complaint Pt. E completed is in Spanish with portions translated in English. Pt.

E believed that Dr. Ogoke had abandoned him by not agreeing to continue to treat him even if he

was not going to have injections anymore. Pt. E’s complaint describes what he experienced

the UDS tests done on December 12, 2006 and on January 10, 2007. I also could not locate or decipher
the results of the May 9, 2006 UDS test. 1 could not locate a termination of care letter to Pt. E in his
medical records. ‘
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when he received the injection treatment on November 29, 2006. FHe reported feeling an
unsettling sensation when the needle was used that was foliowed by a fecling of pain when the
liquid was released. He reported that he felt dizzy, confused and anxious. He recalled being a
long time in the recovery arca after the injection treatment. He reported that when he got home,
the symptoms he experienced in Dr. Ogoke’s 6fﬁce-conti11ued for days, and worsened. He
reported that when he was seen on December 1, 2006 at Dr. Ogoke’s office by the physician
assistant, that he remembered the pﬁysician assistant telling him he might be having a heart
attack and to go to an emergeﬁcy room. He recalled asking the physician assistant for a copy of
the November 29, 2006 procedure note so that he could show the emMergency rolom doctors, but
instead received only a “worthless™ note without the information he wanted the emergency room
doctors to learn. When he eventually saw'Dr. Ogoke again, he felt Dr. Ogoke was rude to him
and dismissed him from care without answering his questions. (Ex. 83.)
Conclusion and Recommendation

" The Statement of Allclgat.ions charged Dr. Ogoke with improper conduet in connection
with the November 29, 2006 interventional procedure he gave Pt. E. Dr. Ogoke was charged
with: having injected Pt. E with many needles of medication at one time during the procedure;
failing to properly ad‘dress Pt.E’s a(_jverse reaction to the injection procedure; his physician
assistant having producing a misleading note for Pt. E to show an emergency room physician
concerning this injection procedure when Pt. E received 160 mg. of Depo-Medrol aﬁd not just 20
mg. Depo-Medrol as contained in this note; and, ending his care of Pt. E without cause based
only on Pt. E not wanting to have further injection treatments. The BORM did not prove these
charges.

The course of care that Dr. Ogoke provided to Pt. E, initially in1997, then in 2001, and
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then in 2003-2007, with gaps of time away from care, was not adequately or fairly described in
the Statement of Allegations to support the contentions made by the BORM that Dr. Ogoke .
failed to meet the required standard of care at times in his treatments of Pt. E as charged.

. During the course of his care of Pt. E, Dr. Ogoke arrived at treatment pla-n‘s that
integrated a number ofinterventional injection treétments. After receiving these treatments, Pt.
E would return for follow-up visits reporting pain relief from them. During 2003-2006, Dr.
Ogoke experienced times when Pt. E’s workers compensation insurer would not cover these
injection treatments so that the timing of receiving them in a planned series could not always be
done. Nevertheless, Pt. I was able to receive some of these injection treatments with subsequent
pain relief over the course of this time period. His ongoing assessments and diagnoses were
primarily sacroiliitis and lumbar spine conditions that included a failed back surgery (1991)
syndrome and facet arthropathy. These conditions were not shown by any expert evidence to be
conditions that interventional injection treatments, done by a specialist like Dr. Ogoke, would
never be expected to help.

Within Pt. E’s medical records Dr. Ogoke had a report from August 27, 2001 from Dr.
DeWitt Brown, an orthopedic surgeon who had done an IME assessment of Pt. E, and concluded
that Pt. E had a 10% overall body impairﬁneni and had reached a medical end point. Dr. Brown
also reported that he found during his physical examination of Pt. E that Pt. E was a symptom -
magnifier. The BORM questioned Dr. Ogoke about Dr. Brown’s conclusion and also about the
workers compensation insurer not agreeing to cover a number of D, Ogoke’s proposed injection
treatments. 1 found Dr. Ogoke’s responses to these inquiries to be persuasive. He explained that
the workers compensation insurer may have wanted more clinice;l trial results to support doing

more injection treatments for Pt. E and those did not exist at the time. Dr. Brown was not a
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treating physician, and was paid by the insurance company to do his evaluation. By Dr. Brown
indicating P1. E had reached a medical end point, Dr. Ogoke explained that this could signal no
need to cover the costs of further interventional treatments with their goal to improve Pt. E’s pain
symptoms. Dr. Ogoke explained how these IME and insurer decisions regarding policy
determinations on what the insurer will pay for should not be equated with the kind of decision-
making Dr. Ogoke was engaging in with Pt. EE as his pain management specialist. There is no
evidence that Dr. Ogoke wanted to do injection treatments on Pt. E for no significant treatment
reason. Rather, Dr. Ogoke explained well in Pt. E’s medical records-and in his testimony
bolstered by Dr. Trescot’s testimony, that injections can often provide pain relief to the area on
the spine that is the source of the pain, and that this can result in more long-lasting pain
improvement than just taking pain medications.

The BORM’s Statement of Allegations contends that Dr. Ogoke violated a standard of
care in using on Pt. E’s back, “multiple needles of medication at one time during an injection
procedure.” The only time the medical records show Dr. Ogoke did a lumbar bilateral ESI
injection with fluoroscopy covering L2-3 through L5-S1. There were eight injection sites on the
lumbar spine. This procedure was done on November 29, 2006 after Pt. E had undergone many
prior lumbar EST procedures with successful pain relief. He wanted to have these Injection
procedures continue while his insurance carrier was refusing to cover their costs. On November
6, 2006, Pt. E had undergone with Dr. Ogoke the SI injection that also had been awaiting
approval from Pt. E’s workers compensation insurer to cover. Pt. E did not report any issues
about what he experienced within that procedure.

The BORM contends that doing these eight injections during one procedure and injecling

an overall total of 160 mg. of Depo-Medrol, 20 mg. at each injection site, was misconduct in the
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practice of medicine. This charge was supported by Dr. Satwicz in a géller'al objection to it
being appropriate for Pt. E. Dr, Satwicz opined that doing all those levels of the spinc with
injections was a lot to do, but he did not dispute that in 2006 it was not outside the standard of
care. Dr. Satwicz did not find it was a commonly performed injection procedure; that one or two
bilateral injections was more commonly performed with doing three bilateral injections was on
the high end. Dr. Trescot opined that in 2006 to inject 160 mg. of Depo-Medrol during one
procedure was within standard of care and was shown to fit within an acceplable range of
recerving that much Depo-Medrol at one procedure even if at the high end of the raﬁge. This
was [ar from being Pt. E’s first injection procedure with Dr. Ogoke. Pt. E was familiar with how
Dr. Ogoke provided these‘injection procedures. It was from his medical records the first time he
had eight injection sites during one procedure; the first time he received 160 mg. of Depo-
Medrol during one procedure. Nevertheless, there is insufficient proof that Dr. Ogoke knew or
should have known that this procedure was too much for Pt. E to undergo. There is insufficient
proof that by injecting Pt. E bilaterally at multiple spine levels with Depo-M;adrol during one
procedure was in violation of the standard of care.

Pt. E cooperated and complied with Dr. Ogoke’s treatment plans for his pain complaints
and spinal conditions in 1997, 2001, and 2003-2006 until a few days after the November 29,
2006 procedure. By this time, Pt. E had been ﬁnder the care of a psychiatrist treating his long-
standing anxiety condition for which hé was prescribed medication for control over it. The first
time it appears in the medical record that Pt. E stopped his care with the psychiatrist, including
stopping the medications the psychiatrist prescribed, was in the December i, 2006 medical
record of Pt. E’s visit with Dr. Ogoke’s physician assistant. Pt. E reported that he had stopped

this care about thre€ months prior. There is also no information in Pt. E’s medical record of Pt. E
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having anything like an anxiety attack in connection with undergoing all the numerous injection
procedures he had leading up to the November 29, 2006 injection procedure. This includes
having no symptoms reported when he had the SI injection on November 6, 2006. He had
waited a long time for that November 6, 2006 injection procedure because of insurance coverage
delays. Pt E left for home after the November 29, 2006 procedure with no information in the
medical record that he suffered shortness of breath or chest tightness in connection with that
procedure. He seems, based onlv on the complaint he filed with the BORM (Ex. 83) to be
claiming he did have such symptoms at the time of the injections on November 29th, It is just
as possible that the symptoms of high blood pressure, shortness of breath, and teelings of chest
tightness first emerged only after he was home.

Pt. E did show up on December 1, 2006 at Dr. Ogoke’s office and was seen to have those
symptoms by the physician assistant: This properly prompted Dr. Ogoke’s physician assistant to
send Pt. E for an emergency room evaluation, because these symptoms might involve a
significant medical condition requiring immediate care that was completely unrelated to that
November 29th procedure and the 160 mg. of Depo-Medrol he had received. The physician
assistant had already determined that the situs of the November 29, 2006 injections showed
healing, no rash,.no swelling, aid no other worrisome conditions.

The physician assistant jotted down a note to inform the emergency room physicians that
Pt. E had a November 29, 2-006 injection procedure to his lumbar ?Spine as part of his pain
management care, listing the medications that were injected. The physician assistant at east
listed the 1 cc of Lidocaine and the 20 mg. of Depo-Medrol, despite not totaling in the note the
full amount of Depol-Medrol received of 160 mg. over eight injection sites. There was

insufficient proof that the actual medical record of the procedure was copied and provided to Pt.

180



Bd. Registration in Medicine v. Ogoke, MD RM-09-663

i)

I to take with him to the emergency rcom. There was no evidence that such a record was easily
- available to the physician assistam,.or that it was otherwise available so soon after the procedure
had occurred. There was no evidence that Pt. E understood, as he should have, that he received

four lumbar bilateral ihjections that he could report to the emerge.ncy room physicians even if
that note tacked that specific information. He may have had Spanish as his pri'mary lanpuage,
but given the S.panish translation of his hospital visit summary, it is not likely a language barrier
was involved in his emergency room care. No evidence was presented whether or not the site of '
the eight injections on his back would have been visible to an examining emergency room
physician to have helped that physician determine the number of injections. Since 1 cc of
Lidocaine and 20 mg. of Depo-Medrol was the commonly used dose 'for an injection site of this
kind of injection treatment (as testified to by Dr. Ogoke, Dr. Trescot and Dr. Satwicz), it is
possible that the emergency room physician figured out that Pt. E had more than one injection
site even if Pt. E said nothing about multiple injections received. The note with the wrong
amount 0f Depo-Medrol given was on the letterhead of Dr. Ogoke with contact information on it
if the emergency room physicians needed clarifications concerning the November 29th
procedure.,

The assessment reached by the emergency room physician was that Pt. E mostly likely
was suffering from an anxiety state. He was not hospitalized and he was given a prescription for
Ativan for treating his anxiety state. For this to be the assessment reached is consistent with the
information Pt. E provided at his subsequent visits to Dr. Ogoke’s office leading up to his last
visit on February 8, 2007. He reported ending his care with the psychiatrist, includmg stopping
the medication he had been prescribed for his anxiety condition. To stop such medications could

produce the symptoms he had at the emergency room visit. He reported that it was his anxiety
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* condition that was the reason he was refusing any [urther injection treatments. He reported this
refusal to have such further treatments on each of his visits following his hospital evaluation. [f
there was more to the hospital emergency rcom visit that would have supported a medical
mistreatment by Dr. Ogoke in doing the eight injections during the November 29, 2066
procedure due to too much Depo-Medrol medication administered, then the BORM could have
introduced more of that hospital medical record. And, Pt. E could have testified, subject to
cross-examination to refute what is in his medical records that he experienced anxiety symptoms
from that injection procedure.

Dr. Satwicz opined, had the information in the note been accurate and noted that Pt. E
had received during one injection, a total of 160 mg. of Depo-Medrol steroid, then the possibility
of fluid retention might .have been addressed. There is insufficient proof that the emergency
room evaluators got it wrong and that Pt. E’s symiptoms were not due to the anxicéty state P1. E
had, but to fluid retention that should have been treated.

In terms of Pt. E’s refusal to comply with Dr. Ogdke’s established treatment plan for him
to undergo injection procedures and Dr. Ogoke concluding he would need to terminate his care
with P1. E, the evidence does not show Dr. Ogoke violated a standard of care in making this
deciston. He was not abandoning Pt. E. Dr. Ogoke’s specialty of interventional pain
management was what he had to offer Pt. E. This was especially the case based on Dr. Ogoke’é ,
prior care of Pt. E when Pt. E was having interventional treaiments with success. Because Pt. E
was having anxiety attacks when‘facing interventional procedures after stopping his care of his
anxiety condition, did not mean Dr. Ogoke had 1o continue 1o just prescribe pain medications to
Pt. E on an ongoing basis. Certainly the testimony of Dr. Ogoke and Dr. Trescot supported the

propriety of a pain management spccialist not continuing to treat a patient who does not intend to
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agree to Lhe interventional pain specialist’s treatment plan. -“This is the reason for the termination
of care and it has not been shown to have caused Dr. Ogoke to engage in a violation of a
standard of care.

At times, the Pt. E medical records were hard to assemble to determine what happened in
chronological order at Pt. E's visits with Dr. Ogoke’s office. 'l;his was true for all of the patients
listed in the Statement of Allegations. Sometimes I did not locate what I would have expected to
find of legible copies of prescriptions or UDS 1est results. Sometimes [ would have benefitted
from more detail about why a particular tourse of prescribing was being pursued. But, [ did not
find sufficient proof was presented that Dr. Ogoke violated a standard of care with Pt. E due to
poor recordkeeping or insufficient visit reports to be able to follow adequlately why a particular

the course of care was followed for Pt. E.

183



Bd. Registrazion in Medicine v. Ogoke, MD RAM-09-665

tatient F

Summary

Patient (Pt.) F testified.

In the Statement of Allegations, Dr. Ogoke was charged with practicing medicine in
violation of the standard of care as follows:

*- Dr. Ogoke prescribed excessive doses of opioids for Pt. [7’s clinical conditions.

¢ Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. F painful injections and lumbar spine multi-level bilateral
injections.

e Dr. Ogoke yelled at Pt. F when she brought a billing discrepancy to his attention
that triggered him terminating her care.

» Dr. Ogoke failed to taper Pt. F off her opioid medications upon her termination of
care and she experienced painful withdrawal symptoms.

‘The facts the BORM alleged to éupport its allegations include the following:

e Pt F had neck and back pain with diagnoses of: trochanteric bursitis;
lumbar radiculopathy; lumbar degenerative disc disease; [lumbar disc
hemiation at L3-4 and L4-3; sacroiliitis; cervical strain; cervical
radiculitis; and, cervicogenic headaches.

e Dr. Ogoke prescribed opioid medications for Pt. F’s pain complaints,
inciuding excessive on-going high doses of Methadone and Oxycodone
for the kind of clinical condition Pt. F had. -

® There were several times between 2002 and 2007 when Pt. F treated with
Dr. Ogoke when he performed multi-level bilateral facet injection
procedures resulting in large doses of medication being injected during
one procedure: ’

* Pt F found some injection procedures to be painful. To prevent her from
screaming in pain, she was held down and given a towel to bite on during
injection procedures.

e OnMay 3, 2007, Pt. F brought a billing discrepancy to Dr. Ogoke’s
attention and he yelled at her. As a result, Dr. Ogoke terminated her from
his care.

* Dr. Ogoke did not engage in any tapering off process for Pt. F from her

' high opioid medication doses upon her termination from-care. As a result,
she suffered painful withdrawal symptoms.

184



Bel. Registration in Medicine v. Ogoke, MD ' RAM-09-665

Findings of Fact

1. Pt F, born in 1963, treated with Dr. Ogok:e between 2002 and 2007. At age cight, Pt.
F sustained a shock from a home electrical outlet, and at age twenty-one, she was struck by
lightening that entercd through her right hand and exited through her left foot. After the
lightening strike she treated at the Bay .State Medical Center Burn Clinic. She had pain
management treatments with Dr. Duane Dixon at the burq clinic, and then with Dr. Michael
Daley at the Mercy Hospital Pain Clinic. By June 2000, Pt. F was often falling with symptoms
of numbness in her legs and feet, and she was fired from her long:held job in sales work due to
her falling. She had undergone pain management treatments for neck pain and lumbar spine pain
with rédiating symptoms, including as many as 56 ganglia blocks in her neck and 53 epidural
steroid injections. By 2002, she was taking Roxicodone 5 mg., Lorazapam, and Amitriptyline 73
mg. In 2002, Pt. F saw an advertisement on television about Dr. Ogoke’s pain management
practice. She thought he might have some different treatments to offer to try to finally gain
control of her long-term pain symptorﬁs. She received a referral from her primary care physician
(PCP), Dr. Warren Thau, to be evaluated by Dr. Ogoke. At that time, Pt. F and her fiancé were
hoping that she might be able to stop taking narcotic medications so she could have children.
Under Dr. Thau's care, on March 22,' 2002, Pt. I had a thoracic spine MRI that was negative, and
a lumbar spine MRI that showed “a [t}iny central disc herniation at L4-L5,” and [d]iscogenic
degenerative disc of L4-L5.” (Ex. 43:211-219/1340-1348; 723/1852 & 731-740/1860-1869.
Exs. 45-46. Testimony ofPt.. F, Vol. III, 546-550, 568-569, 647-662.)

2. Someone who has been electrocuted and struck by lightening may have internal
burning and scarring with some nerve destruction. This cauées intense contracting of-muscles

that can be so harsh that it causes bones to break and muscles to partially rip off bones. There
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can also be some memory loss, personal behavior changes, severe pain, and confusing pain
episodes. (Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. X1V, 2810))

3. Pt F’s first visit with Dr. Ogoke was on April 10, 2002 when he gave her a full
evaluation. Pt. F complained of primarily neck, back and bilateral lower extremity pain. Pt F
reported her [amily relations were “strained,” and her socializing was “curtailed” due 1o her
persistent pain symptoms. She rated her pain at this evaluation at a 10/10 level with the least
pain within the prior 48 hours at 4 7/10 level. Dr. Ogoke leamed of her previous “26 stellate
ganglion blocks™ and “53 epidural steroid injections.” Dr. Ogoke did a review of systems and
gave a comprehensive physical examination. Pt. F completed a questionnaire about her current
pain complaints, the medications she had been taking, and a ﬁledical,work, and social history.

Dr. Ogoke reached the following impressions:

Lumbar herniated disc, L4-3.
Radiculopathy.

Possible discogenic low back pain.
Sacrotliitis.

B o=

Cervical radiculitis, rule out herniated nucleus pulposus vs. facet arthropathy.
Cervicogenic headaches, right side.
Cervical strain, rule out facet arthropathy.

~J. O L

The treatment plan for Pt. F was to: continue to evaluate her neck pain and order a cervical spine
MRI; consider a lumbar discogram for Pt. F’s possible discogenic low back pain; schedule a
series of bilateral sacroiliac joint (S1) injectio.ns with reviews of her sacroiliitis condition in-
bem.fecn the inj CCtiO;lS; schedule a sensory nerve conduction threshold study; and, keep Pt. F on
her current medications of“Lorazépam Img. b.i.d, Rokicodone 5 mg. q.i.d., and Amitriptyline
75 mg. q.h.s.™ Dr. Ogoke also prescribed Elavil 25 mg. (60), Skelaxin 400 mg. (120), and
CeleBrex 200 mg. (60). Pt F agreed to come under the care of Dr. Ogoke. She completed

various new patient forms. Pt. F had an appointment set up to see a neurclogist, Dr. Emelio

186



Bd. Registration in Medicine v. Ogoke, MD RM-09-665

Melchionna, in June 2002. Pt. FF came to Dr. Ogoke in great pain and agreed to follow his
treatment recommeﬁdations, including to undergo tests to try to locate the sources of her pain.
She knew the treatment plan would include injection treatments. She was prescribed Valium 10
mg. (2) for injection procedures. Dr. Ogoke did not give her a timeframe for when her pain
would come undér control. (Ex. 43; 1340-1348/211-219 & 721-723/1830-1852. Exs. 45-46.
Testimony of Pt. F, Vol. III, 663-664 and Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VI, 1346-1?;47.)

4, Dr. Ogoke Iconcluded that Pt. F had,

a very complex problem situation that required a lot of expert management of her

besides his care. She required multiple providers including “spine surgeons,

neurologists ... also ... including facet diagnostic blocks following guidelines of

American Society of Interventional Pain Physicians regarding interventional

techqiques ... required different adjustments of pain relievers, including opioids

... and medication for neuropathic pain.

(Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VI, pgs. 1346-1347.)

5. Dr. Trescot opined that Pt. F céme to Dr. Ogoke’s care having significant chronic
pain despite years of prior treatments that included a “v.ery large number of stellate ganglion
blocks and epidural steroid injections.” (Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. XIV, 2811-2812, 3164-
3170

6. Pt F had a cervical spine MRI on April 15, 2002 that was unremarkable. (Ex. 43;
208/1337 & 456/1585))

7. Pt F was seen on April 25, 2002 by Dr. Ogoke. Her evaluation included a review of
sj(stqms and a physical examination. She reported persistent neck and low back pain, and a pain
level of 10/10 throughout her “entire body.” She reported headache issues and right sided jaw,
face and head pain. She was using crutches for walking. She was anxious but cooperative

during her physical examination. She reported haviﬁg had multiple falls, and Dr. Ogoke

observed bruising on her arms, knees and legs. During her physical examination, she was
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“anxious but cooperative.” She reported having had about two falls since her prior visit. The
aésessmcnts made were: cervicogenic right-sided headaches, rule out cluster headaches; cervical
radiculopat.hy and cervical strain, rule out facet arthropathy; sacroiliitis; and, possible discogenic
low back pain, lumbar radiculopathy and herniated disc at L4-5, Pt. F had a nerve conduction
study done on April 29, 2002 confirming lumbar radiculopathy. The treatment plan was to have
a series of Sl injections as soon as possible, a discogram, and a series of cervical spine epidural
stertod injections (ESI). By April 29, 2002, Dr. Ogoke had prescribed Pt. F with Percocet 5 mg.
(60}, Elavil 25 mg. (60), Skelaxin 400 fng. (120), Celebrex 200 mg. (60), Tylenol (90), and
Valium 10 mg. (2) for a procedure. Tylenol (90) but it was discontinued on April 29, 2002 due
to adverse symptoms of stomach ache and dizziness. ‘(Ex. 43:718-720/1847-1849; 205-
210/1334-1339; 403-405/1532-1534 & 696/1823.)
_ 8. OnMay 7, 2002, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. F a bilater_al SI injection with fluoroscopy.

She came to this visit with a pain level of 9/10. She reported that the Celebrex, Skelaxin and
Percocet were not helping her, and that she had stopped taking them. She still had some of these
medications left. She was prescribed Elavil 100 mg. (30) and Robaxin 300 mg. (90). (Ex. 43:
400-402/1529-1531; 712/1841 & 714-717;’1.843-1846. Ex. 47.)_

9. On June 3, 2002, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. F a cervical bilateral ESI with flucroscopy
at C6-7. This was the firstin a plannea series of cervical ESI procedures. At this visit, she
complained of neck pain at a 10/10 level. She was prescribed Robaxin 500 mg. (90), Elavil 150
mg. (30), and Percocet Smg. (90). (Ex. 43: 706-707/1835- 1836; 709-711/1838-1840; 397-
399/1526-1528 & 522/1651. Ex. 48.)

10. On July 1, 2002, Pt. F had an MRI of the brain that was normal. Or; July 3, 2002, Pt.

F had a cervical bilateral ESI #2 with fluoroscopy at the C4-5 level. At this visit, she reported
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-wholc body pain ata 9/10 level. She was preseribed Percocet 3 mg. (90), Elavil 150 mg. (30),
and Zaraflex 2mg. (90). (Ex. 43:394-396/1523-1525; 588/1717 & 702-704/1831-1833. Ex. 49))
1. On July 29, 2002, Pt. F signed Dr. Ogoke’s Narcotics Prescription Policy and

Agreement (narcoties agreement).”’ She understood that signing this a grecment meant that she
agreed o stay in compliance with taking the narcotic medications as prescribed. On July 29,
2002, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. F had a lumbar ESI #1 procedure with fluoroscopy at the L5-S1 level,
She had been complaining of a pain level of 10/10 in her low back. At this visit, she was
prescribed Percocet 5 mg. (90) to fill on August 3, 2002, Elavil 100 mg. (30), and Zanaflex 4mg.

(90). Pt. F had requested a higher dose of Zanaftex. (Ex. 43: 204/1333; 392-393/15

o

1-1522;
690-692/1819-1821; 694-695/1823-1824 & 697-701/1826-1830. Ex. 51.)

12, On August 12, 2002, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. F had a lumbar ESI #2 procedure with
fluoroscopy at the L4-5 level. Pt. I was seen on August 31, 2002 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She
reported that the August 12, 2002 injection had not helped her pain and that she had a full body
pain level of 10/10, ircluding pain radiating from her low back into her lower extremities. She
complained of trouble sitting and standing f‘or long. Pt. F asked for a lower dosage of Elavil
because she was trying to wean herself off of it. She reported that she wanted to get pregnant
next year. Pt. F was given a physical examination. The treatment plan was for Pt. [ to have a

physical therapy evaluation,” consider a lumbar ESI #3 procedure, and do a discograni covering

the L2-3 to L5-S1 levels to check for discogenic pain. She was prescribed Elavil 130 mg. (30)

*" Pt. F testified that she recalled the narcotics agreement language and that she signed it. She is not sure
if she signed the narcotics agreement at her April 10, 2002 visit. [ could not locate other than the July 29,
2002 signed narcotics agreement in Pt. F’s medical records (Exhibit 43). (Testimony of Pt. F, Vol. 111,
751.)

*2 It is not clear in Pt. F’s Exﬁibit 43 medical records whether she had physical therapy under Dr. Ogoke’s
care following a physical therapy evaluation. Pt. F testified that she did not have the evaluation or
physical therapy treatments. (Testimony of Pt. F, Vol I, 691.)
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because her requested dose of 125 mg. could not be written and the 100 mg. was not helping her
slecp, Percocet 5 mg. (90) not to be filled until September 3, 2002, and Zanaflex 4mg. (90). (Ex.
43:386-391/1515-1520; 685-686/1814-1815 & 688-689/1817-1818. Exs. 50 & 56.)

13. On September 12, 2002, Pt. F had lumbar spine x-rays showing “[m]ild degenerative
changes ... mainly at L5-S1 level. No evidence of spinal instability.” (Ex. 43; 455/1584 &
587/1716.)

4. Neurologist, Dr. Emilio M. Melchionna, reported on his evaluation of Pt. Fin a
September 12, 2002 report. Dr. Melchionna noted how Pt. F's MRI of the brain was normal, her
EEG testing was normal, and the Lyme titer was negative as was othér blood work. Dr.
Melchionna opined:

The patient’s symptoms and signs are difficult to put together into one uniform

diagnosis, but I suspect there is a significant component of depression associated

with musculoskeletal pain and possibly radicular pain as well. The electrocution

could theoretically have resulted in a sub-clinical myelopathy, but patient is being

treated with Zanaflex at this time, and | have no further medication

. recommendations.
(Ex. 43, 684/1813. Ex. 52. Testimony of Pt. F, Vol. IT1, 681.)

15. Pt. F was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on October 2, 2002. She reported a pain level of
9/10.in her neck and 10/10 in.her back. She had a physical examination was given. She was
“anxious,” “uncomfortable,” but “cooperative.” To rule out discogenic pain, a discogram was
ordered for the L3 through S1 levels. Her medications were renewed; Percocet 5 mg. (90),
Zanaflex 4 mg. (90), and Elavil 150 mg. (30). Added due to trouble sleeping, was a prescription
for Oxcarbazepine 150 mg. to take twice a day. For the next injection procedure she was
prescribed Ativan 2 mg. (2). Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. F the discogram on October 16, 2002. At this

visit, she was prescribed Oxcarbazepine 300 mg. (60}, Elavil 150 mg. (30), and Levaguin 500

mg. (4). Pt. F was seen by Dr. Ogoke on October 30, 2002. She reported ongoing high levels of
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pain. The discogram results were positive at the L.3-L4 and L4-S5 levels and negative at the L3-
S1 level. Lumbar x-rays showed mild degenerative changes at the facet joints with some
'nzirl'owing. Pi. F was given a physical examination. The assessments reached were: discogenic
low back pain at L3-4 and L.4-5 with herniation at L4-5 and lumbar radiculopathy; sacroiliitis;
cervical strain and radiculit‘is; and, cervicogenic headache on the right side, rule out cluster
headaches. The treatment plan was to have Pt. F see Dr. Thomas Kaye, a neurosurgeon, for
consideration of any surgical options, and to continue on her same medications. At this visit, she
was prescribed Zanaflex 4 mg. (60) and Percocet 5 mg. (90). (Ex. 43; 377-385/1506-1514 &
677-683/1806-1812. Testimony of Pt. F, Vol. IT1, 579, 681.)
16. Pt. [ was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on November 20, 2002, She complained of a
10710 level of pain in her low back, including her coccyx area, and pain that radiated into both
hips and legs. She had not yet seen Dr. Kaye for-consideration of lumbar fusion surgery. She
was given a physical examination. The assessments remained the same. She was prescribed a
support pillow for the coceyx area. Consideration was given to having a IDET procedure, if she
could secure insurance coverage for it. She was prescribed;
Zanaflex 4 mg. [(120)] and Elavil 150 mg. [(30)], as well as a change in
medications from Percocet to Oxycodone 5 mg. [(90)] due to her increase in
Tylenol intake, as well as Zonegran 100 mg. [(43)] versus the Oxcarbazepine for
back pain ... Will discontinue the Trileptal and begin the Zonegran in
‘replacement, as'well as for migraine prophylaxis, in that the Trileptal was not
improving her symptoms ... In addition, Oxycodone 5 mg. will replace the
Percocet 5/325 mg. for pain relief.
(Ex. 43;374-376/1503-1305 & 675-676/1804-1806.)
17. Right hip x-rays from November 26, 2002, ordered by Dr. Kaye, showed minimal

osteoarthritis of the hip joints bilaterally and the remainder of the findings were normal. Pt. F

was seen by Dr. Kaye who produced a November 26, 2002 report of his evaluation and

!
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recommendations. Dr. Kaye noted that the October 16, 2002 discogram showed “the presence of
a concordant pain response at the L3-4 and L4-3 regions, worse apparently at the L3-4 region.”
Pt. I complained of being in “.constan't pain.” Dr. Kaye gave a physical examination. He
recommended that Pt. F have a right hip x-ray, and consider care for “a trochanteric bursitis of
the right hip.” e discussed treatment options with Pt. F including his recommendation that a
IDET procedure was the best option for her and that he would support her insurance covering the
procedure. (Ex. 43; S86/1715 & 624-625/1753-1754. Ex. 53.)

18. An IDET procedure is an intradiscal electrotherapy. A needie is placed in the disc
and a catheter 1s thread into the inside of the disc. The catheler is heated-up inside the disc to try
to seal leaks from its center that go out to the annulus or outside portion of the disc, or to ‘stop
leaks from outside the annulus of the disc. By this time in 2002, the procedure’s cfficacy had
been shown to help patients who had been unable to get relief from other treatments. (Testimony
of Dr. Trescot, Vol. XIV, 2813.)

19. Pt. F was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on December 6, 2002, She reported a pain level
of 10/10 in both her lower and upper back areas, as well as all over her body. Shc reported that
the Zonegran medication had upset her stomach. The November 26, 2002 right hip x-rays were
reviewed with her. They revealed, “osteophyte formation and osteoarthritis of the right hip as

| well as middle osteoarthritis of the hip joints bilaterally.” She was given a physical examination.
The assessments remained the same. The treatment plan was to do a right hip trochanteric
trigger point injection (TPI), to wait for her insurer to approve the IDET procedure, and to
prescribe in addition to her other médications, Protonix 40 mg. (30) and use of a Duragesic Patch
25 mceg. (10). (Ex. 43; 571-573/1500-1502 & 613/1742.)

20. By letter of December 10, 2002, Pt. F’s insurer denied coverage for the IDET
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procedure for her low back pain. The insurer had the benelit of the discogram results and
follow-up reports from Dr. Ogoke from October and November 2002. No reference was made in
the letter to Dr. Kaye’s evaluation in favor of Pt. F having this procedure. The letter was written
to Dr. Ogoke and copied to Dr. Thau. The procedure was refused because it was found to be an
experimental procedure. The procedures involved to appeal this refusal to cover payment of a
IDET procedure were provided: Pt. F had wanted this procedure and not to have back suréery.
(Ex. 43, 670-673/1799-1802. Testimony of Pt. I}, Vol. I, 682-685.)

21. Pt F was seen at Dr..Ogoké’s office on December 19, 2002. She reported; a pain
level of 10/10; that the Duragesic patch made her vomit after use of it so she had stopped using
it; and, that she wanted medication refills of Glavil and Protonix. She was given a physical
examination. There was tenderness and guarding upon palpation of the back and sacroiliac
knotches as well as at the right hip. Added to the assessments was trochanteric hip bursitis of the
right hip. The treatment plan was to await approval to do the [DET procedure and to have 2 right
hip iﬁjection. éhe was prescribed Elavil 150 mg. (30), Protonix 40 mg. (30}, and Percocet
7.5/325 mg. (90). (Ex. 43;368-370/1497-1499 & 612/1741.)

22, Pt. F was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on January 7, 2003. She reported a popping
sensation pain in her back that was shooting down inio her buttocks and legs with a pain level of
8/10. She complained that her pain medication was inadequate. She was given a physical
examination. The treatment plan was still to wait for insurance approval for the IDET procedure.
She received prescriptions of Doxepin 50 mg. (60), Norflex 100 mg. (60), and Percocet 10/325
mg. (180). Pt. F filed an appeal with her insurer on January 10, 2003 for [ailing to cover the
costs of an IDET procedure. Pt. F received a right hip tranchanteric bursa injection on January

13,2003 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. By letter of January 31, 2003, the IDET procedure was again
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denied by Pt. F's insurer as experimental and investigative even after receiving Dr. Kaye’s
approval for Pt. F undergoing the procedu¢. A further right to appeal this denial was explained
in the letter. Pt. [ was seen at.Dr. Ogoke’s office on February 3, 2003, She reported a pain level
of 10/10 in her low back, legs and buitocks, with a burning sensation and at times severe pain.
.She teit the right hip injection had provided only minimal pain relief. She reported pain with
sitting or standing for long, and trouble getting out of her bed. She was given a physical
examination. She had tenderness and guarding on her mid-spine area and sacroiliac joints
bilaterallﬁx upon palpation. The treatment plan was to give her the third in a series of lumbar
bilateral ESIs as soon as possible, to consider a percutaneous discectomy if the IDET continued
not to be approved by her insurer, and to consider having SI injections. At this visit, she was
prescribed Percocet 10/325 mg. (180}, Doxepin 75 mg. (30), and Flexeril 10 mg. (90). On
February 4, 2003, Pt. F sought a copy of her ﬁedical records from Dr. Ogoke’s office. Pt. F was
seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on February 27, 2003 and reported the same 10/10 pain level in the
low back into her legs. She reported a recent emergency room visit due to her pain. Pt. F was
given a physical examination. The treatment plan remained to get approval for an IDET
procedure with hopes that her new insurer would approve her for the procedure. She received
prescriptions for Percocet 10/325 mg. (180), Zanaflex 4 mg. (90), and Elavil 50 mg. (60). (Ex.
43:359-367/1488-1496, 604-607/1733-1736; 610-611/1739-1740; 614-618/1743-1747 &
663/1792.)

23. Pt. F was seen by Dr. Ogoke on March 27, 2003. He reviewed her entire record.
She reported a pain level of 10/10 in her tow back and a 6/10 pain level in her cervical spine.

She was given a physical examination, Lumbar spine flexion and extension X-rays were ordered
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to address her lumbar spine stability. Her current mcdicat.ions were 1'¢1le\ved.53 Atan April 2,
2003 follow-up visit, Pt F co¥nplained of neck pain at a 6/10 level, and mid to low back pain at a
10/10 level. She was encouraged to do physical therapy for the lumbar spine and to include
Bioelectric treatments. She was prescribed a firm back brace. She was prescribed Elavil 130
mg. (30), Percocet {0/325 mg {180), and Zanaflex 4 mg. (120). Pt. F was seen on April 29,
2003 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. Pt. I continued to have pain complaints at a 10/10 level in the low
back and 7/10 in the neck and shoulders. She had fallen twice in the prior \;veek sustaining a
right shin abrasion. She wanted to stop Zanaflex because she believed it was not helping her. Pt
© had a-physical exammation. The assessments remained the same. The treatment plan was to
explore ha\fi;lg the IDET procedure done by a different doctor who would be covered by her
insurance, because she continued to be denied coverage for the procedure from her insurer. She
was prescribed Percocet 10/235 mg. (180), Elavil 150 mg. (30), Lidoderm patch (60), and
Tnleptal 300 mg. (90). (Ex. 43: 354-358/1483-1487, 597/1726; 600-603/1729-1732; 659-
663/1788-1792. Ex. 54.)

24, Pt. I had a follow-up visit at Dr. Ogoke’s office on June 3, 2003. She continued to
have the same pain complaints at the same high levels. She reported the pain was severe and
constant. She described how she was “hearing some popping noises coming from her low back
area any time she moves just a little bit.” Pt. F reported falling while carrying an empty laundry
basket, which she attributed to persistent numbness in her feet. She continued to be denied
insurance coverage for the IDET procedure, She was given a physical examination and
encouraged to do physical therapy. She stopped taking Trileptal due to getting a rash. MS

Contin 30 mg. (60) was added for her pain. She was also prescribed Zanaflex 4 mg. (180), Elavil

I could not locate copies of prescriptions for March 27, 2003 in Pt. F’s medical records (Exhibit 43).
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150 mg. (30), Lidoderm patch (90), and Percocet 10/325 mg. (180). She was again prescribed a
lumbar back brace. (Ex.43:352-353/1481-1482; 609/1738 & 621/1730.)

25. On June 13, 2003, Dr. Janet O. Yardley, for Pt, I'’s insurer, wrote to Dr. Ogoke
concerning the IDET procedure request. She also copied the letter to0 Dr. Thau. She explained
that the IDET proéedure was being denied because lher; had “not been adequate research studies
to substantiate the benefit of this procedure.” She also expressed her concern about Pt. F
undergoing the procedure:

1 ... have concerns about the number of epidural steroid injections and ganglion

blocks this member has had. [ am concerned that she may not respond to

additional treatments and the potential risks of the treatments may not be

indicated.

(Ex. 43, 623/1752)

26. Pt. F was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on July 1; 2003. Her pain continued at the
10/10 level. She described the pain as “deep achy” radiating into her lower extremities to her
ankles. She was having trouble walking, sitting or standing for long, and doing her daily
activities. She was given a physical examination. The treatment plan was to stop the MS Contin
and start Oxycontin 40 mg. (60). She was also prescribed Percocet 10/325 mg. (180), Elavil 150
mg. (30), and Zanaflex 4 mg. (90). She was given a physical therapy order and encouraged to
use heat, Epsom salt baths, and take an anti-inflammatory medicine. (Ex. 43: 349-351/1478-
1480; 620/174% & 622/1751.)

27. OnJuly 11, 2003, Dr. Ogoke was contacted to provide treatment information on Pt. F
for the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission’s Disability Determination Services. Dr.
‘Ogoke completed a de{ailea questionnatre to provide his assessment of Pt. F's condition, which

he backed-up with objective and clinical findings inéluding diagnoses and prognoses. He opined

on Pt. F’s abilities to perform work given her limitations. (Ex. 43, 646-651/1775-1780.)
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28. OnJuly 31, 2003, Pt. F was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She continued to complain
of the same severe pains, radiating from her back through her legs to her feet where she had pins
and needles sensations. She had been refused coverage by her insurer for the IDET procedure
and was now interested in paying for it herself. Dr. Ogoke sought permission to do the
procedure at Noble Hospital. Pt. F was given a physical examination. Her assessments remained
unchanged. Her Zanaflex rr;edicalion was stopped and she was prescribed Flexeril 10 mg. (90)
instead. Her medica-tions were adjusted to be Oxyir 5 mg. (180), Neurontin 300 mg., Elavil 150
mg. {30), and Oxycontin 10 mg. (60) and 40 mg. (60). (Ex. 43; 346-348/1475-1477 & 642-
645/1771-1774.)

29. Pt. F was seen by Dr. Ogoke on August 29, 2003. Shc continued to complain of the
same severe pain levels in her spine with radicular symptoms into her lower extremities. She
continued to suffer from falls. Pt. T asserted her compliance with her medication regimen which
was not giving her expécted benefits. Dr. Ogeke concluded that Pt, F had shown a poor response
to conservative management of her pain. The IDET procedure at the L.3-4 and L4-5 levels where
she had discogenic pain, was denied. Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. F a physical examination. He did a
review of her medical records and recommended that Pt. FF undergo percutaneous disc
decompression at the levels of her disc herniations and bulging at the L3-4 and L4-5 levels. He
opined this procedure would cost less than the IDET procedure. No changes were made to her
assessments. Dr. Ogoke prescribed Zanaflex 4& mg. (90), Oxy IR 5 mg. (180), Elavil 100 mg.
(30), and Oxycontin 20 mg. (60). Pt. F was to do physical therapy. He wrote a note on
September 11, 2003 to excuse Pt. F from jury duty because her pain prevented her from being
able to sit for more than ten minutes at a time. O;’l September 15, 2003, Pt. F’s appeal to her

insurer of the denial of coverage for the IDET procedure was affirmed. At a September 29, 2003
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visit to Dr. Qgoke’s office, Pt. IF complained of the same severe pain, including in her hips. She

was prescribed Oxycontin 20 mg. (60) and 40 mg. (60), Lidodenn Patch 3 boxes, Elavil 150 mg.

| (30), Zanaflex 4 mg. (90), Percocet 10/325 mg. (120}, and Topamax 25 mg. (21). (Ex. 43: 392-
394/1721-1723, 623/1761, 641/1770 & 342-345/1471-1474. Ex. 55.)

30. On October 9, 2003, Dr. Thau called Dr. Ogoke’s office about the percutaneous disc
decompression procedure. By letter of October 10, 2003, the Massachusetts RehaBilitation
Commission requested background medical information from Dr. Ogoke about Pt. F in terms of
her claim of a disability. On October 30, 2003, Pt. F had a right side hip trochanteric bursa
injection. At this visit, she reported a paiﬁ level of 8/10 1n her hips and 10/10 in the low back
that-radiated into her lower extremities. She was prescribed Zoloft 50 mg.. (35), Oxycontin 40
mg. (120), Skelaxin 400 mg. (90), Percocet 10/325 mg. (90), and Eiavil 150 mg. (30). (Ex. 43:
339-341/1468-1470; 580-583/1709-1712 & 637-640/1766-1769.)

31. On November 13, 2003, Pt. F was prescribed Ativan 1 mg. (5), and Dr. Ogoke gave
Pt. F the percutaneous disc decompression at the L3-4 and L4-5 levels at Noble Hospital. There
were no complications. This procedure involved placing a needle into a disc and putting
pressure and tension in the lining of a disc to stretch nerves to take tension off a bulge that was

_causing pain. The procedure tried to remove and/or vaporize some of the disc material. Pt. F
was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on November 18, 2003. She reported a 10/10 pain level wit‘h no
pain relief from the disc decompression procedure. She was prescribed Oxycontin 80 mg. (13),
Zoloft 100 mg. (30), Skelaxin 700 mg. (90)*, Elavil 75 mg. (30}, and Percocet 10/325 mg. t90).
She reported that she wanted to consider weaning off narcotic medication. Pt. F was instructed

to do physical therapy, and consideration would be given to weaning her off narcotic

* Exhibit 43, 565/1694 appears to be 300 mg. or 800 mg. of Skelaxin.
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medications. Pt. F was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on November 20, 2003, She received a
prescription for Oxycontin 80 mg. (30) and her prior prescription for Oxycontin from November
18, 2003 was retained by Dr. Ogoke’s office. She was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on December
4,2003. She announced that she had stopped taking all her medications except for Zoloft and
Elavil, because she was ‘fed-up’ having to take so many pills that were not helping her.with pain
reliefl. Shc reported a pain level éf 10/10. She reported having no chills or fever or sweats as a
result of stopping her medications for about ten or eleven days, but she appeared anxious and
was teary-eyed. She stood during the entire visit. The treatment plan was to have her pursue the
IDET procedure because she was willing to pay for it. Pt. F was to discuss paying for this
procedure with Dr. Ogoke’s hilling office. She was prescribed Methadone 10 mg. (120) and
Ambien 10 mg. (14). (Ex. 43: 333-338/1462-1467; 565-567/1694-1696; 577/1706; 595/1724 &
627-628/1756-1757. Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. X1V, 2814—2815.).

32. Pt. F was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on January 5, 2004. She reported constant pain
ata 10/10 level. Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. F a right sided hip trochante;ic bursa injection. She was
prescribed Bextra 20 mg. (15), Oxycontin 80 mg. (60), Ambien 10 mg. (30), and Oxy IR ?mg.>
(120). On January 15,2004, Pt F had a lumbar spine MRI that showed “[v]ery minimal disc
hernation at L4-5. No significant nerve root displacement. Mild faceij.oint arthropathy at .4-35
and [L5-S1].” Pt. F was seen on February 9, 2004 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She reported a 50%
decrease in pain as a result of the hip injection on January 5, 2004, but reported an ongoing 10/10
level pain in her back that was deep, constant, and radiating. She was f[osing weight. -She
reported having stobped taking all her medications because they were not helping to relieve her

pain. She was waiting for her insurance to approve her having the IDET procedure. She was

** The amount of the Oxy IR mg. could not be deciphered off of Exhibit 43, 244/1373 aor off of Exhibit
58.
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given a physical examination. She received a referral to Dr, Scott Cowan for consideration of
possible fusion surgery to her back. He-r treatment plan was revised to discontinue the
OxyContin and the Oxy IR, and to start a Duragesic patch 50 mcg. (10) and Percocet 10/323 mg.
{(90). She was also prescribed Celebrex 200 mg. Also on February 9, 2004, Dr. Ogoke
completed a questionnaire setting forth his care of Pt. I for her attoﬁlcy, Richard C. Roth. (Ex.
43: 24471373, 328-332/1457-1461, 457/1 586, 504-521/1633-1650 & 562-564/1691-1693. Exs.
56,357 & 38))

33. Dr. Scott Cowan, an orthopedic surgeon, evaluated Pt. F for possible lumbar disc
fusion surgery. In a March 5, 2004 report, Dr. Cowan understood Pt. F had no past medical
history contributing to her current condition®® of,
severe back and bilatcral radiating leg pain over 13 years. Slow and gradual in onset but
fairly progressive. At this point [it] is worse and excruciating. She has some bilateral
radiating leg pain. Her back pain is worse than [pain in] her legs.

Dr. Cowan understoed that she had not had surgery to her back but had undergone a
percutaneous decompression procedure, and h'ad tried “multiple blocks and epidural cortisone
injections none of which have provided her any sustained relief,” Dr. Cowan understood her
current medications were Percocet, Duragesic Patch, Celebrex, Ambien, and a Lidoderm patch.
He gave a physical examination. He concluded she had a degenerative disc condition that was
progressive and causing severe low back pain “requiring narcotics for [pain] control.” He
needed to review Pt. I’s lumbar spine MRI to determine whether fusion surgery might help her.
He sent this report to Dr. Ogoke and Dr. Thau. (Ex. 43, 498/1627. Ex. 57.)

34, Pt F was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on March 10, 2004. She reported an
On-going pain level of 10/10. The effectiveness of the medications she was taking was

discussed. As a result she had some of her medications changed. She was given a physical

* In Dr. Cowan's report, he does not note Pt. F’s two electrocutions.
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examination. The assessments were unchanged. She was 1o do follow-up with Dr. Cowan
concerning the possible fusion surgery. She was prescribed Neurontin 806 mg. (90), Gabritril 4
mg. 800 mg. (60), Elavi] 50 mg. (60), Avinza 60 mg. (30}, Cclebrex 200 mg. (60), and Oxy IR 3
mg. (90). On March U, 2004, she was prescribed MS Contin 30 mg, (603}, Pt. F was seen at Dr.
Ogbkefs office on March 24, .2004. There was no change in her pain complaints. She reported
“constant, severe and achy™ pain radiating into her legs with numbness in her feet causing
balance difficulties. She was given a physical examination. The assessments were unchanged.
Pt. F had her medications changed so that she discontinued the MS Contin and the Oxy IR, and
was prescribed Oxycodone 15 mg. (90). She was to do follow-up with the neurosurgeon to
explore having lumbar fusion surgery. (Ex. 43:324-327/1453-1456; 496/1625; 499/1628 & 501+
502/1630-1631.) |

35. Pt F was seen by Dr. Ogoke on April 5, 2004. She continued to have the same 10/10
pain level. Pt. F expressed her concern “that her pain has stayed very severe..” They dis‘cussed
the possible fusion surgery and having an EMG study. She was again instructed to do follow-up
with Dr. Cowan. They discussed her medications and some changes were made. The Oxy IR
was replaced with MSIR 30 mg. (60). She was also prescribed Avinza at 90 mg. (10), Gabritril 4
mg. (90), Elavil 150 mg. (30), Celebrex 200 mg. (60), and Neurontin 800 mg. (90). Pt. F was
seen on April 20, 2004 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She had her medications refilled, although the
prescription for the long-acting morphine based Avinza was never able to be filled because her
insurance would not cover it. She was prescribed Oxycodone 13 mg. (90), Percocet 10/325 mg.
(90), and Norflex 100 mg. At this time Pt. F reported that she was planning to have the fusion
surgery. (Ex. 43: 221/1350; 321-323/1450-1452; 488/1.617 & 492-494/1621-1623.)

36. Pt. F was seen on May 7, 2004 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She was given a right sided
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hip trochanteric bursa injection. At this visit she was prescribed Oxycodone 30 mg. (1203,
Percecet 10/323 mg. (120), Zanaflex 4 mg. (90), Elavil 100 mg. (60), and Celebrex 200 mg. (60). -
Pt. F was seen on June 2, 2004 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She reported “no change in intensity of the
pain or the quantity of the pain ... no new symptoms” in her back. She reported that the hip
injection ;?rom May 7th provided her with 100% relief that had been maintained. Pt. F was given
a physical examination. She was secking medication refills and was prescribed Celebrex 200
mg. (60), Oxycodone 30 mg. (120), Elavil 100 mg. (60), Ambien 10 mg. (30), Zanaflex 4 mg.
(90), Percocet 10/325 mg. (120), and Prilose¢ (30). Pt. F was seen on June 25, 2004 at Dr.
Ogoke’s office. She reported her pain as severe, constant, sharp, achy, and burning 10/10 level.
She sought refills of her medications. Her low back lumbar fusion surgery with Dr. Cowan was
scheduled fbr July 12, 2004. She was given a review of systems and a physical examination.
(Ex. 43:. 14'7—1551’1276-1284; 526-531/1655-1660 & 535-552/1664-1681.)

37. Pt. F was seen on August 11, 2004 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She was seeking refills of
her prescriptions. She had undergone the fusipn surgery‘at the 13-4 and L4-5 levels on July 12,
2004 with Dr. Cowan, and was doing follow-up care with him. She was given a physical

“examination and prescribed Elavil 100 mg, (60), Percocet 10/325 mg. (180), Ambien 10 mg.

(30), and Oxycodone 30 mg. (240). Dr. Ogoke was asked by letter of August 21, 2004 to answer
a questionnaire on Pt. F’s condition for purposes of disability income/SSI benefits. (Ex. 43: 146/
1275; 198-200/1327-1329 & 454/1383))

38. Pt. F was seen at Dr. Ogo.ke’s office on September 3, 2004, while still having post-
surgery follow-up care with Dr. Cowan. She was given a physical examination. She received
refills of her prescriptions and was prescribed Percocet 325/10 mg. (180), Oxycodone 30 mg,

(240), and Gabritril 4 mg. (60). Pt. F was seen by Dr. Ogoke on September 27, 2004. She
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reported “marked impr-ovemgnt following her lumbar [fusion] surgery.” At this time she was not
on “any high dese non-steroidals because of concerns of Dr. Cowan that she may not heal well
and an anti-inflammatory respense may be blecked by the non-sleroida-ls.” She was given a
physical examination. Her Elavil was renewed at 100 mg. (60), the Percocet was stopped, the
NSAIDs were stbpped, and the Oxycodone was continued at 30 mg. (240). Dr. Ogoke sent Pt.
F’s insurer requests to authorize some of the medications he was prescribing for her. (Ex. 43:
142-145/1271-1274; 165-170/1294-1299 & 182-197/1311-1326. Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol.
X1V, 2816-2818.)

39. On October 20, 2004, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. F a right sided hip trochanteric bursa
injection. At this visit, she was also prescribed Flexeril 10 mg. (90), Oxycodone 30 mg. (240),
and Elavil 100 mg. (60). On November 2, 2004, Pt. F’s attorney, Richard C. Roth,Asought Pt. F’s
medical records from Dr. Ogoke in connection with her claim for SSI disability benefits. The
records were sent November 22, 2004. On November 10, 2004, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. I a bilateral
Sl injection with fluoroscopy. At this visit, she received prescriptions of Oxycodone 30 mg.
(240), Methadone 40 mg., Flexeril 10 mg. (90), Elavil 100 mg. 60}, and Ibuprofen 600 mg. (45).
She was seen by Dr. Ogoke on November 11, 2004 for follow-up and to dis;cuss her use of
Oxycodone. Pt. F reported not having experie.nced pain relief from her recent lumbar fusion
surgery. She continued to report significant back pain. She was counseled on how to take her
Oxycodone medication. The strength of it was not altered. Pt. F was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office
on November 30, 2004, Pt. F reported that the medications were helping her as did the SI
injection. She was prescribed Elavil 100 mg. (60), Oxycodone 30 mg. (]20),‘Flexeril 10 mg.
(50}, Ibupré)fen. (IBU) 800 mg. (90), and Methadone 40 mg. (75). By letter of December 8, 2004

3

Dr. Ogoke was asked to provide background medical records on his care of Pt. F in connection
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with her efforts to secure disability benefits. When seen on December 31, 2004 at Df. Qgoke’s
ofﬁpe,'Pt. I continued to report that the fusion surgery had not significantly decreased her back -
pain, and the recent SI injection had not given her lasting pain relicf. She reported constant on-
going moderate to severe pain. She reported having some pain relief [rom her medications. She
was given a review of systems and a physical examination, She was prescribed Methadone 40
mg. (90), Oxycodone 30 mg. (180), and Boclefen 10 mg. (90). A UDS test was done and the
results showed Pt. F was compliant with taking her medications. Pt F received prescriptions on
January 31,2003 of Oxycodone 30 mg. (180) and Methadone 40 mg.-(90). (Ex. 43:132-141/
1261-1270, 156—164/1285-i293; 286/1415,451-453/1580-1582; 459-466/1588-1596; 474-477/
1603-1606; 479-482/1608-1611 & 486-487/1615-1616. Ex. 44)

40. By now, Pt. F had been taking Oxycodone 30 mg.,. 2 tablets every 4 hours or 6 a day
which was 360 mg. a day. This is about an 800-900 mg. of Morphine equivalence. Stili, Pt. F
reported a pain level 6f 10/10 at the time Dr. Ogcke started her on Methadone at a dose that was
half the dose, afier calculating a Morphine equivalence. Oxycodone 30 mg. was preseribed for
her to use for break-through pain. This prescribing was done because of Pt. F’s very severe pain
levels. Dr. Trescot opined that this dosage of Methadone was reasonable and within the standard
of care. (Ex. 43, 474/1603. 'I:estimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. XIV, 2820-2821.)

41. Ata March 1, 2005 evaluation by Dr. Ogoke, Pt. F reported significant pain although
she felt “stightly improved™ in her lower back despite her lower exiremity pain that made her feel
unstable. She had fallen three nights apo hurting her left wrist. She reported that along with the
severe pain, she had suffered a large weight loss, but within the last two months she had been
gainihng weight. She had an issue with retaining her food due to gastric motility dyéfunction, and

was treating with Dr. Samuels and taking Reglan. She reported trving to wean off her Elavil
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medication because she believed it was not working to help her sleep, and instead, tried
Diphenhydm_mine to help her lsleep. Dr. Ogoke had her stop that medication and instead
prescribed Doxepin 100 mg. (30} with the plan to titrate up as needed. She was given a physical
examination. Dr. Ogoke prescribed Methadone 40 mg. (90), Oxycodone 30 mg. (180} and
Neurontin 600 mg. (90). The treatment plan was-to continue physical therapy for post-surgery
.improvement, and to schedule another Sl injection as soon as possible. Pt. F was seen again on
March 31, 2005 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. Her complaints were the same. She was given a physical
examination. The treatment plan was changed to discontinue the Neurontin because it upset her
stomach. She was prescribed Methadone 40 mg. (120), Oxycodone 30 mg. (180), Doxepin 100
mg. (30), and Ambicn 10mg. (14). (Ex. 43; 127-130/1256-1259 & 288-289/1417-1418.)

42. Pt. F was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on April 29, 2005. She reported significant pain
in her lower extremities, The treatment plan was to consider a lumbar transforminal ESI series
and an SI injection after the first lumbar transforminal ESI. The IDET procedure was again
considered. At this visit, Pt. F was prescribed Doxepin 100 mg. (30), Ambien 10 rﬁg. (14},
Oxycodene 30 mg. (180), and Methadone 40 mg. (120). Pt. F was seen a't Dr. Ogoke’s office on
June 7, 2005. She_had the same pain complaints including achy and constant back and leg pain,
and numbness in her feet. As in the past, she reported that the pain made it hard for her to sleep.
She had resumed using Elavil. Pt. F was given a physical examination. Pt. F was seeking refills
of her prescriptions. She was prescribed Oxycodone 30 mg. (180), Norflex 100 mg. (60), Elavil
100 mg. (30), and Methadone 40 mg. (120). Pt. F was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on July 7, 2005
with the same pain complaints and seeking medication refills. She was given a physical -
examination. She was prescribed Norflex 100 mg. (60), Elavil 100 mg. (30), Methadone 40 mg.

(120), and Oxycodone 30 mg. (180). Because she had left knee pain, she had left knee x-rays on
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July 7th that were normal. At an August 4, 2005 visit to Dr. Ogoke’s oflice, Pt. [ complained of
contnuing left knee pain. A physical examination was done focusing on the knee. An MRI of

the lefi knee was‘ordercd. 'A-t this visit, Pt. F was prescribed medications.”’ The MRI was done
on August 15, 2005, and included a finding of significant left knee globular degeneration of the
posterior horn of the medial meniscus. (Ex. 43: 122-126/1251-1255; 291-299/1420-1428 & 302-
303/1431-1432)

43, On September 8, 2005, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. [F a right sided hip trochanteric bursa
injection. Pt. F was prescribed Methadone 40 mg. (120) and Oxycodone 30 mg. (180). On
October 11, 2065, Pt IF was prescribed Oxycodone 30 mg. (180), Methadone 40 mg. (120), and
Elavil 150 mg. (30). On November 22, 2005, Pt. F at an ev-aluation at Dr. Ogoke’s office, she
reported a pain level of 10/10. She was prescribed Oxycodone 30 mg. (180), Methadone 40 mg.
(120), and Elavil 150 mg. (30). (Ex. 43: 119-121/1248-1250; 300-301/1429-1430 & 305-
307/1434-1436.)

44, On January 7, 2006, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. F a right sided hip trochanteric bursa
injection. A specimen may have been taken for a UDS test. Pt. F was prescribed Methadone 40
mg. (120), Oxycodone 30 mg. (180}, Elavil 150 mg. (30), and Ambien 5 mg. (7). (Ex. 43; 117-
118/1246-1247 & 308-312/1437-1441.)

45. Pt. IF was referred to Dr. Robert S. Howe, to address abnormal menses and ferli]ity
issues she was having because she wanted to start a family. In a February 7, 2006 report to Dr.
Ogoke, Dr. Howe opined that Pt. F was suffering from a “clinical situation of ... narcotic
induced abnorrhea.” He prescribed “c[om?phene ... [and] checking a semen analysis.” Dr.

Howe concluded that Pt. F's odds of getting pregnant “were low” because of her age. (Ex. 43,

> T was not sure what medications were prescribed from reviewing the copies of prescriptions at Ex. 43,
298/1427. :
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313/1442. Ex. 01.) .

46. Pt. I was seen by Dr. Ogoke on Februéry 21,2006. She complained of persistent
low back and loxlver extremity pain which she depended on her medications io control. Dr.
Ogoke did a review of systems and gave a physical examination. Pt. F now had hypothyroidism.
The assessments remained unchanged otherwise. He had a UDS done to monitor Pt. F's
compliance with her medication rcgimen. Dr. Ogoke noted in the report of this visit that the
specimen taken January 7, 2006 for a UDS, may not have involved a proper specimen collection
so Dr. Ogoke decided to “disregard.any result” from that UDS.*® The result from the February
21, 2006 specimen collection was positive for the Oxycodone screen.”” The treatment plan was
to schedule the first in a series of lumbar bilateral transforminal ESIs and then to do an SI
mjection. In the interim, Dr. Ogoke renewed Pt. [’s current medications includiﬁg Ambien Smag.
{7), Methadone 40 mg,. (12@), Oxycodone 30 mg. (180), Elavil 150 mg. (30}, and Flexeril 10 mg.
(90). (Ex.43:107-116/1236-1245; 287/1416; 408-409/1537-1538 & 314-315/1443-1444.)

47. On March 27, 2006, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. F lumbar right side transforminal ESI
injections with fluoroscopy at the L2, L3, L4, and L5 levels. She came to this appointment with
a pain level of 10/10. She was prescribed Ambien 5 mg. (10), Ativan 2 mg. (2), Elavil 150 mg.
(30), Oxycodone 30 mg. (180), and Methadone 40 mg. {120). On April 27, 2006, Pt. F was seen
at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She rcported pain located mostly in her right hip, and radicular pain in her
right lower extremity.” She reported a “slight decrease™ in pain following the March 27, 2006
procedure. She was given a physical examination. The treatment plan she agreed to was to do

another lumbar transforminal ES], and consider doing a right hip trochanteric bursa injection. A

** Ex. 43, 311/1440, contains a note that Pt. F claimed she did not have a specimen collection on January
7, 2006.

**I could not locate the results of the full screen in Pt. F’s medical records (Exhibit 43).
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UDS was done. The Oxycodone screen was positive. Pt. F's current medications were renewed
of Methadone 40 mg. (120}, Oxycodone 30 mg. (8‘9), and Elavil 150 mg. (30). (Ex. 43:410-411/
1539-1540; 101-106/1230-1235; 417/1546 & 419-422/1548-1551.)

48. On May 9, 2006, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. F a second lumbar right-sided transforminal
ESI procedure with fluoroscopy at levels L2, 1.3, L4, and L5, She came to tl:u':% visit complaining
of a 9/10 pain level. She was prescribed Valium 10 mg. (2) for the procedure, Lunesta 3 mg.
(20) and EC-Naprosyn 375 mg. (60), because Pt. F wanted to try another anti-inflammatory
medication besides Ceiebrex. On May 30, 2006, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt, I’ th; third right-sided
transforaminal ESI procedure with fluoroscopy at levels 1.2, 1.3, L4, and L5, She was prescribed
Methadone 40 rﬁg. (120), Oxycodone 30 mg. (180), Elavil 50 mg. (30), Norflex 100 mg. (60),
Valium 10 mg. (2), and Lunesta 3 mg. (20). Pt. F had UDS testing. The UDS test results were
positive for the Oxycodone screen. (Ex. 43: 95-100/1224-1229; 282-283/1411-1412; 423-
424/1552—1553; 441/1570; 443-444/1573-1574; 446-447/1575-1576 & 449-300/1578-1579.)

49. PL I ;fvas seen at Dr. Ogoke’s officc on June 28, 2006. At this session, her history of
pain issues was discussed. More recently, she had developed right hip and left knee pain, and
was diagnosed by New England Orthppedic Surgeons with a right hip trochanteric bursitis and a
left knee torn meniscus. She received cortisone injections to her hip and to her knee with
“improvement in pain and gait.” By this time, Pt. F was wearing a TENS Unit for her low back
pain. She had experienced a “20%” pain decrease from a May 30, 2006 lumbar ESI procedure.
She reported at this time that her pain medications were “less effective” than they had been. She
was given a physical examination. The assessment of her condition was found to be: lumbar
radiculopathy; right trochanteric bursitis; left knee pain; sacroiliitis; cérvical strain; cervical

radiculopathy; cervicogenic headache; post lumbar laminectomy syndrome; lumbar degenerative
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disc disease; and, lumbar herniated nucleus pulposus. She received prescriptions tor Lunesta 3
_mng. (20}, Norflex 100 mg. (60), Oxycodone 30 mg. (180),-\/alium 10 mg,. (2} for procedures,
Elavil 50 mg. (30), and Methadone 40 mg. (120). Il'l terms of the Oxycodone dose, Pt. I was to
discuss this with Dr'. Ogoke at her next visit, She was to do follow-up with the New ﬁnéland
Orthopedic Surgeons, and schedule a lumbar facet joint ESI injection with Dr. Ogoke. Pt. F had
a UDS done. Pt. F was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on July 31, 2006. She had the same pain
complaints. She wanted to have an Sl injection. On physical examination, her right SI joint had
more tenderness than her left side. The treatment p!dn was to schedule an SI injection and a
lumbar facet joint ESI. She had a scheduled a follow.-up visit with New England Orthopedic
Surgeons where she had a right hip injection. A UDS was done on August 1, 2006 that was
positive for the Oxycodone screen. She was to stop taking Elavil due to a high TCA result from
her last UDS of June 28, 2006. She was prescribed her ongoing medications other the muscle
relaxants because they were not helping her. She was prescribed Robaxin 500 mg., four times a
day (120), Lunesta 3 mg. (14j, Methadone 40 mg. (120}, Valium 10 mg. (2) for procedures, and
Oxycodone 30 mg. (180). (Ex. 43: 88-90/1217-1219; 92-94/1221-1223; 428-433/1557-1562 &
435-439/1564-1568. Exs. 59 & 60.)
50. On August 30, 2006, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. I' a bilateral SI injection with fluoroscopy.
A UDS was done. The result showed her compliant in taking her Oxycodone medication.® Her
medicatioﬁs wer.e renewed; Roba_xin 500 mg. (120), Methadone 40 mg. (120), Oxycodone 30
mg. (180), Lunesta 3 mg. (14), and Valium 10 mg. (2) for procedures. Pt. F had an EKG on
August 30, 2006, which was normal. Ex. 43: 85-87/1214-1216; 254-262/1383-1391; 266-280/

1395-1409 & 425-426/1554-1555)

% There were a number of copied UDS results in Pt. F's medical records (Exhibit 43) that | could not
decipher due 1o very faint copies,
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51. Pt. F was seen on October 2, 2006 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She re\ported cervical pain
brought on headaches, and a pain level of 7/10 in her neck and mid to low back area. She
reported an 80% pain decrease that lasted six days following the SI injection on August 30, 2006.
She had stopped taking Elavil, reported Lunesta was not helping her to sleep, and wanted to try
another medication. She was taking Levothroid fof hyperthyreidism. She was given a physical
examination, No changes were niade to the asscssments. A UDS was done. The result was
positive for Oxycodone. Her treatment plan was to do another SI injection as soon as possible,
and o consider a cervical ESI injection. She was to stop taking Lunesta and take Trazodone
instead for sleep. She was to stop Robaxin and take Flexeril instead for her muscle spasms. She
was prgscribed Oxycodone 30 mg. (180), Methadone 40 mg. (120), Trazodone 50 mg. (30),
Flexeril 10 mg. (90), and Valium 10 mg. (2) for procedures. On November 1, 2006, Dr. Ogoke
gave Pt. F a bilateral Sl injection with fluoroscopy. She was prescribed Valium 10 mg. (2),
Lyrica 150 mg. (60), Lunesta 3 mg. (14), Oxycodone 30 mg. (180), Methadone 40 mg. (120),
Ambien 12.5 mg. (9), and Robaxin 300 mg. (120). Pt. F was seen on December 4, 2006 at Dr.
Ogoke’s office. She was prescribed Valium 10 mg. (2), and on Dcccﬁlber 5, 2006, Lunesta 3
mg. (14), Lyrica 150 mg, (60), Methadone 40 mg. (120}, and Oxycodone 36 meg. (180). A UDS
was done.® (Ex. 43: 81-84/1210-1213; 226-228/1355-1357: 230-233/1359-1362; 235-236/1364-
1363, 242-243/1371-1372; 245-247/1374-1376, 251-253/1380-1382 & 319-320/1448-1449.)
| 52, On January 3; 2007, Pt. F was seen by Dr. Ogoke. Pt. F had stopped taking Elavil,
undergone an EKG that was essentially normal, and coulld not have the planned SI injection due

to building renovations at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She was given a physical examination. A UDS

*" The UDSs done in October and December 2006 were ordered to include results covering more than
Oxycodone, but some of the pages in Pt. F’s medical records (Exhibit 43) that may have shown the other
results from these UDSs were too faint 1o read. [ could not locate the results from the December 5, 2006
UDS.
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was done to ensure Pt. F continued to be compliant in taking her medications as prf:scribed.(’2
The diagnoses made were: sacroiliitis; lumbar degenerative disc di‘sease; lumbar herniation and
radiculopathy; post lumbar laminectomy syndrome; insomnia; cervical strain; cervical
radiculopathy; and, cervicogenic headaches. The treatment plan was: stop Lunesta and start
Elavil at 50 mg. and titrate up the dose as tolerated; do a repeat EKG to ensure Pt. F had no
adverse cardiac effects while taking the tricyclic anti-depressant; and, start the SI injection series
as soon as possible. She was prescribed Lyrica 150 mg. (60), Vativm 10 mg. (2) for procedures,
Elavil 50 mg. (60), Methadone 40 mg. (120}, and Oxycodone 30 mg. (180). On February 6,
2007, Pt. F was seen by Dr. Ogoke. She reporied a pain level of 8/10 at this visit, wilth “pain in
the sacroiliac notch region on both sides ... [was] unhappy with her current tevel of pain control
status post [lumbar fusion] surgery, and ... fcontinued] to complain of persistent pain requesting
... some kind of interventional pain management to help her overall-.” She was given a physical
examination. The assessments made were unchanged other than the addition of, “rule out facet
mediated pain at the lumbar level.” Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. F a bilateral SI injection with
fluoroscopy. A UDS was done. The results from Ameritox, the outside laboratory Dr. Ogoke
used, were positive for the medications she as taking and negative for any itlicit drugs or other
medications not prescribed. Pt. F's treatment plan was to include “possible lumbar facet
diagnostic blocks.” Dr. Ogoke included a note that Pt. F was receiving prescriptions for Valium
to take before her interventional procedures due to “her fear of néedles and anxiety.” At this
visit, Pt. F was prescribed Lyrica 150 mg. (60), Methadone 40 mg. (120), Oxycodone 30 mg.
(180), Elavil 50 mg. (60), and Valium 10 mg. (2). (Ex. 43:39-40/1168-1169; 45-46/1174-1175;
48/1177, 52-56/1181-1185; 70-74/1 199-1203 & 76-78/1205-1207. Exs. 62 & 66.)

33. On March 5, 2007, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. F a lumbar bilateral transforaminal facet joint

“2 ] could not lacate in Pt. F’s medical records (Exhibit 43) the results from this UDS test.
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ESI procedure with fluoroscopy at levels L2, L3, L4, L5, and S1. A UDS- was done. She
reported a pain level of 8/10 in her back. She was prescribed Methadone 40 mg. (120),
Oxycodone 30 mg. (180), Valium 10 mg. (2) for procedures, and Elavil 50 mg. (60). On April 3,
2007, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. IF a lumbar bilateral Lrﬁnsforminal facet joint injection with
fluoroscopy, at the same five levels. She completed a brief pain inventory form and had a UDS
done. She reported a pain level of 9/10 in her back and legs. An opioid renewal form was
completed showing Pt. F’s last UDS result from March 3, 2007 revealed a high TCA (trycyclic
anti-depressant) level. No prior narcotic agreement violation was listed. At this visit she was
prescribed Norflex 100 mg. (60), Valium 10 mg. (2) for procedures, Methadone 40 mg. (120),
Oxycodone 30 mg. (180), and Elavil 50 mg. (60). On May 3, 2007, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. [
another lumbar bilateral transforminal facet joint injection with fluoroscopy at the same five
levels. She completed a brief pain inventory form, and a UDS was done. She reported a pain
level of 10/10 in her back and legs. An opiotd renewal form was completed showing Pt. F.had
no narcotic agreement violation and that results from her last UDS were pending. She was
prescribed Oxycodone 30 mg. (180), Methadone 40 mg. (120}, Elavil 50 mg. (60), Norflex 100
mg. (60), and Valium 10 mg. (2) for procedures. (Ex. 43: 12-13/1141-1142; 17-18/1146-1147;
20-21/1149-1150; 23-24/1 i52-1 153;26-27/1155-1136; 30-33/1159-1162; 35/1164; 37-38/1166-
1167, 41-42/1170-1171 & 59-69/1188-1198. Exs. 101 & 106.)

54. Dr. Satwicz opined on Dr. Ogoke doing multi-level bilateral injections-during one
procedure. For Dr. Satwicz, doing bilateral lumbar facet joint injections at five lumbar spine
levels during one procedure, could be dangerous, especially when the patient was receiving an
overall dose of 200 mg. of Depo-Medrol; 20 mg. from ten needle injection sites. Only 20 mg. of

Depo-Medrol was being injected at a time, but Dr. Ogoke had as many as five needles at one
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time left in the lumbar spine during the procedure. The needles not being used at the moment for
the injection were left in the patient to help guide the needle giving the injection. For Satwicz,
performing the procedure this way was 100 risky. EveI} though Valium was taken to help relax
the patient during the procedure, if a patient moved during the injections being administered with
five needles still in the patient, the patient could suffer harms. The patient wa§ not unconscious/
not anesthetized during the procedure, and onlv rececived a local anesthetic. In addition, the
Depo-Medrol overall dose during one procedure was high and could have had significant side
effects such as steroid psychosis, immunosuppression, and elevated blood sugar levet. For Dr.
Satwicz, during one procedure to inject bilaterally at [ive lumbar levels would have signified
widespread disease that may have needed better evaluation before undertaking this kind of
procedure. More often, two or three lex;els of lumbar spinal facet joint injections would be done
at one ttme. To do four lumbar levels bilaterally during one procedure was borderline excessive.
A method Dr. Satwicz was taught on cadavers at physician clinical training meetings as safe was
to leave only one extra needle in as a marker in the lumbar spine to guide the placing of the next
needle before injecting the Depo-Medrol. That marker needle would be removed once the
tnjection site was secured. Muiliple lumbar levels receiviqg injections was not necessarily
Inappropriate, because this process might help to reach the source of the pain in the spine that
might have involved an overlap of spine levels. The source of musculoskeletal pain might have
been bone, disc or nerves. Dx;. Satwicz opined that even if Dr. Ogoke did not violate an
established standard of care against doing the five level bilateral lumbar facet injections during
one procedure, it was very risky for Pt. F to have and done using Dr. Ogoke’s method.
(Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. X, 1920-1927.)

55. The methed Dr. Ogoke used to give the five level injections bifaterally within one
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procedure was consistent with how he and other pain management specialists were taught to do
this interventional procedure by the American Society of Interventional Pain Physicians (ASIPP)
and the International Sp.ine Injection Society. The overall dose 0f200 mg. of Depo-Medrol was
not excessive according to the training he received. Pt. I did not suffer any unintended damage
to her lumbar spine from Dr. Ogoke’s multi-level bilateral lumbar lacet joint injections. (Ex.
106. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VI, 1328-1335 & Dr. Trescot, Vol. X1V, 2822, 2827-2832.)
56. Also on May 3, 2@07’, Pt. F spoke to Dr. Ogoke, reporting that she felt his treatments
were not helping her. She had now received a bilateral Sl injection in February, and the five
lumbar level bilateral transforaminal facet joint injection procedures, in March, April and May.
She had lost a lot of weight, was on a lot of medication, had unde‘rgone many injection
procedures even prior to those in 2007, and had been treating with Dr. Ogoke for pain control
over many years. Pt F told him she felt like she was dying. She had found at this point that
some of the injection procedures were painful, and she would cry out to stop them whilc she was
recelving them, but a particular injection procedure wou!d not last that long and she would finish
the procedure. She felt at times “like a pincushion.”™ Pt. F believed the injections were actually
hurting her. Dr. Ogoke explained to Pt. F that there were no other kinds of treatments he could
offer her than all he had tried with her over the years, and that termination would be her only
option if she did not want to continue with his treatment plans that included doing interventional
proc;sdures in additicn to a pain medication regimen. He explained her options if her care was
terminated with hislpractice. She could go into a detox facility to address the opioid medications
'she was taking to taper off of them. She could treat with her PCP or with another pain
management clinic. Dr, Ogoke told her he could begin to taper her off her pain medications if

she wanted that. He explained that she could use the next thirty day time period, receiving her
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on-going narcotic pain medications once care terminated with him and locate her next caregiver
for her pain issues without needing to do a tapering off these medications. Dr. Ogoke would
include an additional month of her pain medication prescriptions if that was needed [or her to
locate further pain management care. After hdving this discussion, Pt. F did not report what she
wanted to do, and did not agree to follow her treatment plan because she did not want further
injection procedures. She also told Dr. Ogoke that she had been double-billed in connection with
a UDS and that this was wrong. Dr. Ogoke told her to take Her concern up with his billing _
department. Shé felt Dr. Ogoke had not reactéd well 1o the double-billing claim because he left
the room. Pt. F had not been double-billed. Dr. Ogoke’s office had divided the UDS analyses
betvyeen two laboratories, Baystate and Ameritox. One lab did the analysis on some of the drugs
and the other lab did the analysis on the other set of drugs tested from P1. F’s same urine
specimen. After Dr. Ogoke left the room, a staff person entered the room and.handed Pt.Fa
termination of care letter. The letter was also mailed to her by certified mail. The letter
tnformed her that as of May 3, 2007 she ceased being Dr. Ogoke’s patient. She was informed
that she could continue care at another pain management clinic of her choice. Mentioned as
places she could go to were the Bay State Medica! Center Pain Management Center and the
Mercy Medical Center Pain Clinic. She was also informed that for the next thirty days, she
could r;etum to Dr. Ogoke’s office for emergencies. (Ex. 43, 16/1145 & 22/1151. Testimony of
Pt. F, Vol. I1I, 580-582, 592—604, 721-738 & Dr. Ogoke, Vol. V, 1348-1358.)

57. On May 11, 2d07, the results of Pt. I'’s last UDS done on May 3, 2005 showed she
was comp[i;mt in taking the medications prescribed. (Ex. 43, 12-13/1141-1142.)

58. On June 1, 2607, Pt. F was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She completed a brief pain

inventory form. A UDS was done. A physical examination was given, She was prescribed
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Elavil 50 mg. (60), Oxycodone 30 mg. (180), Methadone 40 mg. {120), Rozerem 8mg,. (30),
Valium 10 mg. (2), and No.rﬂex 100 mg. (60). Atno time following this visit did Pi. F explain
where she had sought, or was going to get, continuing care for her pain issues. She did not ask to
have Dr. Ogoke’s office taper her off the opioid medications she was on. She had signed a form
at Dr. Ogoke’'s office to réceivc a copy of her medical records, but had not received them by June
Ist. Pt. F did not ask that her medical rccords be transferred to any other facility or physician,
Pt. I did not return to ongoing care with Dr. Ogoke after this visit. (Ex. 43, 9-11/1138-1140.
Exs. 64-65. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol V, 1352-1338.)

59. PLF liled a complaint against Dr. Ogoke with the BORM in November 2007. She
claimed she had been overbilled for a UDS. She checked-off on the complaint form that_ Dr.
Ogoke engaged in; substandard care, professional misconduct, sexual misconduct, rude or
discourteous behavior, a failure to provide medical records, drug dealing, patient neglect/
abandonment, unlawful discrimination, failure to supervise staff, false advertié:ing, and fraud. Pt.
F believed she had been discharged from care because she mentioned to Dr. Ogoke that she had
been billed twice for the same services involving the UDS analysis. She felt he “went crazy”
over her claim, telling her “v;fhy are you wasting my time with this, that is why [ have a staff,”
after which he abruptly left her in the room. She reported that right after Dr. Qgoke left, a staff
person entered and handed her a temlina.tion of care letter. Pt. IF informed the BORM that she
returned to Dr. Ogoke’s office for refills of her prescriptions about a month following her
termination of care, and that she received her prescriptions at a!l the same dose levels. She was
aware that Dr. Ogoke 'was not tapering her off the medications. She did not ask Dr, Ogoke to
help taper her off her medications. Pt. F complained to the BORM that she had been too heavily

medicated while under Dr. Ogoke’s care and that she had undergone too many injection
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nrocedures. She complained that she felt she had become a “drug addict.” Overall, she informed
the BORM that she felt worse than when she had first treated with Dr. Ogoke in 2002. She
tfound some of the prébcdures he had done to her to be painful and difficult to undergo. Pt. F
complained that once she stopped care with Dr. Ogoke, she went through months of difficult
withdrawal symptoms from getting off the medications he had prescribed, and that she had lost
much weight. She reponed to the BORM that she tried to wean off the Oxycodone and
Methadone with her own methods of reducing doses. She had also sought her medical records
from Dr. Ogoke’s office, but never received them in a timely manner. She believed this
prevented her from going into care with another pain management clinic or'other physician. The
medical records were sent out to Pt. F on January 29, 2008:(’3 (Ex. 43, 8/1137. Ex. 83. Testimony
of Pt. F, Vol. l1] 5:37—567, 608-609, 633-634.)

60. Dr. Ogoke was aware that the doses of Oxycodone and Methadone that Pt. F was on
at the time of her termination of care were high doses, and that his last prescriptions for these
narcotics were for the ongoing high doses she had been taking. He did not engage in any process
with Pt. F for tapering off these medications. He had no info&nation before him when his
practice wrote her last prescriptions.on June 1, 2007, that she had transferred her care to another
physician or pain management clinic. (Ex. 43, 9-11/1138-1140 & 57-58/1186-1187. Testi‘mony
of Dr. Ogoke, 1348-1352.)

61. Dr. Satwicz opined that Dr. Ogoke had violated the standard of care when he did not
ensure that Pt. F had transferred her care to another physician or pain management center or
detox center before terminating her from his care. Nothing in Pt. F’s medical records showed

any such transfer of care had occurred after her termination of care with Dr. Ogoke. Nothing

® Late receipt of medical records from Dr. Ogoke was not a charge the BORM made against Dr. Ogoke in
his care of Pt. F.
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showed Dr. Ogoke tapered Pt. F off her opioid medications. Without some continuing care, Dr.
Ogoke would know that Pt. F would suffer withdrawal symptoms. [t would have been clear to
Dr. Ogoke that with P1. I on such high opioid doses at the time of her termination from care and
last prescriptions, another physician would at least be reluctant to assume this same level of
opioid preseribing. (Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. X, 1913-1918.)

62. Pt. IF had sought copies of her many medical records {rom Dr. Ogoke. Having made
this request when she received the termination of care letter, and when months had passed, she
began calling Dr. Ogoke’s office to find out why she had not received her medical records. She
did not ask Dr. Ogoke’s office, and did not know, if the pain management clinics she contacted
after ending care with Dr. Ogoke such as Bay State Medical Center, or her new PCP, ever sought
her medical records from Dr. Ogoke. ' Upon approaching them to help her with her pain control
needs, Pt. I understood that she could not treat with them unless they had her medical records
from Dr. Ogoke’s office. Pt. F¥ did not ask them to help her obtain these medical records, and Ciid
not continue to pursue care with them for her pain management. When Pt. ¥ reccived her
medical records from Dr. Ogoke’s office on or about January 29, 2008, a cover letter was
included. Dr. Ogoke’s office apologized for the delay in locating and copying her entire file.
She was offered further assistance with the medical records if she needed it. (Ex. 43, 8/1137. Ex.
83. Testimony of Pt. I, Vol. 1Il, 556-567. )

63. Since ending care with Dr. Ogoke, Pt. I has treated for her pain management with
her PCP, with a spine specialist doctor, and with a psychologist. She has taken Oxycodone 3
mg. two times a day for pain, Clonazepam, Benzodiasepam, Flexeril, and medicine for her
thyroid condition. She had left knee surgery in 2008 and may need another left knee surgery.

She still suffers from chronic and constant pain that has her lying down every few hours for
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relict. The pain can be throbbing. In October 2010 she had a spinal cord stimulator removed.
(Testimony of Pt. F, Vol. [I, 622-626.)
Conclusion and Recommendation

Dr. Ogoke was charged with misconduct in his care of Pt. F as follows: prescribed
excessive doses of opioids to treat Pt. ['s elinical conditions; gave Pt. [ painful injection
procedures and risky lumbar spine multi-level bilateral injections; yelled at Pt. I when she told
Dr. Ogoke about a billing discrepancy she had found that triggered him terminating her from his
carc; and, failed to taper Pt. I off her opioid medications before terminating her from his care
that resulted in Pt. FF experiencing painful withd.rawal symptoms. The BORM has not proven
these charges.

Pt. F treated with Dr. Ogoke between 200é and May 2007. The findings show there were
long periods of time, including within 2006-2007 leading up to the time Dr. Ogoke terminated
care with Pt. F, whén her pain complaints did not seem to reach any significant resolution or
come under any long-term control. This was her situation despite being on high opioid doses,
undergoing S injections, multi-level lurﬁbar ESI procedures, and having undergone lumbar
fusion surgery. Dr. Ogoke acknowledged that Pt. F’s medical conditions involved treatments
with a number of specialists. She started care with Dr. Ogoke having already undergone
nunierous interventional pain control procedures and having been on narcotic medications for
* pain relief. Her circumstances included having experienced two electrocutions, and having
degenerative disc disease, sacroiliitis, aﬁd lumbar disc herniation. She underwent x-rays, MRIs,
and diagnostic procedures toward uncovering what was producing her significant constant pain
and where the core pain areas were located. Her medical profile of difficult to control chronic

pain, supported Dr. Ogoke’s- assessment that she had constant and severe pain limiting her life
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activities and movements. The course of evaluations, physical examinations, assessments, and
ongoing accounts of Pt. ['s pain complaints demonstrated that the sources of her significant
chroiiic pain were Eard 1o treat to produce a significant control for her pain. At best, the
combination of pain medication and interventional procedures helped to control her pain.

Pt. F came to Dr. Ogeke in 2002 hoping his expertise could provide her with a treatment,
whether with medications or through inierventional procedures, that would provide a path of care
where she could be off all her pain medications. Pt. F had hopes of getting pregnant at some
point. Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. F diagnostic tests and various treatment procedures, including many
Injection treatments, with the goal of locating the sources of the pain in_her back to focus the
administering of pain medication directly to her primary pain sources, to hopefully, result in less
need for oral pain medication to contro! her chronic pain. Certainly, Pt. F's testimony and her
medical records show she agreed to this course of treatment for her difficult to control pain. Pt.
F signed various treatment forms, i-ncluding the narcotics agreement. She had frequent office
visits and she always agreed to the particular scheduled interventional treatments with signed
consent forms and forms expl'aining the procedures. One interventional procedure that Dr,
Ogoke wanted for Pt. F, the IDET procedure, was not covered by her insurer, not even after the
neurosurgecn who eventﬁally performed the lumbar fusion surgery, joined Dr. Ogoke in support
of doing this procedure before the fusion surgery. It was viewed by her insurer as too
experimental at the time. Pt F did not have this procedure despite numerous efforts to gain
the insurer’s approval. |

Dr. Ogoke prescribed physical therapy treatments for Pt. F. Those treatments were not
extensive or ongoir;g. In her testimony Pt. F did not discuss physical therapy as aiding in her

pain control issues, and she testified she never did physical therapy through Dr. Ogoke. The
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medical records show he did order physical therapy treatments a number of times. Pt. s
complaints of pain included n.oi being able to sit or stand for any length of time as well as |
episodes of falling due to symptoms of numbness in her feet. |

Due to the opioids she was taking for long periods of time, Dr. Ogoke had P1. F undergo
UDS tests to determine if she was compliant in taking her prescribed pain medications. There
were no times during her caré with Dr. Ogoke when she was determined to be diverting her
médications or using illicit drugs. Up to the time she ended care with Dr. Ogoke, she had not
been found to have vio!zited the narcotics,aéreement she signed and understood.

Toward the end of her care, Pt. F told Dr. Ogoke that she did not want further
interventional procedures and only wanted to continue to get pain medicine, including wanting
high doses of opioid medications, but Dr. Ogoke was acting properly by not agrecing to her
request that was contrary to the treatment plan she had agreed tb pursue. Pt. F was seeing Dr.
Ogoke because he was an interventional pain management specialist. If she was refusing his
specialty care of providing interventional procedures, then there was no reason for Dr. Ogoke to
alter his treatment plan for. Pt. F that included as an integral component, Pt. F undergoing
interventional procedures. I conclude Pt. F had no reason to expect that she could simply stay on
high doses of opioid medications under Dr. Ogoke’s care. Nothing in any of the medical records
toward the end of her care showed that Dr. Ogoke altered her treatment plan to only include high
doses of opioid medication as the primary treatment for her pain. She was always aware of her
need to be compliant in following Dr. Ogoke’.s full treatment plan.

Dr. Satwicz opined that there were three courses: of conduct that Dr. Ogoke engagéd in
with Pt. F that violated the standard of care as alleged by the BORM in the Statement of

Allegations,
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One objectionable course of conduct Dr. Satwicz described was over-prescribing high
doses of opioids to Pt. IF and for long periods of time. Dr. Satwicz did not ground his conclusion
on specific language with a clear prohibition in a particular law or regulation or guideline
adopted by the BORM against the prescribing Dr. Ogoke did for Pt. F. Rather, Dr. Satwicz’s
conclusion was the result of his analysis of Pt. [’s care with Dr. Ogoke for the kind of physical
conditions she had. Dr. Satwicz opined that the nature of Pt. s pain complaints were of
underlying musculoskeletal pain complaints with diagnostic findings that did not justify such
high dose on-going pain medicine prescriptions, including strong opioid doses. Dr. Satwicz’s
opinion was based on his hospital based pain management practice, including with patients
suffering like Pt. [ was. He wanted such patients to engage actively in treatments such as
behavior modifications and physical therapies, and not to rely heavily on opioid medications for
pain control. Mostly, he would not end up being the primary opioid prescriber and would leave
that function to the pa-tient’s PCP or other treating physicians. He would be in contact with these-
other physicians in a team approach to managing the patient’s conditions and related chronic
pain. Dr. Satwicz did not see evidence in his review of the medical records that Dr. Ogoke
engaged in this kind of team' approach to care for Pt, F. If he had, Dr. Satwicz opined that the
medication Pt. F received would not have reached the high dose on-going opioid use that carried
with 1t very serious risks of side effects from the opioids, over-dependence and bossible
addiction,

Dr. Satwicz’s opinion concerning the high doses of opioids Pt. F took for a long time
under Dr. Ogoke’s care was thoughtful, but did not adequately fit the circumstances of Dr.
Ogoke’s care of Pt. F. The differences between-the circumstances of Dr. Satwicz’s-hospital

- practices and Dr. Ogoke’s private practice in pain management were significant. Although Pt.

222



Bd. Registration in Medicine v. Ggoke, MD RM-09-665

[’s medical records with Dr. Ogoke and the testimony from both Pt. F and Dr. Ogoke
dcmonsltrated that she was being seen periodically by nmiore physicians than Dr. Ogoke, it was
clear that Dr. Ogoke was her primary source for treating her chronic pain; that doing this
treatment was not at all divided up among Dr. Ogoke and other physicians Pt. IF saw at times
over the years she treated with Dr. Ogoke. Dr. Trescot’s testimony was persuasive in
acknowledging the difference between a hospital pain management practice and a private
practicé during the time period Pt. T treated with Dr. Ogoke.

I found Dr. Satwicz’s opinion (oo g;,eneral because he failed to adequately address; the
impact on Pt. F’s chronic pain of'l;t. F having been a victim of two clectrocutions, and having a
post-lumbar laminectomy fusion surgery pain syndrome. Both of these cond.itions played a
significant role in why Pt. F had a high level of pain that was a challenge to treat effectively to
provide her with adequate pain control. {saw in the medical records that Pt. F’s pain complaints
had not casily been controlled and had significantly impacted her quality of life. In expressing
his opinion that Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. F‘much too high doses of pain medication for the kind of
pain she was experiencing, Dr. Satwicz never concluded that Pt. F was exaggerating her pain
symptoms or was engaged in improper conduct to divert the narcotic medication she was
receiving. Dr. Satwicz never adequately supported his strong position, that Pt. F’s pain never
merited having to take high opioid medication doses on an on-going basis. I was not persuaded
by his opinion that a pain management specialist practices in 'violation of the standard of care by
long-term prescribing of high doses of opioid medication to a patient with Pt. F’s underlying
conditions,

Dr. Trescot explained in detail the harms that can occur from electrocutions including:

internal burning and scarring causing destruction of nerves; contractions of muscles that might
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produce broken bones; muscles ripping away {rom bones; memory loss; perscnal behavi'or
changes; and, severe confusing pain episodes. It was after the lightening strike event thai Pt. F
began trealmen.ls for difficult to treat severe and constant pain. Although Dr. Ogoke had Pt. F on
high optoid doses for long periods of time, there was sufficient proof that Dr. Ogoke engaged in
reasonable efforts to lessen the amount of pain medication Pt. F was receiving: through his
attempts at doing variogs interventional procedures; doing the disc compression procedure;
having MRIs and x-rays taken; and, trying to gain' insurance approval for the IDET procedure
that even the neurosurgeon Dr. Cowan was in favor of doing before Pt. I should have back
surgery. No evidence demonstrated that the many interventiona} procedures, including the multi-
lumbar level injections that Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. F, would not have been expected to produce pain
relief to help reduce the need to take the.high dose opioid medications.

Dr. Trescot and Dr. Ogoke adequately explained that Pt. [’s intake of high doses of
opioids was monitored at all times, including with UDSs done. No evidence showed that Pt. F
was out of compliance in taking her medications, or that she was dishonest in reporting her pain
symptoms to Dr. Ogoke in order to stay on the high opioid doses. She was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s
office mostly on a monthly basis, and she received physical examinations that were consistent
with her reported pain complaints. Pt. F reported that the pain medication provided her with
some measure of pain control and better quality of life. There were no episodes within the
medical records where the liigh doses of opioids taken on an on-going basis resulted in further
harm;s to Pt. . Even when she saw Dr. Howe, he had a medication for her to take to counter the
opioids’ impact on her menses and ability to become pregnant.

At the time Dr. Ogoke was treating the patients listed in the Statement of Allegations, Dr.

Satwicz represented a group of physicians with one viewpoint on the use of high doses of opioids
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to treat non-cancer chronie pain patient.s while Dr. Trescot and Dr. Ogoke represented another
group of physicians with the contrary view. All three physicians acknowledged this debate
cxisted at the times in question. Dr. Satwicz did not point to any particular time when Pt. I was
treated by Dr. Ogoke when he overstepped the bounds of standard of care detnonstrating a clear
violation of any law, regulation or guideline adopted by the BORM in terms of his prescribing of
medication to Pt. F. "l;his charge against Dr. Ogoke has not been proven.

A second course of conduct that Dr. Satwicz found objectionable and that formed a basis
for finding Dr. Ogoke was violating the standard o;fcare in lreating Pt. F, was his giving Pt. F
multi-level bilateral lumbar transforminal injectic;ns at levels L2 through S1during one
interventional procedure, and doing more of these same procedures in a series of treatments. For
Dr. Satwicz, Dr. Ogoke’s practice of leaving the injection needles in the back while this
procedure was being carried out posed a large risk of doing great harm to Pt. F if she moved
during the procedure; semething that could be expected to happen since she was not under more
than a local anesthetic and a éalming medication like Valium. Dr. Satwicz explained that the
multi-level injections could have been more safely performed by addressing one side of the spine
at a time, taking needles out after each injection was given, and also doing fewer than five
lumbar levels at a time bilaterally. For Dr. Satwicz, Dr. Opoke was giving Pt. F very high doses
of Depo-Medrol in her body duriné one procedure of 20 mg. of Depo-Medrol per injection site
with ten injection sites to reach 200 mg. of Depo-Medrol within one procedure. t)r. Satwicz
does interventional procedures on patients, and he explained the risks as including: damage to
the joint; side effects such as steroid psychosis; immunosuppression; and, an elevated blood
sugar level. Dr. Sétwicz was aware that the injections entered the body olne after the other. He

saw that Dr. Ogoke used fluoroscopy and aligned the injection sites properly from what he could

225



Bd. Registration in Medicine v. Ogoke, MD RM-09-605

tell from a review ol the medical records. Nevertheless, he still felt Pt. F was put in a situation of
unacceptable and avoidable risks. In addition, Pt. I testified credibly that the procedures could
cause her discomfort or, pain where she would perhaps want to bite into the pillow on the
procedure bed.

Dr. Trescot agreed that during these procedures Pt. ' was receiving high doses of Depo-
Medrol. She also testified that receiving the 200 mg. of Depo-Medrol within one interventional
procedure was within the standard of care at the time, as addressed by existing guidelines. Dr.
Trescot and Dr. Ogoke explained that the way the dose is received with each injection, is very
épeciﬁc. The Depo-Medrol stays in the one injection site releasing its dose over time before
dissipating. They both acknowledged that having injections can produce discomfort and pain
when the injection reaches the part of the body where the pain source resides. Dr. Ogoke was
fine with any patient in this circumstance biting into the procedure bed’s pillow to help get
through the procedure. He explained that patients all deal differently with facing these
procedures. They are conscious during them c;md receive only the local anesthetic and a sedative
medication to calm them down before undergoing the procedure. He exp]ainea that some
patients might need a burst of pain relief during the procedure, and he would prescribe the fast-
acting drug Actig. He also noted how closely his patients were monitored while underg_oing
interventionél procedures.

No evidence demonstrated that Pt. F suffered some significant side-effects or harms as a
result of having these muiti-lumbar leve] bilateral injections the way Dr. Ogoke did them.
Nevertheless, having so mahy injections during one procedure and keeping needles all in the
back at one time, appears to not have been the only way these procedures could have been

carried out by Dr. Ogoke. Dr. Satwicz’s testimony was persuasive that the risks to Pt. F of
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moving while having sharp needles lelt in the back during the bilateral multi-level lumbar
injection procedure could have been avoided by removing necdles after the injectign was made.
Neverthess, | conclude that Dr. Ogoke did these procedures within the standard of care at the
time, and within the guidelines of the ASIPP.

A third course of conduct by Dr. Ogoke with Pt. F that Dr. Satwicz opined violated the
standard of care concerned Dr. Ogoke failing to ensure that Pt. F avoided expected difficult
opioid withdrawal symptoms upon her termination of care. Dr. Ogoke provided her with contact
information on other area pain managemeﬁt centers where she could pursue further pain control.
Dr. Ogoke informed her that she could seek further pain control care with her PCP. The medical
records did not show any follow-up done-with Pt. F to learn whether she had come under
alternative pain management care. Pt. F did not secure further pain control care and complained
that she suffered difficult withdrawal symptoms because Dr. Ogoke did not taper her off the her
high dose opioid medications she was taking at the time of her termination of care, including for
the next month when she received prescriptions for the opioids at the same high doses.l Dr.
Satwiez saw no evidence in the medical records that Pt. I sought treatment at a detoxification
center or with another physician. And, Pt. F was terminated because she did not want to follow
Dr. Ogoke’s treatment plan that included interventional procedures and not because she had
violated her narcotics agreement or used illicit drugs. | |

Pt. I credibly testified that she tried by herself to taper off her opioid medications, but
without success. She suffered some significant withdrawal symptoms that lasted for months,
particularly from her effort to get off Methadone. She had sought copies of her medical records
at and around the time of her termination of care with Dr. Ogoke, and faced months of delay in

receiving them, securing them about eight months afier her initial request despite calls to Dr.
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Ogoke’s office to get them once her June 2007 prescriptions had run out. Pt F’s complaint to
the BORM (Ex. 83) bolstered her testimony about the difficulty this caused for her. Pt. F
claimed that she could only secure pain management care elsewhere, even with her new PCP, if
she had her medical records from treating with Dr Ogoke; that without them, no facility or
physician would agree to treat her.%*

Dr. Ogoke did not owe Pt. F pain management care that included just prescribing pain
medication. Pt. F was aware of that. Pt. F never asked Dr. Ogoke to tapér her off her opioid
medications at the time of her termination of care, or when she sought the June 1, 2007 renewal
of her opioid and other pain medications. She knew those would be her last prescriptions from
Dr. Ogoke’s office unless she was willing to follow her treatment plan and have injection
procedures, Pt. F also never asked her PCP or any pain management center she may have
approached, for help to secure her medical records from Dr. Ogoke’soffice. Pt. F did not seek
care from even her PCP to help her with withdrawal symptoms. No evidence showed that she
was as helpless in facing the withdrawal symptoms as she testified she was. [ did not find
sufficient her claim that no one would treat her for her withdrawal symptoms because she could
not provide any new caregiver with her medical records from Dr. Ogoke’s care.

Dr. Satwicz’s opinion imposes on Dr. Ogoke a duty of care to taper Pt. I off her high
opioid doses upon terminating her care. be needed to ensure that she had arranged alternative
pain management care in order to avoid the obligation to taper Pt. F off her opioid medications.
Dr. Satwicz did not ground that opinion in a particular clear statute or regulation or guideline
adopted by the BORM having been violated. Rather, he explained that the duty to ensure Pt. F

had a new pain management caregiver, or that Pt. F was being helped in detoxing or weaning off

* Not timely receiving requested medical records was not a charge within the Statement of Allegations
concerning Pt. F.
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the opioid medication, was sound medical practice. This was because without alternative care
after her termination, Dr. Ogoke was fully aware that Pt. I¥ was going to experience withdrawal
symptoms. There is nothing in writing in any of Pt. F’s medical records showing Dr. Ogoke’s
office understood from Pt. F that she had a new pain management caregiver or was.gaining help
somewhere to wean off her opioid medications. Nevertheless, Pt. IF knew she would face
withdrawal symptoms and did not seek detoxification care, or allemative care, even with her
PCP upon experiencing withdrawal symptoms. It is not Dr. Ogoke’s specialty to treat detoxing
former patients. He provided Pt. T with contact information where she could secure
detoxification treatment and she did not pursue that. This charge of a violation of standard of
care was not proven by the BORM.

PtL. ¥ contended that Dr. Ogoke terminated her care with him because he got angry and
yelled at her when she told him he had caused her to be billea twice for the same UDS analysis.
She saw two different laboratories testing her one urine specimen. This double billing was never
proven. In fact, Dr. Ogoke explained that two laboratories were needed to do different tests on
the one urine specimen. He told Pt. F that this was an issue for her to take-up with his staff in
charge of billing. He did not terminate her from care for questioning his billing practices. 1did
not find Pt. F’s testimony to be credible that Dr. Ogoke yelled at her and walked away from her,
slamming the door. Dr. Ogoke had no recollection of Pt. F making this assertion of why her care
was terminated. Dr. Ogoke cfcdibly explained that he had no reason to engage in outrageous
conduct with Pt. F when there was no merit to her claim of double billing. This charge by Pt. F
was not proven to be why Dr. Ogoke terminated his care with Pt. F instead of ending l.’liS care

with her because she refused further injection treatments.
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Patient G
Summary
Patient (Pt.) G did not testify.

In the Statement of Allegations, Dr. Ogoke was charged with practicing medicine in
violation of the standard of care as follows:

e Inappropriately prescribed opioids to Pt. G.

» Gave Pt. G several multiple level injection procedures.

s TFailed to address several of Pt. G’s failed urine drug screen results showing Pt. G
had been using marijuana.

* Decided to terminate Pt. G from his care because she had expressed her desire not
to continue to undergo injection treatments.

The facts the BORM alleged to support its allegations include the following:

e Pt G had low back and leg pain. Her diagnoses included: post-lumbar
laminectomy syndrome; lumbar degenerative disc disease; lumbar
degenerative joint disease; lumbar radiculopathy; lumbar hemiated discs at
levels L3 through S1; lumbar facet arthropathy; cervicogenic headaches;
cervical strain; right sided sternoclavicular strain; and, left lateral
epicondylitis.

¢ During her treatment from 2003 through 2007, Dr. Ogoke prescribed
opioid medications for Pt. G’s pain complaints, including Oxycodone and
Methadone 40 mg. to take three times a day, an excessive dose for the
non-cancer pain Pt. G had.

¢ Dr. Ogoke did not routinely include the doses of the opioids he was
prescribing for Pt. G within the reports of her office visits. .

e Despite Pt. G’s use of marijuana as revealed by urine drug screen tests, Dr.
Ogoke-failed to comment on these results, and Pt. G continued 1o receive
on-going treatments, including interventional procedures and opioid
medication.

e On several occasions between 2003 through 2007, Dr. Ogoke performed
multi-level injection procedures. Pt. G had epidural steroid injectons,
sacroiliac joint injections, facet injections, transforaminal injections, and
facet block injections.

* Pt G found the injection procedures to be uncomfortable, but Dr. Ogoke
continued to give them.
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* Dr. Ogoke terminated his care of Pt. G after she told him that she did not
want to continue having the injection treatments because they were not
working. She also had a failed drug test in her medicai records.

Findings of Fact

1. Pt. G, bornin 1953, had worked as an x-ray technician. During the summer of 1999,
she was diagnosed with a ruptured lumbar disc and spinal stenosis. IAn October 1999 lumbar
spine MRI showed a decreased T2 signal and narrowing at the L4-5 disc with marked stenosis
and a suspected left L3-4 foraminal disc herniation. A November 1999 lumbar spine myelogram
showed severe stenosis at L4-5. In November 1999, she had lumbar laminectomy surgery
without dis;c excision. She had severe back pain by Januai'y 2000, She was given lumbar
epidural steroid injections (ESI), put on rest, given medication for pain, and attended physical
therapy, all without lasting relief for her high pain level. A January 2000 MRI showed no
significant L3-4 disc protrusion in the foramen with post-operative changes at L4-3, moderate
foraminal stenosis at 1.4-3, and some small degree of spondylolisthesis at L.4-5. On May 17,
2000, Pt. G was seen by orthopedic surgeon, Dr. Marc A. Linson, for ongoing low back radiating
pain, mostly in the left leg. Fier bain was worse with standing and walking. By then, she was
taking Prozac, Zyrteo and Percocet., She had flexion and extension x-rays showing grade |
spondylolisthesis at L4-5. Dr. Linson opined that a posterior fusion surgery wés a reasonable
option. By June 28, 2000, Pt. G had undergone decompression surgery with posterior fusion at
L4-5. After this surgery, her severe pain symptoms had largely resolved, but she was left with
left leg radiating pain that- was constant and persistent. The fusion surgery gave her spine
stability. She was found to be neurologically intact. Pt. G treated with Dr. Raymond Auletta of
the Westfield Pain Clinic who suggested she might be helped by a discogram procedure. She

received aquatic therapy that did not help her pain very much. Her primary care physician (PCP)
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prescribed a Duregesic Patch. When she saw Dr. Linson on January 23, 2003, Pt. G was
reluctant to the interventional proced.u.re Dr. Linson was going to give her since the first one she
had did not provide her with much pain control. Pt. G was given'a lumbar ESI at the L3-4 level
by Dr. Linson. She received 60 mg. of Depo-Medrol. Dr. Linson counseled her on at this same
visit that he would not also be prescribing her pain medication because she was receiving it
elsewhere. Pt. G had x-rays that showed a spinal cord stimulator and spinal f_usion stimulator
with anterior and posterior lumbar fusions that were solid. Pt. G was given a lumbar ESI
procedure by Dr. Auletta. On March 13, 2003, Pt. G was hospitalized following a pain flare-up
from doing physical therapy. Dr. Linson advised Pt. G that the pain flare-up should get better
with “time, patience and rest.” (Ex. 43: 22/1891; 213-214/2082-2083 & 217-218/2086-2087)

2. A spinal cord stimulator is a device to mask the feeling of pain. [t is,

an implanted TENS Unit [a device used for pain relief] ... tryiﬁg to exchange pain

for tingling ... [A] catheter ... is placed in the epidural space and then hooked up

to a generator that is placed undemeath the skin and programed under the skin.
(Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. X1V, 2833-2834)

3. Onlune 9, 2003, Pt. G had a CT scan of the lumbar spine for failed fusion surgery
that was ordered by Dr. Auletta. She had findings consistent with left-sided herniation with disc
material at L3-4 in the neural foramen with the nerve root appearing to be exit impeded. Also
detected was a possible large hemniation of disc material, a narrowing of the neural foramen at
L4-5 with the L4 nerve root exit unimpeded, narrowing of the central canal, and pest-operative
changes. Seen also was possible significant stenosis and a small central hemiation of disc
material at L.5-81 not causing any thecal sac compression. Pt. G had x-rays the same day
showing post-operative changes, degenerative changes, and possible sclerosis. A whole body

scan was recommended. Pt. G decided to stop treating with Dr. Auletta and saw Dr. Linson on
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June 20, 2003. She wanted Percocet for her pain, which Dr. Linson prescribed for her. Fe
opined that a recent CT scan had shown some new findings in her spine not present in her
December 2002 myelogram. A June 26, 2003 myetogram showed status post-L.4-5 fusion
surgery and a possible disc bulge at L3-4. Dr. Linson found this myelogram essentially negative,
although he noted the L3-4 disc issue had previously been detected. He recommended that Pt. G
have an L3-4 disc and fusion exploration. She agreed to this. (Ex. 43;210-212/2079-2081 &
215-218/2084-2087 )

4. Pt. G started care-with Dr. Ogoke on July 18, 2003. She was referred to h'im by Pt.
G’s PCP, Dr. Paul Bothner. She completed Dr. Ogoke’s new patient forms that included signing
the Narcotics Prescription Policy & Agreement (narcotics agreement). She was 50 years old.
Dr. Ogoke took her full medical history. He had her medical record information from Dr. Linson
and the results of the diagnostic tests she had previously undergone. He was aware of her prior
fusion surgeries. He understood she had a failed back syndrome. He understood her pain onset
was gradual and emerged to require care by August 1999, Pt G reported low back pain radiating
into her left leg. She described the pain as burning, aching, shooting, constant, and worse when
she walked around or used stairs. She reported her ;;ain level as 9/10 with a pain level never
lower than 4/10. She was not able to work, had no social activities, and an unraveling fainily
life. She was not on workers compensation and had no pending litigation regarding her
condition. Pt. G reported three fusion surgeries with Dr. Linson, and that the two posterior
fusion surgeries failed to provide pain relief and the one anterior fusion surgery gave a good
result. Pt. G reported having had two knee surgeries and a hernia operation. She had diabetes.
She was taking Percocet, a Duragesic Patch at 100 mcg., Prozac, Topainax, and Lipitor. Dr.

i}

Ogoke gave a comprehensive physical examination and reached various assessments. He
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ordered a physical therapy evaluation and a cervical spine MRI. Fe pre.scribed Celebrex 400
mg. (60) and Norflex iOO mé. (60). (Ex.43:22-26/1891-1895; 207-209/2076-2078 & 21‘9~
226/2088-2095.)
5. Pt.G came into Dr. Ogoke’s carc as a patient with very difficult to control chrenic
tumbar pain despite surgeries, ‘multiple interventional Lréatments, use of a spinal cord stimulator,
and use of opicids. For Dr. Trescot, on a continuum of chronic pai.n patients, Pt. G’s pain was
“[pJretty much the worst of the worst.” This was shown to Dr. Trescot by her “[m]ultiple
surgeries, rmiltiple priﬁr interventions, a spinal cord stimulator which is one of the last things we
have to offer, a revision of the spinal cord stimulator which means she has had problems with it,
and then opioids.” (Ex. 43, 22-25/1891-1894. Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. XIV, 2833-2836.)
6. Pt. G received a prescription from Dr, Ogoke’s office on August 1,2003 fora
Duragesic Patch 100 meg. (10). A cervical spine MRI on August 6, 2003 revealed “mild
intervertebral disc space narrowing at C7-T1 level with questionable soft tissue prominence
posterior to the C7-T1 level.” On August 14, 2003, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. G a bilateral sacroiliac
joint (8I) injection with flucroscopy. Pt. G was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on August 28, 2003.
She reported a pain level of 6/10, having experienced about *50%” of pain relief for ten days
from the S injection. Noted at this visit were her prior “8 surgeries in her back ... [and that] last
month ... [she] had the hardware removed,” but “still has a spinal cord stimulator ... and a bane
stimulator.” Pt. G was given a physical examination. Her diagnostic test results and x-ray
results were reviewed with Pt. G who had no questions. The assessments reached were: a
possible soft tissue prominence posterior to C7-T1 level and a need for an MRI to rule out a
lesion on the cervical spine; post-lumbar laminectomy syndrome; lumbar degenerative disc

disease; lumbar degenerative joint disease; localized sclerosis within S3 segment on lumbar
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spine from x-ray and a need 1o do a whole body bone CT scan to rule out a lesion; lumbar
radiculopathy; lumbar facet arthropathy; lumbar herniated discs, 1.3-4, L4-5 and L3-St;
cervicogenic headaches; cervical strain; right sided sternoclavicular strain; left lateral
epicondylitis; left medial epicondyl‘itivs; and, sacroiliitis. The treatment plan included cervical
spine and lumbar spine MRIs as soon as possible to rule out lesions, continue physical therapy,
and-consider a lumbar ESI series. Pt. G asked to be weaned off narcotic medication and wanted
to decrease the dose of the Duregesic Patch. The dose of Pt. G’s Duragesic Patch was lessened
from 100 meg. to 75 meg., and she was also prescribed Celebrex 400 mg. (60), Norflex 100 mg.
(60), and the narcotic, Vicodin (90). Pt G had a bone scan on August 29, 2003. The impressio-n
was: “No significant abnormal activity in the sacrum in the region of questioned sclerotic
abnormality on the right ... Arthritic changes of the thoracic and lumbar spine and left knee.”
(Ex. 43: 19-21/1888-1890; 194-197/2063-2066 & 200-206/2069-2075.)

7. Pt. G was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on September 29, 2003. She reported “strong
pain” in her low back that radiated down both legs. The planned injection procedure for the
lumbar radiculopathy was not done because she had an appointment to see Dr. Linson the next
day. She reported that she only wanted whirlpool physical therapy. Her Duragesic Patch
strength was increased back to 100 meg. She was prescribed Vioxx 25 mg., Vicodin HP {90)
and Norflex 100 mg. She also reported symptoms associated with withdrawal from her
Duragesic Patch when she was not using the Patch for some days. She was referred to Dr.
Kishore, an addictionologist, to help her with her withdrawal symptoms, On October 3, 2003,
Dr. Ogoke ga\.re Pt. G a lumbar ESI with fluoroscopy at the L5-S1 levels. On October 21, 2003,
Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. G another lumbar ESI with fluoroscopy at the L5-S1 levels. Pt. G returned to

Dr. Ogoke’s office on October 28, 2003 with severe pain complaints although she reported some
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relief from the Jumbar ESI injections. She needed medication refills, which she received;
Vicodin HP (30) and a Duragesic Patch 100 meg. (3). Her condition continued to be assessed as
one of intractable chronic pain. (Ex. 43: 12-18/1881-1887; 178/2047; 186-188/2055-2057 &
190-193/2059-2062.)

8. On November 7, 2003, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. G a tumbar left-sided transforaminal ESI
with fluoroscopy at levels L4, L5, and S1. She ended her use of the Duragesic Patch in carly
November 2003. In order to see if there could be better pain control for her, Dr. Ogoke
prescribed Methadone 40 mg. (120) and 10 mg. (60). She had not taken Methadone previously.
Pt. G was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on Nov:ember 20,2003, She reported a pain level of 10/10
in her low back and left leg, She reported that the left leg pain was not improved by the recent
injection procedure although the low back pain decreased by “50%’.’ for about a week. She
reported having symptoms since starting the Methadone of nausea, sweating, increased anxiety,
and minimal pain relief. She was now taking Prozac, Celebrex, Methadone, and Topamax. She
had a physical examination. The side effects of Mcthadone were discussed with her. Noted

“within the assessments made for Pt. G were her withdrawal symptoms upon starting Methadone.
The treatment plan was to continue her on Methadone, give her another lumbar transforaminal
EST like she had on November 7, 2003, and for her to continue physical therapy. At this visit,
she was prescribed Methadene 10 mg. (60) and Topomax 235 mg. (42). On December 4, 2003,
Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. G her next Jumbar left-sided transforaminal ESI with fluoroscopy at levels
L4, L5 and S1. She complained that day of a 9/10 pain level in her lower back and both legs.
She was prescribed Methadone 40 mg. (90) and 10 mg. (60). Pt. G was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s
‘otfice on December 23, 2003: She reported a pain level of 5/10. She was planning to see Dr.

Linson concerning her spinal cord stimulator. She was given a physical examination. She was
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prescribed Elavil 25 mg. (60), Methadone 40 mg. (90), and Celebrex 200 mg. samples. The
Topamax was discontinued. She was preseribed whirlpool physical therapy. (Ex‘.43: 4~
11/1873-1880; 163-168/2032-2037; 170/2039; 173-174/2042-2043; 176-177/2045-2046 &
241/2110.)

9. Dr. Satwicz opined that starting Pt. G on the high doses of Mcthadone was excessive
for her pain needs. (Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. X, 1930-1931.)

10. Dr. Trescot opined that given Pt. G's intractable pain, choosing Methadone was a
good choice for long-term use of needed pain medication, (Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VII,
1368.)

11. On January 2, 2004, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. G an epidurogram to address her lumbar
post-laminectomy syndrome. He also gave her the next .lumbar left-sided EST with fluoroscopy.
Her treatment plan was to have a lysis of adhesion procedure at the left lumbar level. Pt. G was
seen on January 22, 2004 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She reported a pain level of 6/10 in the low
back and left [eg. She explained that her pain increased with walking. She reported four falls in
the last six months due to her left leg giving out. She reported going to a hogpital emergency
room recently for right ear pain, and was prescribed Biaxin that she had taken for the last eight
days with the pain persisting. Dr. Ogoke’s office gave her a referral (0 an ear, nose and throat
specialist. The epidurogram had “revealed complete blockage of dye midline L3-S1 level on the
left side ... is wailing to schedule for lysis of adhesion.” She was given a physical examination.
P‘t. G’s treatrnent'plan was to continue her current medications and physical therapy regimens.
She was prescribed Vioxx 25 mg. (sanﬂples), Methadone 10 mg. (90), and Elavil (60). On
January 22, 2004, Dr. Ogoke’s office filled out a form for Pt. G’s insurer about her medical

conditions being treated by Dr. Ogoke. Pt. G was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on January 30,
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2004. She reported a pain level of 7:8/10. She soﬁght medication refills. Pt. G’ was given a
physical examination. She was prescribed Methadone 40 mg. (90). (Ex. 43: 155-162/2024-
2031;265-270/2134-2139 & 272-276/2141-2145 )

12, Pt. G was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on February 17, 2004. She reported having
fallen on ice on February 15, 2004 and had right buttock and back pain, She was prescribed
Elavil 50 mg. (60) and Celebrex 200 mg. (60). Pt. G was seen on February 20, 2004 at Dr.
Ogoke’s office. She complained of severe buttock pain from the fall on ice. She was given a
physical examination. She had lumbar spine x-rays that showed no lumbar spine fracture or
subluxation, and post-operative changes at L4-L5. She had hip x-rays that showed no
abnormalities. She was prescribed Vioxx 23 mg. (14} and aﬁ increase to Methadone 40 mg.
(120). On February 26, 2004, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. G a lumbar epidural lysis of adhesion
procedure with ﬂuoroscopy. She was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on March 11, 2004. She
needed medication refills, On March 18, 2004, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. G another lumbar epidural
lysis of adhesion pfocedure with fluoroscopy, and was prescribed Levaquin 500 mg. (4) to take
for'the procedure. She was also prescribed Methadone 40 mg. (120). (Ex. 43: 143-154/2012-
2023, 240-241/2110-2111; 247-249/2116-2118 & 252-266/2121-2135))

13. On April 2, 2004,- Dr. Ogoke’s office prescribed Pt. G Elavil 25 mg. (60) and
Celebrex. On April 9, 2004, Pt. G had a lumbar spine myelogram with Dr. Linson that showed
“moderate focal scar versus disc herniation™ at the 1.3-L4 level. Dr. Linson did not recommend
further lumbar spine surgery at that time. On April 16, 2004, Dr. Qgoke’s office prescribed Pt. G
Methadone 40 mg. (120). On April 20, 2004, Pt. G had a normal chest x-ray. On May 12, 2004,
Dr. Ogoke gave F.’t. G a third lysis of adhesion procedure with fluoroscopy. She was prescribed

Levoquin 500 mg. for the procedure. This procedure was done to continue to treat her post
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lumbar laminectomy syndrome and her lumbar radiculopathy in the lower extremity. She also
received prescriptions of Celebrex 200 mg, (60) and Methadone 40 mg. (120). She had a urine
drug screen (UDS) that was positive for Methadonc.. Pt. G was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on
- May 25, 2004. She complained of a pain level of 8/10 with low back pain radiating into her right
buttock, groin and thigh. She reported her pain had not decreased from the third lysis of
adhesion procedure the way it had with the prior two procedures. She had a physical
examination. The aséessments made were: cervical strain; cervical prominence posterior to C7-
T1; cervicogenic headaches; right-sided sternoclavicular joint strain; left-sided latera)] medial
epicondylitis; lumbar strain; lumbar radiculopathy; lumbar facet arthropathy; lumbar
degenerative disc disease; post-lumbar laminectomy syndrome; lumbar disc herniations from .3
through S1; and, sacroiliitis. She was prescribed Elavil 25 mg. (60) and Celebrex 200 mg. (60).
The treatment plan was explained in the visit report: “Need 1o consider patient to be on
maintenance medications as interventional procedures in the past have only provided temporary,
short-term relief.” Pt. G was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on June 11, 2004, Fer pain was still at a
high level and she felt she neede-d further back surgéry’. She was gi;'en a physical examination,
She was assessed as needing an increase in her Methadone dose. She was given prescriptions for
Elavil 50 mg. (60), Percocet 10/325 mg. (90), Methadone 40 mg. (120) and 10 mg. (60), and
Celebrex 200 mg. (60). (Ex. 43: 134-142/2003-2011; 229-239/2098-2108 & 327-328/2196-
2197}

14. Pt. G was seen on July 8, 2004 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She reported a pain level of
7/10 in the fow back that radiated into both extremities, worse on the right thai was “constant,
moderate-to-severe, deep, achy, and intermittently sharp.” She was scheduled for low back

surgery with Dr. Linson on July 14, 2004, She had a physical examination. At this visit she was
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prescribed Methadone 40 mg. (120) and 10 mg. (60), and Percocet 10/325 mg. (120). Pt. G was
seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on August 9, 2004. She had undergone the low back surgery with Dr.
Linson and was to do follow-up with him. At this visit, she was prescribed Methadone 40 mg.
(120) and 10 mg. (60). She was prescribed Percocet 10/325 mg. (120) on August 11, 2004, Pt.
G was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on September 1, 2004, still having pain corﬂplaints and still in
follow-up with Dr. Linson. She was given a physical examination. She was prescribed
Methadone 4,6 mg. (120) and 10 mg. (60), Elavil 50 mg. (60), Percocet 10/135‘ mg, (120), and
Celebrex 200 mg. (60). Pt. G was seen on October 4, 2004 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She reported
problems with her medical insurance coverage and had been off her medications for about three
days. She reported her pain level as 10/10 versus at 5-7/10 when on her medications. She
reported a “pressure sensation at the base of the neck™ and some dizziness at imes along with
some left arm pain. She was given a phy-sical examination. The assessments made were:
cervical strain and radiculopathy; cervical prominence posterior C7-T1; cervicogenic headaches;
sternoclavicular joint strain; left lateral medial epicondylitis; lumbar strain and radiculopathy;
lumbar facet arthropathy; lumber degenerative disc disease; fumbar disc herniation at 1.3 through
S1; post lumbar laminectomy syndrome; and, saéroiliitis. She was to continue in care with Dr.
Linson and to follow-up with her PCP regarding her dizziness. Consideration was given to doing
an Sl injection. She was prescribed Elavil 50 mg. (60), Celebrex 200 mg. (60), Methadone 40
mg. (120) and 10 nig. (60), and Percocet 10/325 mg. (120). (Ex. 43: 127-133/1996-2002; 318-
323/2187-2192 & 325/2194.)

15. Pt. G was seen on November 2, 2004 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She reported a pain
level of 10/10 in the low back and in her extremities. She was given a physical examination.

The treatment plan was to continue her on her medication regimen and to schedule an SI
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injection. She was prescribed Valiom 10 mg. (2) for the procedure, Methadone 10 mg. (60),
Celebrex 200 mg. (60), and Elavil 50 mg. (60). On November 3, 2004, she was prescribed
Percocet 10/325 mg. (120). OnNovember 17, 2004, Dr. Ogéke gave Pl. G a bilateral SI
injection with fluoroscopy for her sacroiliitis. She reported her pain level at 8/10 at this visit. Pt.
G was- seen on November 30, 2004 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She reported that the medications
were helping. Pt. G reported a pain level of 7-8/10. She had a physical examination. She had a
UDS done that was positive for Méthadonc. Pt. G was seen by Dr. Ogoke on December 28,
.2004. She reported a imin level of 7/10.in the low back primarily radiating into the left lower
extremity. She I'Cborted that the lumbar transforaminal ESI she had done about a year prior had
been “quite beneficial for her ... provided her with the most relief.” She reported that the lumbar
spine surgery had not helped t¢ lessen her pain. She reported the “high dose of Methadone™ was
helping her. Dr. Ogoke was concerned because the dose level was “increasing over time,” so he
wanted to focus on her pain generators through interventional procedures to lessen use of the
narcotic medications. Dr. Ogoke was concerned because she had undergone three lysis of
-adhesion procedures and other interventional procedures that had “not resolved her pain.” Dr.
Ogoke noted that the UDSs done had found Pt. G compliant in taking the Methadone, but she
needed UDSs done that included the Oxycodone screen. She was giver; a physical examination.
The assessments reached were: severe lumbar radiculopathy on the left side; Jumbar herniation at
L3-4, L4-5, and L5-S1 status post lumbar surgery; post lumbar laminectomy syndrome; and,
p_ercutaneous disc decom'pression done recently by orthopedic surgeon, Dr. Marc Linson, at the
L3-4 level. The treatment plan was to review her current medications®® and to conside;r giving

her a percutaneous disc decompression at L3-S1 or at L4-5. (Ex. 43; 119-126/1988-1995 & 312-

% I could not locate any prescriptions written on December 28, 2004 within Pt. G’s medical records
(Exhibit 43).
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317/2181-2186.)

16. Pt. G was seen on January 26, 2005 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She reported a pain level
in her low back and left leg 0f6/1 0. She was given a physical examination. A UDS was done.
She was prescribed Valium 10 mg. (2) in preparation for a lumbar transforminal ESI to be
scheduled as soon as possible. The treatment plan was to consider a percutaneous disc
decompression procedure if the lumbar ES| was not helpful in controlling the pain. Pt. G was
prescribed Percocet 10/325 mg. (120), Celebrex 200 me. (60), Methadone 40 mg. (120)-and 10
mg. (60), and Elavil 50 mg. (60). On February 3, 2003, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. G a left-sided
lumbar transforaminal ESI with fluoroscopy at levels L3, L4, L5 and S1. This procedure was to
treat her lumbar radiculopathy. On February 7, 2003, the results from a January 26, 2005 UDS
test were produced by Labgenex. They were negative for Oxycodone and positive for
Mari; uéma. On February 23, 2005, Pt. G was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She reported a pain
level of 7/10 in her low back and left leg. She was given a physical examination and prescribed
Percocet 10/325 mg. (120), Methadone 40 mg. (120) and 10 mg. (60), and Valium 10 mg. (2) for
procedures. On February 24, 2005, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. G a left-sided lumbar transforaminal ESI
with fluoroscopy at L3, L4, L5 and S1. She came with a pain complaint of 5/10 level in her low
back and left leg. She was prescribed Valium 10 mg. (2) for procedures, Pt. G was seen at Dr.
Ogoke’s office on March 23, 2005. éhe reported pain relief from the February 24, 2005
procedure, but the pain was back at an 8/10 leve! in the low back. Pt. G explained that it has
been hard for her to schedule more injections sooner, her last injectior; procedure having been a
month ago, because of difficulty locating someone to take her home after a procedure. Another
UDS was done. By March 23rd, the results of the January 26th UDS were known. Pt. G was

given a referral to Dr. Kishore, an addictionologist who Dr. Ogoke referred patients to when
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there wﬁs a need for detoxing off an illici.t drug before he could continue to treat the patient. At
this visit, Pt. G was given a physical examination and prescribed Valium 10 mg. (2) for
procedures, Percocet 10/325 my. (30), and Methadone 40 mg. (28) and 10 mg. (14). The
prescriptions contained. less amounts of the narcotics. On March 29, 2003, Dr. Kishore cleared
Pt. G to continue with Dr. Ogoke for pain management. Dr. Ogoke’s protocol when a patient’s
UDS was positive for an illicit drug, was for his staff to highlight that finding for him to be
discussed with his patient at the next visit. Then, the protocol was to require the paiient to have
the 1llicit drug use addressed with detoxification af a cen.ter or through an addictionologist such
as Dr. Kishore. If Dr. Kishore clcared the paticnt for continued use of opioid medications, then
Dr. Ogoke would resume treating the patient with opioid prescriptions. Pt. G was seen on March
31; 2005 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She reported a pain level of 7/10 in her back. She reported that
the pain medication helped control her pain. She was given a physical examination. She was
prescribed Percocet 5/325 mg. (90), and Methadone 40 mg. (60) and 10 mg. (30). A UDS resuit
from the Univ. of Massachusetts Memorial Medical Center on April 13, 2005 was positive for
Methadone. On April 15, 2005, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. G a left-sided lumbar transforaminal ESI
with fluoroscopy at levels .3, L4, L5 and S1. At this visit, she reported a pain level of 7/10 in
her back. She was prescribed Elavil 50 mg. (60), Methadone 40 mg. (120) and 10 mg. (60), and
Percocet 5/325 mg. (120). Pt. G was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on April 19, 2005, She-was
prescribed Valium 10 mg. (é) tor procedures. (Ex. 43: 106-118/1975-1987; 288-29(/2157-2159;
293-299/2162-2168; 302-304/2171-2173; 306/2175 & 308-310/2177-2179. Testimony of Dr.
Ogoke, Vol. VII, 1369-1390.)

17. Pt. G was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on May 12, 2005. She reported a pain leve! of

7.5/10 with not very much pain relief realized following her last lumbar transforaminal ESI.
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She felt her left leg radi-ating pain was worsening. She now believed her July 2004 surgery at the
L3-4 level had helped.hcr pain refief in her back.- At this time Pt. G had a lumbar spinal cord
stimulator on the lef side that was not in use. She was told to consider having the spinal cord
stimulator removed. Under consideration was giving Pt. G a percutancous disc decompression
procedure. Pt. G agreed to seek removal of the spinal cord stimulator. The treatment plan she
agreed to included: a discogram to rule out discogenic low back pai:ll; an IDET {Intradiscal
Electrothermal Therapy) procedure over having a percutaneous disc decompression procedure at
[.5-S1; and, to continue her current medication regimen. At this visit, she was prescribed
Percocet 5/235 mg,. (120).66 Ata June 10, 2005 evaluation with Dr, Qgoke, Pt. G reported her
pain level at 7-10/10 especially in her left leg. She explained how engaging in even mild to
moderate activity triggered unbearable pain. She reported having “fairly good™ pain control on
her current medication regimen that included Methadone, Elavil, and Celebrex. Dr. Ogoke gave
her a physical examination. H‘e assessed her conditions to be: post lumbar laminectomy
syndrome; lumbar dcgenérative disc disease and radiculopathy; lumbar herniation at levels 1.2-3,
[.3-4, and L5-S1; lumbar facet arthropathy; cervicogenic headaches; cervical prominence
posterior to C7-T1; cervical étrain; a.nd,.sacroiliitis. Dr. Ogoke opined that Pt. G had “individual
areas of pain generators, like sacroiliac joint arca inflammation as well as facet joint mediated
pain.” He opined that using interventional procedures such as therapeutic and diagnostic blocks
would help in _treating her levels of pain. The treatment plan agreed 1o was: do a diagnostic
lum_baf facet joint injection to explore facet mediated pain as the primary pain source; schedule a
series of SI injections as soon as possible; do lumbar spine x-rays regarding any spine stabitity

issues; renew her current medications; and, see Dr. Linson about removing the spinal cord

% I could not locate in Pt. G's medical records (Exhibit 43} any other prescriptions written on May 12,
2005.
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stimulator and to learn of options he may have to help her. Pt. G was prescribed MSIR 15 mg.
(90).7 (Ex. 43: 100-102/1969-1971; 103-104/1972-1974 & 285-286/2154-2155.)

18. On Jﬁly 3, 2005, Pu. G was seen by Dr. Ogoke. She reported a 6/10 pain level. Dr.
Ogoke gave her a bilateral lumbar facet joint injection with luoroscopy for lumbar facet
- arthopathy at levels L2-3, L3-4, L4-5 and L.5-S1. She was prescribed Elavil 50 mg. (60).°® On
July 7, 2005, she had é lumbar spine CT scan ordered by Dr. Linson, The results showed
“[plost-operative changes with satisfactory appearing anterior and posterior fusions ... no central
spinal stenosis ... moderate epidural fibrosis at L3-L4 and L4-L5.” Pt. G was seen at Dr.
. Ogoke’s office on August 2, 2005. She reported a 7/10 pain level in her back and left [eg. She
was given a physical examination. She was prescribed Elavil 50 mg. (60), Meti;adone 40 mg.
(120) and 10 mg. (60), f;nd MSIR 15 mg. (90). On August 30, 2005, Dr, Ogoke gave Pt. G a
bilateral lumbar facet joint injection with fluoroscopy for lumbar facet arthropathy at levels L1-2,
L2-3, 13-4, L4-5 & L5-S1. She came to this visit reporting a pain level of 8.5/10 i her back and
knees. She was prescribed MéIR 15 mg. (90}, Elavil 50 mg. (60), Ce_lebrex 200 mg. (60), and
Methadone 40 mg. (120) and 10 mg. (60). When Pt. G was seen on September 27, 2005 at Dr.
Ogoke’s office, her current medications were continued of Elavil 50 mg. (60), .Celebrex 200 mg.
(60), MSIR 15 mg. (90), and Methadone 40 mg. (120) and 10 mg. (60). She was seen at Dr.
Ogoke’s office on October 24, 2005. She reported constant pain at an g/l 0 level. She was given
a physical examination. She was prescribed Oxycodone 18 mg. (180), Elavil 50 mg. (60),

Celebrex 200 mg. (60), and Methadone 40 mg. (120) and 10 mg. (120). (Ex. 43:91-99/1960-

"1 could not locate in Pt. G's medical records (Exhibit 43) any other prescriptions written on June- 10,
2005s. '

* I could not locate in Pt. G’s medical records (fixiiibit 43) any other prescriptions written on July 5,
-2005. ' -
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1968; 277-285/2146-2154, 318-323/2187-2192 & 377-385/2246-2254 )

19. On November 21, 2005, Pt. G was scheduled for a bilateral S1 injection with Dr.
Ogoke, but it was not done. Instead, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. G an evaluation. She reported & pain
level of 10/10 in her right side radiating into her thigh. She claimed that she had been compliant
taking her medications. A UDS was d;:me. She reported pain relief for awhile from .the tast
lumbar facet joint injection done August 3, 2005, but the base pain had now returned. Her
medications were renewed; Oxycodone 15“mg. (180), Elavil 50 mg. (60), Celebrex 20'0 mg. (60,
a-nd Methadone 40 mg. (120) and 10 mg. (120). Pt. G was given directions to take the
Methadone 40 mg. “p.o. four times a day ... Methadone 20 mg. p.o. twice a day .., Celebrex at
200 mg. “p.o. twice a day ... Elavil at 500 mg. one to two tablets a day.”® The UDS was
poéitive for Methadone. On December 19, 2003, Pt. G was prescribed Elavil 50 mg. (60),
Mcthadonelél'o mg. (120) and 10 mg. (120). On December 20, 2005, Pt. G was prescribed
Oxycodone 30 mg. (90). She had a chest x-ray on December 24,2005 showing:

No acute pulmonary disease‘.. Spinal stimulator electrodes are present, with the

top in the spinal canal at the level of the lower thoracic spine at the level of the

lower thoracic spine. No abnormality is seen in the region of the sternoclavicular

joints. However, if more detailed evaluation is indicated, dedicated

sternoclavicular joint radiographs, or CT scan, may be considered.

(Ex. 43; 84-90/1953-1959 & 369-376/2238-2245.)
20. Dr. Satwicz did not find justification for increasing Pt. G’s Mecthadone dose, He

explained that Methadone typically lasts for eight hours so that taking Methadone more

frequently is excessive. He found this was high doses prescribed of opioids “over an extended

* The strengths of some of the medications prescribed on November 21, 2005 as shown in the visit report
do not match the copies of the prescriptions written on that date for Pt. G. I concluded that the copies of
the prescriptions were correct. The prescriptions with discrepancies are for Methadone 10 mg. (120) and
not 20 mg. (Ex. 43, 376/2245), and for Elavil 50 mg. (60) and not 500 mg. (Ex. 43, 376/2243). 1could
not decipher the strength of the Celebrex (60) dose on the copy of this prescription (Ex. 43, 376/2243).
Also written for Pt. G on November 21, 2005 but not mentioned in Dr. Ogoke’s visit report, was a
prescription for Oxycodone 15 mg. (180) (Ex. 43, 375/2244).
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period.”

[T]hese are extraordinary high doses and the frequency of the Methadone four

times a day is unusual ... [T]ypically, the length of time, Methadone has a very,

very long half life ... The pain relieving portion of its effect ... is usually around

eight hours, so typically, it is ordered three times a day or every eight hours. To

order that four times a day is ... not unheard of because some people metabolize it

very quickly, but to order 40 mg. four times a day is ... just a lot of opioid for

non-malignant pain. And, to make it 60 mg. [of Methadone] twice a day and the

other dose of 40 mg. is even more so. '
(Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. X, 1930-1931, 1932.)

21. On January 3, 2006, test results showed Pt. G was negative for the rheumatoid factor.
On January 9, 2006, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. G a bilateral SI injection with fluoroscopy for
sacroiliitis. She was complaining of a pain level of 8/10. She was prescribed Actiq 600 mcg. (2)
for procedures. On January 18, 2006, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. G a left-sided lumbar transforaminal
ESI with fluoroscopy for lumbar radiculopathy at levels L3, L4, L5 and S1. She was prescribed
Methadone 40 mg. (120) and 10 mg. (120), Oxydocone 30 mg. (90), and Elavil 50 mg. (60). On
February 14, 2006, Pt. G had a follow-up visit with Dr. Ogoke. She reported a 6/10 pain level
and she reported “making some progress™ especially in her left leg and less progress with her low
back pain. On the other hand, she refused to have a procedure done this day. Dr. Ogoke
counseled her on “the need for compliance with both medication and the planned care” that she
had agreed to. Dr. Ogoke did a review of systems and gave her a physical examination. His
assessments made were: lumbar radiculopathy; sacroiliitis; lumbar facet arthropathy; cervical
strain and radiculopathy; sternoclavicular joint strain; lumbar herniation at L3-4, L4-5 and 1.5-
S1; and, post-lumbar laminectomy syndrome. The treatment plan from this visit was to prescribe
her Ativan 2 mg. (2) for “pre-medication” before having an interventional procedure. She was to

-continue on her Oxycodone and Methadone medications, and then review her progress on them.

She was pfescribed Oxycodone 30 mg. (90), and Methadone 40 mg, (120) and 10 mg. (120). A
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UDS was done. The results of.the UDS specimen takén Fe'bruary 14, 2006 were produced by
Febru-ary'23, 2006, and were positive for Methadone and Oxycodone, but also for Marijuana.
(Ex. 43: 68-83/1937-1952; 348-349/2217-2218; 351-355/2220-2224; 337-362/2226-2231 & 364-
366/2233-2233))

22. Dr. Satwicz found prescribing Actiq for procedures to be excessive as il is a fast-
acting cancer drug and Pt. G’s non-cancer conditions did not require this strong opioid
medication for breakthrough }'Jain. (Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. X, 1875-1876.)

23. On March 11, 2006, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. G a left side tumbar transforaminal ESI with
fluoroscopy at levels L3, L4, L5 and S1 for lumbar radiculopathy. She reported a 6/10 pain
level. She was prescribed Elavil 25 mg, (60), Oxycodone 30 mg. (90), and Methadone 40 mg.
(120) and 10 mg. (120). N;) mention of the February 23, 2006 UDS results were made in the
visit report, Atan April 13, 2006 follow-up visit at Dr. Ogoke’s office, Pt. G reported a pain
level of 7/10. She reported experiencing a “25% decrease in pain for seven days” following her
last injection procedure and was “pleased with the improvement.” Because of her “long-standing
history of left knee pain,” with a “damaged ACL,” she had discussed with her surgeon a possible
total knee replacement, She was given a phys;ical examination and her treatment plan included
doing another left lumbar transforaminal ESI as soon as possible. Her current medications were
renewed of Methadone 40 mg. (120) and 10 mg, (120), Elavil 25 mg. (60), and Oxycodone 30
mg. (90). A UDS was done. The results were produced by April 19, 2006 were positive for
Methadone and for Marijuana. (Ex. 43: 63-67/1932-1936; 340-344/2209-2213 & 346-347/2215—
2216.) |

24. On May 8, 2006, Pt. G was prescribed Valium 10 mg. (2) for an upcoming

procedure. On May 10, 2006, Dr. Ogoke gave her a left-sided lumbar transforaminal ESI with
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fluoroscopy at levels L3, L4, LS and S1 for lumbar radiculopathy. Pt. G reported a pain leve! of
8/10 before the procedure. She was prescribed Elavil 25 mg. (60), Oxycodone 30 mg. (90), and
Methadone 40 mg. (120) and 10 mg. (120). No mention was made in any visit report of the
April 19, 2006 UDS result that was positive for Marijuana. On May 19, 2006, an order was
made for Pt. G to have sensory nerve conduction threshold testing. Dr. Ogoke also gave her a
left-sided medial/lateral epicondyle injection with fluoroscopy. She reported a pain level of 6/10
in her elbow and fingers at this visit. A UDS was done, and the results produced by May 24,
2006 were positive for Methadone, Oxycodone, and Marijuana. On May 24, 2006, Dr. Ogbke
gave Pt. G another left knee injection with fluoroscopy. She reported a pain level of 8/10 at this
visit. On June 9, 2006, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. G a left side lumbar ESI with fluoroscopy at levels
L3, L4, L5 and S1 for lumbar radiculopathy. She reported a pain level of 6/10 at this visit. She
wa;s prescribed Methadone 40 mg. (120) and 10 mg. (120), Elavi] 25 mg. (60), and Oxycodone
30 mg. (90). No mention \;\fas .made in any visit r;:port of the positive for Marijuana UDS result
from May 24, 2006 that was positive for Marijuana. A UDS was done at the June 9, 2006 visit.
The UDS resuits were produced by June 12, 2006, and were positive for Methadone, Oxycodone,
and Marijuana. On June 16, 2006, Pt. G underwent a sensory nerve conduction threshold
evaluation. She was seen in follow-up on June 21, 2006 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She reported not
- having experienced much pain relief from the knee injection. She reported about a “40%”
decrease in pain that had lasted about two weeks from her last left side lumbar transforaminal
ESL She reported “dizziness” when flexing her neck and some left finger numbness. She was
given a physical examination. The treatment plan was for her to have a facet injection for
diagnostic purposes and to consider another left knee injection. She agreed to this plan. She was

given a prescription for Valium 10 mg. (2) for the upcoming procedure. There were still no

248



Bd. Registration in Medicine v, Ogoke, MD RM-00-663

mentions of now a number of UDS results that had shown Pt. G was positive for Marijuana.

(Ex.43:46-62/1915-1931; 331-332/2200-2201; 334-336/2203-2203; 419-428/2288-2297 & 430- .

L8]

437/2299—23-06.)

25. On July 6, 2006, Pt. G came to Dr. Ogoke’s oftice scheduled to have a bilateral
lumbar facet joint injection. She reported a pain level of 6/10. She waited three hours to have
her injection procedure, and then understood from office staff that Dr. Ogoke would not be' back
in the office for another two hours. She was very upset about this, wrote up a complaint letter,

. and decided to lee}ve and reschedule the injection procedure. Pt. G had been able to reschedule
before waiting the three hours in the office, but decided to wait for Dr. Ogoke. Nevertheless, she
had an evaluation with a physician assistant that included a physical examination and having a
UDS done. The assessments made were: lumbar radiculopathy; post lumbar laminectomy
syndrome; sacroiliitis; and, left knee pain. She received a renewal of her prescriptions of
Methadone 40 mg. (120) and 10 mg. (120), Elavil 25 mg,. (60), and Oxycodene 30 mg. (90).
“Treatment compliance was [also] discussed,” but there was no discussion referring to her prior
UDS results that were positive for Marijuana, The UDS results from her July 6, 2006 specimen
were produced by July 18, 2006 and showed she was positive for Marijuana again. On August 1,
2006, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. G 4 bilateral facet joint injection with ﬂuor'oscopy at levels L1-2, L2-3,
L3-4,14-5, and L5-S1 for facet arthropathy pain. She reported a pain level of 7/10, She
received a renewal of her prescriptions of Methadone 40 mg. (120) and 10 mg. (120), Elavil 25
mg. (60}, Oxycodone 30 mg. (120), and Valium 10 mg. (2) for injection procedures. She had a
UDS done that showed a positive result for Oxycodone. On August 30, 2006, Dr. Ogoke gave

Pt G a bilateral lumbar facet joint injection with fluoroscopy at levels L1-2, L2-3, L3-4, L4-5,

and L.5-S1 for facet arthropathy pain. Pt. G reported a pain level of 7/10, but reported a “50%”
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improvement in pain symptoms that lasted for about three weeks following the previous injection
procedure. On September 20, 2006, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. G a bilateral lumbar [acet joint injection
at the same five lumbar levels with fluoroscopy for facel.arthropalhy pain. She reported a pain
level of 8/10 before having the procedure that included the back and both legs. She had a
physical examination. She was prescribed Valium 10 mg. (2) for procedures, and received a
renewal of her medications of Methadone 40 mg. (120) and 10 mg. (120}, Elavil 25 mg. (6'0),
and Oxycodone 30 mg. (90). (Ex. 43: 33-40/1902-1909; 42-45/1911-1914 & 409-418/2273-
2287)

26. Itis important that a patient’s UDS results come back within a relatively short time
in order to ensure that the patient is being compliant and not using any illicit drugs. Over a
week’s wail is a long time for results to come back from testing. Dr. Ogoke experienced long
delays in receiving some of Pt. G’s UDS results, and he and his physician assistants may have
been prescribing_ opioids .for Pt. G at times when she was using Marijuana without them knowing
this due to these delays. The protocol was for his staff to immediately make available for his
review any of his patients’ UDS results that showed non-compliance and especially use of any
illicit drugs. Whether long delays in receipt of UDS results or failure on the part of his staff to
timely show him UDS results, Dr. Ogoke did not learn until October 9, 2007, that the August 23,
2007 and September 12, 2007 UDSs on Pt. G showed she was using Marijuana. Dr. Ogoke may
not have been presented with the prior UDS test results also positive for Marijuana. Because of
this lack of knowledge, received renewals of her long-term opioid prescriptions up until October
9,2007. (Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VH_. 1372-1375, 1377, 1379-1390 & Dr. Satwicz, Vol.
X, 1936-1937, 1946-1950.)

27. A lumbar bilateral facet joint injection at five levels with ten injection sites using
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fluoroscopy, involved giving Pt. G during onc interventional procedure, 200 mg. of Depo-
Medrol medication; 20 mg. injected at cach of the ten Jumber sites. Al times Pt. G experienced
pain when the injection of the Depo-Medrol accurred to reach the source of pain on the spine.
Finding the sources of the pain on the spine is the pufpose of the injection procedure in order to
securc for the patient, optimal targeted pain relief to lessen the need to depend on oral narcotic
medications at high doses. Doing a series of such interventional procedures not too far apart in
time is how these procedures can provide the best opportunity to give the patient better pain .
control. The injected medication stays in the area.of the injection and provides relief over time.
The medication at all the injection sites does not go throughout the body upon injection. Just one
mjection is administered at a time. Sometimes needles are left in the prior injection site to help
line-up the proper location for the next injection, which is what Dr. Ogoke did. The reason for
removing needles not used at the moment for an injection of Depo-Medrol, is to guard against
the patient, who Es.conscious, being harmed by sharp needles if the patient moves too much.
Doing as many as five bilateral lumbar levels of injections is not as typical as doing two or three
bilateral lumbar levels with injections. Foﬁr bilateral lumbar levels of injections is a lot, and
doing five bilateral lumbar levels is quite a lot. There was no standard of care to prohibit the
interventional pain management specialist from doing five bilateral lumbar levels of injections
during cne p.rocedure, or to have multiple needles in the body at one time when only one needle
was being used at a time for an injection. Pt. G showed no signs of having had any improperly
performed or harmful outcomes from her interventional procedures with Dr. Ogoke, including
those she received of five bilateral lumbar levels of injections during one procedure. At each
follow-up visit after an injection procedure, Pt. G would repoert how the procedure helped with

pain relief and for how long. (Exs. 83 & 84; Testimony of -Dr. Satwicz, Vol. X, 1920-1926; Dr.
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Tr_;:scot, Vol. X1V, 2850-2853 & Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VII, 1366-1367, 1391-1392, 1421.)

28. Pt. G was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on October 27, 2006. She completed a brief
pain inventory form and reported a recent motor vehicle accident. She reported having pain at a
7/10 level with low back pain 111;.11 radiated into her left leg, and that the pain increased with her
activity level. She still had a spinat cord stim‘ulator in her back that was perhaps displaced from
the recent injury. She was going to see Dr. Linson soon and this issue would be addressed with
him. She was to provide Dr. Linson with her recent nerve conduction study results. Pt. G
reported a “50%" decrease in pain for about three weeks following her last injection procedure.
She was given a physical examination. She was prescribed Oxycodone 40 mg. (120) and 30 mg,
(90), Methadone 10 mg. (120), Elavil 25 mg. (60), and Valium 10 mg. (2) for procedures. A
UDS was done. The UDS result was negative for Oxycodone. When Pt. G was seen at Dr.
Ogoke’s office on November 27, 2006, she had seen Dr. Linson. She reported that Dr. Linson
opined her back was unstable with possible spondylolisthesis, and that her spinal cord stimulator
should be removed. Dr. Ogoke’s office renewed Pt. G’s medications at this November 27, 2006
visit; Methadone 40 mg. (120) and 10 mg. (120), Elavil 25 mg. (60), and Oxycodone 30 mg.
(90). Another UDS was done. By the time Pt. G was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on December
27,2006, Dr. Linson had removed the Sp-inal cord stimulator on December 5, 2006, and Pt. G
had und;?rgone lumbar spine and cervical spine MRIs, and a thoracic spine I\/[RJ was scheduled
for December 28, 2006, all under Dr. Linson’s care. She had a physical examination at Dr,
Ogoke’s office at this visit. Interventional procedures were put on hold pending the results from

the MRIs. Another UDS was done. The result was negative for Oxycodone.” (Ex. 43: 28-

" 1 could not tell from the UDS results from the December 28, 2006 specimen that was negative for
Oxycodone whether that reflected results from an Oxycodone screen. I could not locate or decipher a test
result for the November 27, 2006 UDS done in Pt. G’s medical records {Exhibit 43),
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32/1897-1901; 388-389/2257—2258; 39172260, 394-402/2263-2271; 483/2332 & 35212421.) -
29. Pt. G was seen on January 26, 2007 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. Since Octaber 27, 20086,
Dr. Ogoke’s planned interventional treatment of a “RFL lumbar facet nerves” procedure had
been put on hold. No direct information had come from Dr. Linson, but Pt. G explained that she
did not want further interventional procedures. She complained of pain at a 6/10 level in her
back. She was gi‘..fen a physical examination. Dr. Ogoke’s office was going to seek MRI test
results to review. She was prescribed Methadone 40 mg. (120) and 10 mg. (120), Oxycodone 30
mg. (90), and Elavil 25 mg. (60). Pt. G was told that she might face having to end care with Dr.
Ogc;ke due to refusing further interventional treatments. Another UDS was done. The result was
positive for Oxycodone. Pt. G was seen by Dr. Ogoke on February 23, 2007. They discussed Pt.
G’s concern about not having the interventional treatments that had been planned of an SI
injection and a facet joint injection, both as soon as passible. From this discussion, Pt. G felt that -
the risks of doing these were not us great as she had thought. She was pl'ovided with information
to review about the procedures. She had a physical examination. Dr. Ogoke assessed her
conditions .as: lumbar herniation; lumbar facet arthropathy; lumbar radiculopathy; sacroiliitis;
and, status-post removal of spinal cord stimulator. Pt. G was prescribed Methadone 40 mg.
(120) and 10 mg. (120), Elavil 25 mg. (60), and Oxycodone 30 mg. (90). Anothér UDS was
done.”" On March 15, 2007, Pt. G was scheduled to have an SI injection, but she refused to have
it. Another UDS was done. Pt. G was seen again on Me;rch 23, 2007,.reporting a pain level of
5/10. She completed a brief pain inventory form. Dr. Ogoke gave her a bilateral SI injection
with fluoroscopy for her sacroiliitis. An opioid renewal form filled out for this visit that listed no

prior narcotics agreement violations, that her last UDS was normal, and that she had last received

"' could not locate or decipher in the medical records for Pt. G (Exhibit 43) the results of the February
23,2007 UDS. '
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prescriptions on February 23, 2007. There was no indication on this form about her prior UDS
results that were positive for Marijuana. She had her ongoing medications renewed of
Methadone 40 mg. (120} and 10 mg. (120}, Elavil 25 mg. (60), and Oxycodone 30 mg. (90).
(Ex. 43: 475-478/2344.2347; 482-486/2351-2355: 545/2414; 547-548/2416-2417 & 550- '
356/2419-2425 )

30. On April 3, 2007, Pt. G was hospitalized for left knee surgery of a total knee
arthroplasty. Her discharge diagnoses included; diabetes, “chronic pain syndrome, maintained
on narcotics,” and “nine low back surgeries.” She was discharged with prescriptions for
Coumadin and other medications relating to the surgery, as well as to maintain her current
mcdication regimen under Dr. Ogoke, although the freqt‘lency of use of Oxycodone was
increased. Pt. G was seen by Dr. Ogoke on April 20, 2007. She reported good pain relief in her
left knee post-surgery, but still complained of low back and sacroiliac notch region radiating pain
on both sides. She completed a brief pain inventory form and she reported that her treatment
“plan works to keep me comfortable . .. [Injections] help, but only last for 2-3 wks. Oral med]s] -
are just right.” She also had an opioid renewal form completed that showéd her last prescription
was on March 23, 2007, her last UDS was positive for Marijuana, that she no prior narcotics
agreement violations, and no changes to her medications were being made. Dr. Ogoke did not
fill out this form. Dr, Ogoke’s visit report contained no mention of this last UDS being positive
for Marijuana. No changes werc made to be made to Pt. G’s medications. His visit report, stated
that Pt. G was compliant in taking her prescribed medications. He gave her a physical
examination. The éssessmcnts reached were: knee osteoarthritis status-post left knee
replacement; sacroiliitis; lumbar hemiation and radiculopathy; lumbar strain and rule out lumbar

facet arthropathy; and, post-lumbar laminectomy syndrome. The treatment plan was to give her
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an S injection as soon as possible and then a facet joint injection. She was to do follow-up with
her knee surgeon. The Coumadin medication was to be stopped for three days prior o a
procedure being given and then resumed after the procedure. A UDS was done that was positive
for Oxycodone. At this visit, Pt. G was prescrfbed Methadone 40 mg. (120) and 10 mg. (120),
Elavil 25 mg. (60), and Oxycodone 30 mg. (90). (Ex. 43: 471-474/2340-2343; 522-523/2391-
2392, 535-539/2404-2408 & 541/2410.)

31. OnMay 10, 2007, at a visit at Dr. Ogoke’s office, Pt. G completed another brief pain
. Inventory form, had another opioid renewal form compiéted showing a normal prior UDS result
and no prior narcotics agreement violations, so that no mention was made abc.mt the prior
positive UDS for Marijﬁana. Pt. G reported an 8/10 pain level in her lower back. Dr. Ogoke
gave her a bilateral SI injection with fluoroscopy. Another UDS was done. The result was
positive for Oxycodone. Pt. G was seen on May 17, 2007 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. Another opioid
renewal form was completed showing that UDS resulis were pending and listing no prior
narcotic agreement violations. Another UDS was done. Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. G a bilateral lumbar
facet joint injection with fluoroscopy at levels [2-3, L3-4, L4-5 and L5-S1 for lumbar facet
arthropathy pain. Her medications were renewed of Methadone 40 mg. (120) and 10 mg. (120),
Oxycodone 30 g, (90), and Elavil 25 mg. (60). Pt. G was seen on Jur;e 16, 2007 at Dr. Ogoke’s
office. Another opioid renewal form was completed showing her last prescriptions were from
May 17, 2007, no prior narcot‘ics agreement violations, and her May 10, 2007 UDS was pending.
Pt. G reported a phin level of 9/10 in her lower back. She had a bilateral lumbar facet joint
injection with fluoroscopy at levels L2-3, L3-4, L4-5 and L5-S1 for lumbar facet arthropathy
pain. She was prescribed Methadone 40 mg. (120), Elavil 25 mg. (60), and Oxycodone 30 mg,

(90). She had another UDS done. (Ex. 43: 459-470/2328-2339; 514/2383; 519/2388; 521/2390;
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525/2394 & 527-532/2396-2401.)

32. On July 16,2007, Pt. G was seen by Dr. Ogoke. She completed a brief pain
inventory form, and an opioid renewal form was completed showing the last prescriptions were
from June 16, 2007, no prior narcotics agreement violations, and the June 16, 2007 UDS was
pending.”® She reported a pain level of 10/10 in her low back area. She had recently undergone
lumbar spine fusion surgery with Dr. Linson. The fusion surgery addressed her “level of
osteopenia or osteoporosis that was present.”

[She was in] a rigid lumbar brace ... appears sore but feels she is beginning to

regain sensation in the lower extremity where she has not had it for several years

now ... At this point ... defer any further procedures, including sacroiliac joint

injection and continue to maintain ... her current oral medications and re-evaluate

as needed. The dose of Methadone will go up to 40 mg., four times ... a day ...

discontinue the Methadone 20 mg, twice a day, which had been the case prior to

surgery, and the patient seems to be doing well with that.

. A physical examination was done. The treatment plan reached was to renew her medications for
thirty days, do a follow-up in ubout four weeks, and for Pt. G to do her follow-ups with Dr.
Linson. She was prescribed Oxycodone 30 mg. (120), Methadone 40 mg. (120), and Elavil 23
mg. (60). A UDS was done. The UDS was positive for Oxycodone. On August 15, 2007, Pt. G
was seen by Dr. Ogoke. She completed a brief pain inventory form. An opioid renewal form
was completed listing no prior-narcotics agreement violations. A UDS was done that was
positive for Oxycodone. At this time, Pt. G was being followed by Dr. Linson for her post-
fusion surgery related complaints and was wearing a rigid lumbar brace. She was doing well on
her pain medication regimen so that Dr, Ogoke found no reason to increase her opioid doses.
She had a physical examination. Her treatment plan was to renew her medications for thirty days

and defer the S injection for a week. She was prescribed Methadone 40 mg. (120), Elavil 25

mg. (60) and Oxycodone 30 mg. (120). Pt. G had a UDS done August 22, 2007 that was positive

™ The result of the June 16, 2007 UDS was positive for Oxycodone. (Ex. 43, 514/2383)
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for Marijuana. (Ex. 43: 452-438/2321-2327; 497/2366; 505-513/2374-2382 & 515.—518/2384—
2387.)

33. Dr. Irescot opined that when prescribing Methadone, the dosage can be increased to
achieve adequate pain relief, or until there is a difficult side effect. Dr. Trescot opined:

[T)his is true with any medicine that doesn’t have a recommended ceiling level ...

That’s the same ... with Morphine or Oxycodone or Fentanyl or any other opioid

... There is ... no organ toxicity ... no liver toxicity or kidney toxicity to limit it

and so there is not an identifiably toxic Hmit.

(Testimony of Dr, Trescot, Vol. XVI, 3179.)

34. Pt. G was seen on Septemnber 12, 2007 by Dr. Ogoke. He gave her a bilateral SI
injection with fluoroscopy for sacroiliitis. She completed a brief pain inventory form, and an
opioid renewal form was completed showing her last UD.S was normal despite the August 22,
2007 specimen to have tested positive for Marijuana. At this September 12, 2007 visit, Pt. G

_ sought Lyrica for her nerve pain in place of the Elavil she had been taking. She wrote thisina
note. Elavil ié amitriptyline. Like Lyrica, it is not an opioid. Pt. G was prescribed Lyrica 75 mg.
(14) and 150 mg. (60), Methadone 40 mg. (120), and Oxycodone 30 mg. (120). Pt. G reported
that since her last visit, she had tripped and fallen over some boots left in-a walkway, hitting her
left knee and right hip. She reported pain in her groin area down the front of her legs. She
reported a pain level of 8/10. No medical record about this visit addressed the positive UDS

| finding for Marijuana from the August 22, 2007 specimen. The UDS result from the September

12, 2007 specimen was also positive again for Marijuana. (Ex. 43: 448;451/23]7—2320; 496-

500/2365-2369 & 501-504/2370-2373. Exs. 88 & 89) |

35. Pt. G was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on October 9, 2007. An opioid renewal form

was completed. The form showed her last prescriptions were written on September 12, 2007, she

had a UDS result positive for Marijuana, and she had a prior narcotics agreement violation. At
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this visit Pt. G was expecting a renewal of her prescriptions. Pt. G was in the waiting area when
she was heard and seen by Dr. Ogoke’s staff telling other patients that Dr. Ogoke was “bad.”
Staff heard her telling persons in the waiting area that they could treat with other doctors. They
heard her providing the telephone numbers of other doctors. A staff member came cver to her
and told her to stop talking this way about Dr. Ogake’s practice. She became upset and left the
office without taking her prescriptions with her, Once she left, a staff person telephoned her
about forgetting her prescriptions. She arranged to come the next morning to get themn. This
incident was written down by a staff member. Dated October 9, 2007, a form ten_ni.nation letter
wasvsent to Pt. G by certified mail. The letter explained that her care was ending with Dr. Ogoke
and that she should seek further pa.in management care elsewhere. The letter referred her to
Baystate Medical Center or Mercy Medical Center Pain Clinics. The letter informed her that she
‘could secure further help during the next thirty days through Dr. Ogoke’s office while she lined
up her future care. Pt. G received the certified letter. (Ex. 43: 441/2510; 446-447/2315-2316;
481/2350 & 494/2363.)

36. Pt. G returned on October 10, 2007 to Dr. Ogoke’s office and was seen by Dr. Ogoke
who gave her an evaluation. An opioid renewal form was completed. Although it did not check-
off that Pt. G had shown any aberrant behavior, the form listed Pt. G was positive from UDS
testing for Marijnana, and that she had a prior narcotics agreement violation. She was
confronted by Dr. Ogoke with her narcotics agreement violations for using Marijuana in August
and September 2007. She insisted that this use should not prevent her from continuing to have
her regular prescriptions filled, because she had been able to get them written in the past when
she also had been using Marijuana. Dr. Ogoke explained that this could not happen, and that

before she could return to his care and receive any opioid medications, she would need to be
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treated at a detox center or be cleared as off the illicit drug by a psychologist before she could be
constdered for further care from him with opioid medication. Pt. G was not cooperative during
the physical examination so that not much was done. She reported a pain level of 7/10 in her low
back and left leg. A UDS was done.” Pt. G left with only her prescription for “Lyrica 150 mg.
p.o. twice a day.” The visit report noted that Pt. G continued (o be *argumentative and
confrontational” with Dr. Ogoke. She received the termination lett.cr of October 9, 2007. She
understood that she could return within the next thirty days for any care she would need pending
her addressing the use of the illicit drug and/or her transfer of care to a new caregiver who would
help her address her illicit drug use. She was handed a list of facilities where she could receive
detox care with their telephone numbers. The report of this visit listed her assessments as: illicit
‘drug use (THC); sacroiliitis; post laminectomy syndrome of the lumbar spine area; lumbar facet
arthropathy; and, status post facet joint injection last done June 16, 2007. The report listed her
treatment plan as; discontimgc all opioids now due to narcotics agreement vriolation; [enew
brescription for “Lyrica 150 mg. p.o. twice a day;” and, provide Pt. G with a list of facilities or
hospitals where she could receive detox treatment. She was iﬁformed how she could locate other
pain management caregivers in the area. The Lyrica was not prescribed as a step in tapering her
off her high doses (-Jf optoid medication. Lyrica is not a drug used to help with opioid
withdrawal. (Ex. 43:441-447/2310-2316; 479-481/2348-2350 & 487-494/2356-2363. Exs. 83 &
93. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VII, 1404-1413, 1417-1421 & Dr. Satwicz, Vol. X, 1940.)

37. Dr. Ogoke followed his protocol. Upon learning that Pt. G had two recent positive
UDS results for the illicit drug of Marij uana., he required her to be seen by an addictionologist or
be treated at a detoxification center in order to be cleared for continued prescriptions for opioid

medications. [n addition to her illicit drug use and admission that she had been taking Marijuana

" I could not locate in Pt. G’s medical records (Exhibit 43) results of the UDS done on October 10, 2007.
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in the past and thal had not stopped her receipt of her opioid medication, Pt. G also engaged in
inappropriaie behavior in the wait area with Dr. Ogoke’s other patients on October 9, 2007. He
decided that he would not reconsider his need to terminate his care with Pt. G. She had now
shown she would not be compliant in taking her medications without any illicit drug use. She
had shown a breakdown in her retationship with Dr. Ogoke where she could not be trusted by
him to pursue her treatment plan properly. She had engaged in disruptive conduct in his waiting
area in his office. At no time in this termination process with Pt. G did Dr. Ogoke offer to taper
Pt. G off her opioids once she located a detox program or addictionologist for care. Pt. G did not
ask him to taper her off narcotic medic‘ation, and just wanted renewals of her engoing pain
medications, including opioids. To detox a patient off illicit drugs was not within Dr. Ogoke’s
medical specialty. He could not taper Pt. G off her opioid medication thle she was using
Marijuana. (Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VII, 1369-1390, 1404-1418.)

38. Dr. Satwicz opined that Dr. Ogoke was under an obligation and violated the standard
of care by not ensuring that when Pt. G was terminated from his care that she had lined up a
detox center or counselor to address her illicit drug use. No information that this eccurred for Pt.
G is in her medical records. Without having a transfer of care in place, Dr. Satwicz opined that
Dr. Ogoke had violated the standard of care. He explained:

This patient is now in a very precarious state. She is on very high doses of

opioids and now is being cut off and asked to go to a detox center which may or

may not be available, she may or may not have access to that, Sc while it’s not

proper to continue to write opioids on an open-ended scale, the referring to a

detox center is appropriate but that needs to be nailed down ‘before you send

somebody out the door with nothing.

She clearly violated the [narcotics] contract ... The violation is grounds to

terminate ... But either a taper has to be written or ... a transfer to somebody else

who is going to take ownership.

(Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. X, 1938-1941.)

261



Bd. Registration in Medicine v. Ogoke, MD RA-09-665

39. Dr. Ogoke did not list in every progress note or office visit report, Pt. G’s full
prescription information on each medication prescribed at that visit. He did not require his
physician assistants to do this, He did require that a legible copy of all prescriptions written for
each medication for Pt. G be included in her medical records. That copy would contain all the
details about the particular prescription. (Ex. 84. Testimony of Ms. Dawes, Vol. X1, 2122, 2126-
2129.)

40. Pt. G filed a complaint against Dr. Ogoke with the BORM in December 2007. She
checked off on the complaint form that he: engaged in professional misconduct; was rude to her
as was his staff; engaged in patient neglect-abandonment; failed to supervise his staff adequately;
was negligent in administering cortisone and with other injections; and, held ba.ck medications
that could have helped her in order that she agree to have injections. She complained that there
were times when she felt so much pain during an injection procedure that she “begged him to
stop, but he just keeps pushing and digging until I'm screaming in pain and he won’t stop.” She
felt at times she was left in the procedure room unattended and in a state where she could have
fallen off the fluoroscopy table. She noted how he had continued to write her prescriptions that
included high doses of Methadone even after she had tested positive for Marijuana. (Ex. 83.)

Conclusion and Recommendation

The BORM cHarged Dr. Ogo.ke with standard of care violations in how he treated Pt. G
by: inappropriately prescribing opioid medication to her; prolviding her with many multiple level
injection procedures; failing to address her numerous UDS results that were positive for
Marijuana over a number of months; and, ending his care of her when she had expressed her
desire not to undergo any more injection treatments. The BORM has proven that Dr. Ogoke

violated the standard of care by his failure to adequately address the many UDS results that were
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positive for Mérijuana. The BORM has not proven the remaining charges.

Pt G did not testify, so it is difficult to support her claims as set forth in her complaint to
the BORM (Exhibit 83), and to find support from her complaint that she was treated outside the
standard of care by Dr. Ogoke. Her medical records with reports of her progress in pain control
following interventional procedures, and her pain complaints af visits to Dr. Ogoke’s office,
provided a description of her interactions with Dr. Ogoke and his physician assistants. The visit
reports also showed Dr. Ogoke’s treatment reactions to Pt. G’s pain complaints and to what her
physical examinations revealed. Dr. Ogoke provided explanations to Pt. G about how he was
going to treat her pain with both pain medications and interventional procedures. I was able to
uncover Dr. Ogoke’s course of care given to Pt. G over many years. This included lining up
almost al} the copies of the prescriptions written at each vi‘sit.

Pt. G suffered from progressively worsening underlying conditions starting in and around
2000 despite back surgeries, various interventional procedures, use of opioid pain medication,
and an implanted spinal cord stimulator. None of these treatments seemed to help control Pt. G’s
p‘e.lirL She had difficulr to treat severe chronic pain. She had high pain level complaints by the
time she began care with Dr. Ogoke in 2003, who treated her with on-going opioid and other
non-narcotic pain medications. Dr. Ogoke ordered various diagnostic tests such as MRIs, x-rays,
and nerve conduction studies to gain insights into possible causes of Pt. G's pain. Also, her
medical records shgw Pt. G was at times in care with Dr. Marc Linson, her orthopedic surgeon,
and had undergone lumbar fusion surgeries with him as late as July 2007. Dr. Ogoke kept track
of this care and factored Dr. Linson’s care into his treatment decisions as shown in Pt. G’s
medical records.

Dr. Ogoke tried to locate sources of Pt. G’s pain by doing various interventional
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procedures. After many of these procedures, Pt. G would report some pain relief, just not long-
lasting pain'relief. She was unable to work due to her medical conditions. She found her social
and family relationships suffered due to her medical conditicns and constant ;ever pain. There is
no evidence that refutes her pain was severe and chronic. The pain complaints in the low back
and left leg were never able to become so diminished that Pt. G was able to stop care for her
pain. She had pain upon walking or sitting for too long. She suffered falis as a result of her
medical conditions. No evidence demonstrated that upon starting care with Dr. Ogoke, Pt. G had
been diverting her narcotics medication or had been treated for detoxification for use of illicit
drugs. Given her diagnostic test results, her clinical findings, her prior back surgeries, her prior
interventional procedures, and her use of narcotic medications for pain, Dr. Ogoke had good
cause to view Pt. G as having significant and hard to treat constant low back pain radiating into
her left leg that was negatively impacting her quality of life.
Charge of Overprescribing Opioids

Dr. Satwicz’s opmion was not persuasive that Pt G’s underlying conditions, even if
causing chronic pain, did not merit use of high doses of opioild medications to aid Pt. G in having
a better quality of life. Her high pain level complaints were not suspect based on the results of
the physical examinations she feceived at her frequent visits under Dr. Ogoke care‘, and support
the kind of care that Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. G. Dr. Ogoke did not just maintain Pt. G on pain
medication. He was diligent in investigating diagnostic interveqtional procedures that could help
to locate the core areas of her pain, and he performed injeciion procedures to target those
suspected core areas. Dr. Ogoke’s testimony, as supported by Pt. G’s medical records, showed
that the interventional procedures would often result in at least a lessening of the high pain levels

for a few weeks.
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There was insufficient proof that somehow continuing to prescribe the high opio‘id doses
over long periods of time, including the Methadone prescriptions, was not good practice of
medicine to meet Pt. G’s needs for pain management. Dr. Trescot opined that Dr. Ogoke’s
treatment plan of interventional procedures and prescribing high dose opioid medication that
included long‘-acting opioid medication and opioid medication for breakthrough pain, was within
the standard of care at the time. She opined that when prescribing on-going high doses ol opioid
medication the pain management physician has to engage in monitoring the worth of such
medication to the patient’s pain control. Dr. Trescot’s review of Pt. G’s medical records
demonstrated that Dr. Ogoke was monitoring Pt. G’s medication use appropriately as seen in the
visit reports. Pt. G was seen primarily monthly over her many vears of care with Dr. Ogoke. Dr.
Trescot emphasized that at the time Pt. G was receiving the high doses of long-acting and short-
acting opioid medication, including Methadone, that there was no reéluired ceiling on the dose of
any of the opioids. Dr. Satwicz did not testify to such ceilings on opioid doses, including
Methadone. The BORM did not present any such proof. Dr. Satwicz’s opinion was insufficient
to prove that Pt. G would have secured the same or a better pain relief level for her chronic
intractable pain had she not been on the high opioid doses. No evidence showed that Pt. G’s
underlying cénditions and levels of pain were made worse by being on high doses of opioid
medication.. No evidence showed that the high doses of opioid medication did not help with Pt.
(’s pain control.

Dr. Satwicz explained that the patient with non-cancer chronic pain éhould engage
in lifestyle changes such as weight loss and exercise as an alternative to being treated with high
doses of opioids that carry the risks of addictién and other difficult side effects. Pt. G’s medical

records showed that she tried some physical therapy treatments such as whirlpool physical
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therapy, but concluded that physical therapy often worsened her pain levels. She would
experience pain even when walking for any Jength of time. Dr. Ogoke was not carcless or
negligent in his prescribing of these opioid nllcdications. The medical records also contain ample
information that Pt. G’s medications were often modified to try non-opioid medications, and that
Methadone was prescribed as a good long-term pain control option for Pt. G.

All three experts, Dr. Ogoke, Dr. Trescot, and Dr. Satwicz, acknowledged that
interventional procedures can be painful at times to the paticnt who is fully conscious during it,
albeit under local anesthelic and often sedated to keep the pgtient calm. Dr. Satwicz emphasized
that at no time should such a patient, even to help with pain during interventional procedures,
receive the powerful cancer pain drug, Actiq, because the use of that medication has no place in
the treatment of non-cancer chronie pain. Although Dr. Trescot agreed that Actiq is a known
opioid to use for cancer pain, she persuasively explained this did not mean it could not be used
the way Dr. Ogoke used it for Pt. G to address her pain during interventional procedures. Dr.
Satwicz never opined that it was prohiBited for use for other than cancer pain. The BORM never
produced evidence that it was prohibited for use for other than cancer pain. No evidence showed
that Pt. G suffered a harm from taking Actiq during an interventional procedure. [ only located a
few times when Pt. G was prescribed use of Actiq for help with pain control during
interventional procedures. I concluded that Actiq was never prescribed to Pt. G as part of her on-
going medication regimen to help with her overall pain control. The BORM has not proven that
adding-in prescriptions for- Actiq to be used by Pt. G for pain experienced during interventional
procedures was overprescribing an opioid medication to Pt. G.

The BORM did not prove the charge that Dr. Ogoke overprescribed opioid medication to

Pt. G during her course of care.
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Charge of Substandard Injection Procedures

The BORM charged Dr. Ogoke with violating the standard of care by giving Pt. G
several multiple injection proceduAres. Given Dr. Satwicz’s testimony and the BORM’s brief, |
conclude this charge is more correctly stated that Dr. Ogoke violated the standard of care by
giving Pt. G within one interventional procedure, multiple lumbar injections, each injection
giving her 20 mg. of Depo-Medrol, and doing four and even five bilateral lumbar [ES1 injections
within one procedure. The course of care showed that Pt. G would reccive such interventional
procedures In a series of\—fisits close in time. Dr. Satwicz’s opinion was that doing so many
injections within one procedure was giving Pt. G too much Depo-Medrol drug with side-effect
risks, and that Dr. Ogoke’s method of leaving in the sharp needles during the procedure exposed
Pt. G to a risk if she moved during the procedure.

For Dr. Trescot, Dr. Ogoke carefully ir;vestigated and analyzed how best to go about
helping to control Pt. G’s chronic significant pain. She opined it was appropriate and Dr.
Satwicz did not opine to the contrary, that Dr. Ogoke acted properly in using interventional
procedures to uncover and then treat the particular sources of the pain in Pt. G's lumbar spine, a
very time consuming process that had no guaranteed outcome that the pain generators would be
uncovered. Dr. Trescot relied on Pt. G’s reports in the visit reports that she experienced pain
relief following many of the interventional procedures, even when some of them involved pain
upon the injections reaching the .sources of the pain. Unfortunately, Pt. G had limited time
periods of pain relief with the high pain levels returning in just weeks. Nevertheless, the medical
record showed that the interventional procedures were an integral part of Pt. G’s treatment plan
with Dr. Ogoke as he tried_to lessen her .need to only gain pain relief from high opicid

medication doses.
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There was insufficient proof presented that giving Pt. G a number of different
interventional procedures, including giving her bilateral lumbar multi-level injection procedures,
did nothing significant to he!p with Pt. G’s pain management. In pursuing on-going injection
procedures for Pt. G, particularly in light of her progressing degenerative disease in her fumbar
spine and her prior back surgeries, Dr. Ogoke was secking to locate her major pain triggers to
focus medication on those specific parts of her lumbar spine. He explained well how that
process worked; that the Depo-Medrol would not move throughout Pt. G’s body, but it would
work at the ir{jection site over time until its effect wore off. The hope in doing this was at least
to maintain and not need to increase further, her opioid doses for pain control.

Dr. Satwicz opined that Dr. Ogoke did not have to deliver the Depo-Medrol to eachrof the
lumbar injection sites uéing just one procedure, but could have spread-out these lumbfdr
injections over more than one procedure. He persuasively explained that doing four and five
bilateral lumbar injections was unusual and not commonly done. When this method was
combined with the overall dose during one procedu‘re that Pt. G received of Depo-Medrol, 180
mg, (four bilateral lumbar levels) and 200 mg, (five bilateral lumbar levels), Dr. Satwicz opined
that 'the“proccdures were too risky and were outside the standard of care. Dr. Satwicz opined this
even though he recognized that at the time there were any clear guidelines against performing
four and five bilateral lumbar levels of injections during one procedure with the patient
receiving high steroid doses of 180 mg. or 200 mg. of Depo-Medrol medication. Dr. Satwicz
also recognized that at the time Dr. Ogoke treated Pt. G, there were not any clear guidelines
apainst leaving in the patient’s back, eight to ten needles while only one needle was
adm.inis.tering the drug. Nevertheless, D1. Satwicz opihed that the conscious patient was at

undue and needless risk of potential serious consequences if she moved during the procedure,
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and that the patient was receiving high doses of steroids that could tigger serious side effects.
He also emphasized that he had never been trained to do such multi-level injection procedures
with leaving so many needles in the back during the procedure cven if leaving in some needles
could help gtliae a needle to reach the next injection site.

Countering Dr. Satwicz’s testimony was the testimony of’both Dr. Ogoke and Dr.
Trescot. They disputed that there was any violation of standard of care in leaving in the needles
during multi-level injections within one procedure. Neither Dr. Ogoke nor Dr. Trescot disputed
the possible side effects that could occur with multi-level bilateral lumbar spine injections when
eight or ten sites each received 20 mg. of Depol-Medrol steroid. But, each of them noted the
c;@lre in monitoring Pt. G during the procedures and the importance of using the fluoroscopy
technology well. At tio time did Pt. G experience a lasting harm due to a number of needles
being in the spine during the procedure. Also, Dr. Trescot persuasively explained that injecting
during one interventional proczdure 180 or 200 mg. of Depo-Medrol, although high doses, was
still well within the accepted range of milligrams to inject under prevailing guidelines and
practices for the time period involved. Neither Dr. Ogoke nor Dr. Trescot agreed with Dr.
Satwicz that the only way to do multi-level injection procedures was to leave in just one needle
to help guide the needle that would next deliver the injection.

The BORM has failed to prove that Dr. Ogoke violated the standard of care in giving Pt.
G four and five bilateral lumbar multi-le\;el injection procedures, or in using the particular
method he did of leaving th;: needles in the spine during the procedure.

Charge of Failing to Timely Address Illicit Drug Use
Besides his counseling of Pt. G to be compliant in how she took her pain medications, Dr.

Ogoke gave Pt. G UDS tesls as a too! to help him learn if she was being compliant in taking her

269



B, Registration in Medicine v. Ogoke, MD RM-09-663

medications as prescribed, and to check if she was taking any illicit drugs. Unfortunately, there
were too many occasions when Pt. G had UDS test results that showed she had been using the
illicit drug, Marijuana.

On January 26, 2005, Pt. G had a UDS test that showed she had used Marijuana. This
became known to Dr. Ogoke by the time of Pt. G’s March 23, 2005 visit. Pt. G was counseled
never to usc illicit drugs and t_hat doing so was a narcotics agreement violation. As a result of
this violation, Pt. G was referred to Dr. Kishore, an addiction specialist, to be evaluated and to
receive care to stop her use of Marijuana before Dr. Ogoke would consider continuing to have
her as his patient. This clear violation of her narcotics agreement did not require Dr. Ogoke to
end his care of Pt. G, although that was an option he had. The medical record's and Dr. Ogeke’s
testimony showed by March 29, 2005 that Dr. Kishore had cleared Pt. G to return to full care
with Dr. Ogoke, At the March 23, 2005 visit, Pt. G still received her on-going opioid medication
but with decreased amounts of these medications, including the long-acting Methadone 40 mg.
Dr. Ogoke came to accept Pt. G’s return into his full care, and her regular opioid medication
doses and amounts were resumed. After this event, the medical records showed Pt. G had an
increase in the number of UDS tests she was given. This showed Dr. Ogoke had stepped-up his
monitoring of her use of her pain medications, and to check to ensure she was not again using
illicit drugs.

Unfortunately, during the time period he treated Pt. G, Dr. Ogoke had coﬁtinued trouble
receiving the results of UDS testing. in a timely manner. This was shown by his two month wait
to have the results of the January 26, 2005 UDS results received from the outside laboratories he
used. Despite the increased monitoring with more frequent UDS testing, Pt. G retumed to using

Marijuana that was picked-up by the UDS festing, but with the UDS test results not reaching Dr.
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Ogoke. This occurred as the medical records showed in February, April May, June, July, and
October 2006, as well as in February, March, August and September 2007, Only the August and
September 2007 UDS results positive for Marijuana came 1o Dr. Ogoke’s attention and triggered
a reason for his termination of her care in October 2007. This meant Pt. G came to many office
visits knowing she had used Marijuana. Perhaps she felt she was just lucky that her use of
-Marijuana was not caught. Certainly, she knew she was using Marijuana in violation of her
narcotics agreement. If she had admitted use of Marijuana, Dr. Ogoke would have addressed this
narcotics violation. This was a very long time period when she used Marijuana and also had |
many UDSs done.

For Dr. Satwicz, Dr. Ogoke was in violation of the standard of care by not taking action
to address Pt. G’s use of the i.llicit drug, Marijuana, much sooner thar; he did. Both Dr. Ogoke
and Dr. Trescot agreed that a patient who violated the narcotics agreement through use of illicit
drugs should stop receiving prescriptions for narcotics. None of the three physicians took issue
with working with such a pati'ent once use of an illicit drug was uncovered, and to counsel the
patient to seek detoxification care at a facility or with an addictionologist before any
consideration would be given to resuming care of the patient with opioid medication. Dr. Ogoke
was credibly testified about the problems he had in not receiving UDS results at all timely from
the laboratories he used for testing. If he had known about all these many UDS results that were
positive for Marijuana, he would have taken action with Pt. G. He would have required her to
secure detoxification trea'tment, or receive an evaluation by Dr. Kishore, or he would have
terminated his care of Pt. G and provided her with places to secure detoxification treatment. He
would not have continued to prescribe on-going high doses of opioids if he had he known of

these UDS results.
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Dr. Satwicz was persuasive in opining that if Dr. Ogoke was having difficulties with the
laboratories he was using to secure timely UDS results, he should have found different
laboratories to use. Although the UDS testing was but one tool to help 61'lSL1r€ the patient was not
violating the nafcotics agreement, it was a good one to uncover use of illicit drugs. Pt. G’s red
flags from her positive UDS results were not addressed timely, and she continued 1o use
Marijuana with no repercussions. It rendered the UDS testing not much of a compliance tool.
What was troublesome was that within the visit reports there was never any mention about
waiting for UDS results. After many months having gone by Dr. Ogoke should have done
something else to address whether Pt. G was being compliant in taking her pain medication and
in not using illicit drugs. So many of the visit reports during this time period did not report
discussions held with Pt. G about whether she claimed she was being compliant in using her pain
medications as prescribed, or was denying any use of illicit drugs. The visit reports should have
addressed the UDS results not being received. Whether the outside laboratories never sent the
U.DS results at all timely, or whether for whatever reason Dr. Ogoke’s staff failed to show him
the UDS results positive for Marijuana, Dr. Ogoke must bear responsibility for this failure of
continuing to prescribe high doses of opioid medicqtion for Pt. G for months while she was using
Marijuana. Dr. Ogoke should have taken actions that addressed these delays since he depended
so much on UDS testing to ensure Pt. G was compliant with the narcotics agreement.

The BORM‘has proven this charge apainst Dr. Ogoke.

Charges of Improper Termination of Care

When Dr. Ogoke finally became aware on October 9 or 10, 2007, that Pt. G had been

using Marijuana at least from August and September 2007 based on the -UDS results from those

months, Dr. Qgoke acted credibly in deciding that Pt. G’s violations of her narcotics agreement
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were inexcusable violations of the narcotics agreement, and sufficient grounds for terminating

" his care of Pt. G. This wasa particularly supportable decision due to Pt. G acknowledging to Dr.
Ogoke her use of Marijuana while receiving her high dose opioid medications. Pt. G was not
blind-sided .by this decision despite her claim in her complaint to the BORM that she thought it
didn’t matter that she was using Mari] uema.. She was a long-term a patient of Dr, Ogoke, always
aware of the narcotics agreement she had violated, and had the 2005 cxpe-rience when her use of
Marijuana stopped her care until she was evaluated by Dr. Kishore and cleared o resume care.

Dr. Ogoke also had proper grounds for terminating his care of PL. G due to her wrongful
behavior on October 9, 2007 while in the office waiting area. Pt. G caused an unnecessary
commotion and disruption at Dr. Ogoke’s office by being accusatory about Dr. Ogoke not
providing good care and letling other patients and Dr. Ogoke’s staff hear her claims. Pt. G was
show.ing she had lost trust in her doctor-patient relationship, something Dr. Ogoke explained was
necessary to being able to treat his chronic pain patients.

In terminating her care, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. G the options to seek treatment to end her use
of Marijuana and to gain clearance to resume care with him. Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. G a list of
facilities where she could detox off the marijuana. Pt. G rejected this path that she knew would
end her preseriptions for her opioid medications until she was cleared 10 resume care again with
Dr. Ogoke. She wanted to continue to receive her regular doses of her opioid medications.

All these reasons that occurred simultaneously supported the decision by Dr. Ogoke to
terminate his care of Pt. G as reasonable and justifiable.

For whatever reason, and not well explained in her complaint to the BORM (Ex. 83). Pt.
(G was adamant in front of Dr. Ogoke at the time of her termination from care, that she had been

double-billed for a UDS test. Dr. Ogoke told her to address this issue with his billing
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department. She would not accept that answer from Dr. Ogoke for some reason, and contended
in her complaint to the BORM that because she raised this issue, Dr. Ogoke terminated her from
his care. This charge against Dr. Ogoke as to why he terminated Pt. G’s care was not proven by -
the BORM. And, Dr. Ogoke was able tor explain at the hearing that there was no double-billing
because one of her UDS specimens was tested by two different laboratories. At the time Pt. G
raised this claim, there would have been no way for Dr. Ogoke to obtain an instant answer to Pt.
G’s allegation so that referring her to the billing department was reasonable and proper, and not
used as a pretext to stbp'treating Pt, G because he was in her view angry she raised this matter.

Upon her termination of care with Dr, Ogoke, no evidence showed Pt. G asked Dr.
Ogoke to taper her off her opioid medications. Dr. Satwicz opined that Dr. Ogoke had an
obligation he did not meet to ensure Pt. G ended up in a detoxilication program or that Dr.
Ogoke at least entered into a t'apering-off program for Pt. G to stop her opioid medication use. In
requiring this, it is not clear how Dr. Ogoke could have been sure while he was doing this that Pt.
G would also not be continuing to use Marijuana. Dr. Ogoke credibly explained that he is not an
expert in detoxing persons off illicit drugs. This was not a situation where a Pt. G was not using
illicit drugs and agreed 1o have Dr. Ogoke taper her off her high dose opioid medication. The
BORM has not proven that Dr. Ogoke violated a standard of care by not tapering Pt. G off her
opioid medications in connection with her justifiable termination of care from Dr. Ogoke’s
practice.

Until a January 26, 2007 visit at Dr. Ogoke’s office, Pt. G had agreed to have
interventional procedures that had always been a key part of Dr. Ogoke’s treatment plan for her.
At that time, she reported not wanting further injection procedures. She was counseled that she

would likely have to leave Dr. Ogoke’s care if she did not agree to have these procedures. She
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had a discussion with Dr. Ogoke at her next visit on February 23, 2007 about the need.to have
injection procedures as part of her treatment plan. This visit report mentioned that after this
discussion, she épprec‘ialcd that the risks of having injection procedures was not as great as she
had thought. After that, she continued to undergo scheduled injection procedures. And, up until .
the time of her termination of care, the medical records showed that she was having
interventional procedures despite her misgivings. Even through the time of her termination of
care, there was no discussion in her medical records that Pt. G had refused to have any of her
scheduled interventional procedures. Dr. Ogoke did not terminate her care because of her
misgivings about having injection procedures. The BORM’s charge that Pt. G was terminated
from care because she refused having any more injection procedures is not shown by the course

of events, and was not prover.
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Patient H
Summary

Patient (Pt.} H did not testify but his mother did concerning his care with Dr. Ogoke.
Pt. H’s attorney, Thomas O’Grady, testified, concerning his request for Pt. H’s medical
records.

In the Statement of Allegations, Dr. Ogoke was charged with practicing medicine in
violation of the standard of care as follows:

e Dr. Ogoke failed to identify the doses of the opioids he had prescribed within
reports of Pt. H’s visits.

e Dr. Ogoke renewed some of Pt. H's opioid prescriptions early without
documented good cause.

e Dr. Ogoke failed to timely send to Pt. H his requested medical records.

The facts the BORM alleged to support its charges include the following:

e Most of the progress reports on Pt. H did not contain the names of
medications prescribed at each visit, including no listing of the dosage or
number of pills/tablets prescribed.

e In February 2007, Dr. Ogoke renewed Pt. H’s opioid prescriptions nine to
ten days early.

e Pt H had left Dr. Ogoke’s care by April 2007 and sought his medical
records for continuing his pain management care elsewhere, but never
received them. Through his attorney, on several occasions in August and
September 2007, Pt. H requested his medical records, but did not receive
them all until February 2008.

Findings of Fact

1. Pt. His a male born in 1982, and a US Marine Corp veteran who sustained injuries

in combat in Iraq in 2004 that included shrapnel injuries to his chest and left shoulder area. He
had several surgeries in 2004 and 2005 as a result, and underwent pain contro! treatments at the
West Haven, Connecticut Veterans Administration (VA) Hospital. Pt. H wanted to find pain
management treatrnen't closer to home. He came to Dr. Ogoke’s office on June 22, 2006. At that

time, he completed various new patient registration forms, including insurance information,
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consent forms, and Dr. Ogoke’s Narcolics Prescription Poiipy & Agreement (narcotics
agreement). Pt H was taking non-narcotic medications that included Diazepam, Etodoloc, and
Neurontin (Gabapeﬁtin). He complained of constant severe shooting, buming, and sharp pain in
his left shoulder, left chest area, neck, and hip. He reported that the pain couid be triégered by
mere touch, and that medications only lessened the pain and any activity increased the pain.
When he filled out Dr. Ogoke’s patient questionnaire form, he reported his; pain ievel as 8/190.
His military disability rating from February 2006 was 29-30% for “left Shoulderjoint.
inste;bility,” “restrictive lung disease secondary to residual fibrosis,” “shrapnel injui‘y causing a
grade [1[-A open clavicle fracture and intra thoracic debris,” and “hearing loss.” Sensory nerve
conduction threshold testing was planned, and Dr. Ogoke’s physician assistant wrote Pt. H
prescriptions for Elavil 25 mg. (60) and Oxycontin 20 mg. (60). (Ex. 43: 4/2429: 6-18/2431-
2443; 125/2550; 147-152/2572-2577 & 177-180/2602-2605.)

2. Dr. Trescot has a béckground of treating scrapnel wounds and traumatic wound
injuries of the kind Pt. H had.” She thought that Pt. H’s pain complaints were consistent with her
.experience with shrapﬁel wound victims. She opined:

These wounds are often very extensive, The surgery to try and repalr those

wolnds often leads to even more. pain, and the nerve injuries that occur from

these wounds can be devastating causing tremendous intractable pain.

(Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. XV, pg. 2869-2870.)

3. Pt. H was living with his mother, who most of the time accompanied her son to his

medical appointments at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She kept informed about her son’s medical issues,
-includiﬁg his use of medications, She was able to monitor his progress with pain control from
her observations and talks with him. She would be in the waiting area of Dr. Ogoke’s office

while he received interventional procedures and follow-up evaluations that also included his
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receipt of prescriptions to ﬁll_and renew. She was familiar with the content of the prescriptions
and that the_y were for help to control her son’s pain. She also understood that the injection
procedures he rec_cived were inieant to help with pain control. (Testimony of Pt. FI’s mother, Vol.
I, 93, 96-98, 101, 121)

4. On June 29, 2006, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. P a bilateral cervical facet joint injection
procedure with ﬂuoroscoby at five levels; C3-4, C4-5, C5-6, C6-7 and C7-T1. He came to this
visit with a pain complaint at a 10/10 level. This was the first in a series of such injections
planned for his cervical facet arthropathy pain. Dr. Ogoke had the results of the cervical nerve
conduction studies on June 29, 2006 that showed “sevcre bilateral cervical radiculopathy.” He
was prescribed Percocet 7.5/325 mg. (120) at this visit. (Ex. 43:124/2549; 126-127/2551-2552;
137/2562 & 140-146/2565-2571.)

3. OnlJuly 3, 2006, Pt. H had a cervical spine CT scan that Dr. Ogoke had ordered. It
showed “mild straightening of the normal cervical lordosis which may be secondary to patient
positibning and/or muscular spasm; clinical correlation is required.” An MRI was recommended
for evaluating the cervical radiculopathy. (Ex. 43, 122-123/2547-2548.)

6. OnlJuly 21, 2006, Pt. H was seen at Dr. Ogoke office. Pt. H reported no relief from
. the last injection procedure and declined having another one. Dr. Ogoke did not yet have the
results from the cervical CT scan. Pt. H was given a physical examination. The impressions
reached were: cervical radiculopathy; complex regional pain syndrome left shoulder and chest
wall area; incisional neuroma left anterior chest wall; left clavicular fracture; neuroma left
clavicular wound; cervical strain; cervical facet arthropathy: and, history of concussion. Th;a
treatment plan was to do a trigger point injection (TPI) incisional neuroma left shoulder

clavicular area as soon as possible because this procedure in the past had provided pain relief to
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Pt. . Pt. [ wanted this done. Doing a urine drug screen (UDS) was planned. His medications
were renewed.”” The report of this visit referenced reviewing Pt. H’s chart for his medications.
(Ex. 43, 137-139/ 2562-2564.) |

7. Pt H was seen on August 11, 2006 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. He reported a pain level of
8/10 in his left clavicular area. He received a physical examination, and a UDS was done. His
medications were renewed with the addition of a Lidoderm Patch. A TPI procedure for the
neuroma in the left clavicular arca was planned for as soon as possible, followed by a review by
Dr. Ogoke. At this visit Pt H was refusing facet joint injections. By this visit Dr. Ogoke’s
office was aware that Pt. H has been seen by a surgeon at the VA I-Igspital in West Haven, Dr.
Karen Sutton, and received a “consultation regarding his chronic pain, status post clavicular
fracture and shrapnel injury to the left chest wall.” Dr. Sutton had “performed a trigger point
injection of the plate in his léft clavicle.” Pt. H reported “some improvement, which was
apparently diagnostic for end plate contributing to pain,” Dr. Sutton opined “that the left
brachial plexus may be the primary pain generator ... due to trauma.” Dr. Ogoke’s office was
also aware that Pt. H was scheduled for a consultation with a thoracic surgeon wit with the VA
for the possible removal of the shrapnel left in the- left chest wall. A reference to viewing Pt. H’s
chart was made in the report of this visit. By now, it was not clear Pt. H would stay in care with
Dr. Ogoke beyond the TPI procedure.” (Ex. 43, 133-135/2558-2560.)

8. Dr. Ogoke’s protocol was.to always keep the record of what he and his physician
assistants were prescribing for Pt. H’s pain management, not by listing within the report of the

visit the details of the prescriptions written at the visit, but by placing copies of the prescriptions

™ 1 could not locate or decipher the copies of the prescriptions renewed at this July 21, 2006 office visit in
Pt. [’s medical records (Exhibit 43).

™1 could not locate or decipher within Pt. H’s medical records (Exhibit 43} the results 6f the UDS done at
the July 21, 2006 visit, or copies of the prescriptions written at this August 11, 2006 visit.
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within the patient’s medical records. If changes to on-going medications were made, that would
often be discussed in the report of the visit. The visit report would otherwise remark that
existing medications were rer;ewed, and often without the names of the medications included in
the report. (Ex. 84. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. IV, 8006.)

9. Dr. Trescot did not think this practice violated a standard of care in Dr. Ogoke’s care
of Pt. H so lqng as the copied prescription was within the patient’s medical records. She opined
that there was sufficient infonmation within the visit reports about Pt. H’s pain levels, reactions
to use of medications, reported pain relief following injection procedures, and about medication
alterations or discontinuances, to support Dr. Ogoke’s treatment and prescribing decisions.
(Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. XIV, 2685-2689; Vol. XV, 3073-3074; Vol. XVI, 3211-3212.)

10. Dr. Satwicz opined that it was a violation of standard of care not 1o have in a report
of a particular visit at which prescriptions were received, the details about each prescrip')tion, and
for what purpose particular medications were being used and in the dose levels prescribed. In his
view, this meant that any other medical caregiver would not have enough information to learn
about the patient’s care needs and treatment progress from reading the visit report. For Dr.
Satwicz, having to review the patient’s chart to locate the copy of the prescription written at any
particular visit was too cumbersome. (Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. X, 1955; Vol. X1, 2203,
2363-2366.) |

11. Pt. H was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on September 1, 2006. He had seen the VA’s

thoracic surgeon, and reported that surgery was being planned. He reported having pain relief
from the Lidoderm Patch on the site of his neuroma. He continued to decline cervical facet joint

injections in favor of a TPI to the neuroma site. He sought a renewal of his medications. A UDS
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was done and the results were available by September 6, 2006.7¢ Pt. H was counseled
concerning the importance of being compliant in takillg of his medications just as prescribed. He
was also counseled about sati:sfying the terms of his nurcoties agrecment. He agreed to follow
the planned treatments. By the time of this visit, the results of the cervical CT scan had not yet

“been received by Dr. Ogoke’s office. The TPI was to be done as soon as possible. Pt. H was
prescribed Oxycontin_ZO mg. (60), Valium 10 mg. (30), Neurontin 600 mg. {60), Elavil 25 mg.
(60), Percocet 7.5/325 mg, (1ﬁ0), and Lidoderm Patch #60-2 boxes.”’ (Ex. 43; 119-120/2544-
2546 & 130-132/2555-2537 )

12. Pt. H was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on September 23, 2006. He reported pain in the
left clavicular area radiating down the left upper extremity. Although a. TPJ to his left clavicular
neuroma was scheduled for that day, he declined to have it. He was getting care at the West
Haven VA Hospital, including visits with the thore;cic surgeon about surgery to remove shrapnel
from his left brachial plexis, left clavicle area, and left chest wall. At this visit he had a physical
cxamination. He was asked to and did produce, a handwritten note saying: “I ... do not wish to
have the TPI treatment due to the fact I have not receiv‘ed TPI’s since 5/18/06. [ feel that my
body is doing just as well ;vith my on-going treatment.” A treatment plan was reached that he
would.have his medications renewed. He réported wa;ning a possible decrease in his
medications at a [ater time. He was told this had to be discussed with Dr. Ogoke. He was
scheduled for a follow-up visit in two weeks. Pt. H indicated that he might transfer his care to

his thoracic surgeon, or to the West Haven VA Hospital, within the next month or two. A

" I could not decipher sufficiently whether the UDS result from September 6, 2006 showed Pt. H was not
in violation of his medication regimen. (Ex. 43, 121/2546.)

71 could not locate or decipher in Pt. H’s medical.records (Exhibit 43) the results of the UDS done at the
August 11, 2006 office visit.
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. discussion occurred about the importance of being compliant at this time with his full treatment
plan, and he agreed. Reference was made in the report of this visit 1o a review Pt. H’s chart for
additional evaluation information and management details. A prescription was written for

Percocet 7.5/325 mg. (120).7% (Ex. 43: 106-107/2531-2532: 117-1 18/ 2542-2543 & 129/2554.)

I3. Pt. H was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on October 13, 2006. He continued to decline

having a cervical facet joint injection, but wanted to have a TPI at his left clavicle neuroma site,
He mentioned that he wanted to decrease his medications if his pain lessened in the future. A
UDS was done.” He was prescribed Oxycontin 20 mg. (60), Lidoderm Patch £60-2 boxes,
Percocet 7.5/325 mg. (120), Valium 10 mg. (30), and Neurontin 600 mg. {60). On October 25,
20006, Dr. égoke gave Pt. H the first in a planned series of cervical epidural steroid injections
(ESI). At this visit, Pt. H reported a 7/10 pain level in his left shoulder. The injection was to the
C7-T1 level with fluoroscopy. He had completed the brief pain inventory form indicating that
his medications were helping 1o relieve his pain by about 60-70%, but the pain increased with his
activity level. He received a prescription for Percocet 7.5/325 mg. (120). Pt. H was seen on
November 21, 2006 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. He complained of pain at a 7/10 level in his left
shoulder. A physical examination was performed. Another UDS was done.®® He was prescribed
his ongoing medications of Oxycontin 20 mg, (60), Lidoderm Patch #60-2 boxes, Valium 10 mg,
(30), Percocet 7.5/325 mg. (120), and Neurontin 600 mg. (60). The worth of continuing to do
the series of injection treatments as soon as possible \%/as discussed with Pt. H. (Ex. 9. Ex. 43:
33—35/2_458—2460; 3972464, 41-44/2466-2469; 46-51/2471-2476; 102—104/25?7—2529; 108/2533

& 128/2553)

" 1did not jocate or decipher any other prescriptions written on September 25, 2006 within Pt. H's
medical records (Exhibit 43). -

I could not locate or decipher the tesults of this UDS test within Pt H’s medical records (Exhibit 43)..

* I could not locate or decipher the results of this UDS test within Pt. H's medical records (Exhibit 43).
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14.Ch1Dccmnber7,2006,Dr.OgokegavePLIJa(ﬁrVkalESI\thfhunoscopyatLhc
C7-Tl level. Pt. H arrived reporting a 6/10 pain level in his left shoulder; neck and chest. He
received a prescription for Percocet 7.5/325 mg. (120). On December 19, 2006, Pt. H \\fés secn
ai[k.Ogokesofﬁc&'kaﬂponedapahlkvelof7ﬂ0inhmleﬁshoukkrandle&meer
extremity. He claimed “no significant improvement™ in pain relief as a result of the second
cervical ESI at the C7-T1 level. He reporled.numbness and sensitivity to cold, and he was going
to see a neurologist. HcconuﬂewdthebﬁeprHinvauoqf&nnulepoﬂhg;nochanged
umdhmnsorcomthn&IAphyﬁcdexmnhmﬁon“mspaﬂxnmd.TheUeanntman“msm
schedule another cervical ESI at the C7-T1 level as soon as j)ossible. Pt. H asked to receive an
early renewal of his Percocet medication “duc to his holiday trave!l plans ... [he] will not be in
the area [when he would have expected a renewed prescription].” Pt. H received this early
renewal of Percocet 7.5/325 mg. (120), and a UDS was done.®' He wrote out a handwritten note
to acknowledge receipt of the early renewal of the Percocet prescription, and wrote out his need
for this - “due to my absernce in the area until New Ycars, | will not fill the prescription until
after due 12/27.” Having Pt. H write this note was to ensure that he appreciated that early
renewals of prescriptions were not something he could count on receiving, and that such
renewals would be only for good cause, such as him being out of the area due to the holiday time
period and therefore, being unable to piqk up medication renewals. He was prescribed Percocet
7.5/325 mg. (120). To Dr. Trescot, this showed a good line of communication between Dr.
Ogoke and Pt. H. At this visit Pt H was also prescribed Lidodern: Patch #60-2 boxes, Valium
10 mg. (30), Neurontin 600 mg. (60), and Oxycontin 20 mg. (60). (Ex. 9. Ex. 43: 20-21/2445-
2446; 23-31/ 2448-2456; 94-96/2519-2521 & 99-101/2524-2526. Dr. Trescot, Vol. XV, 2871-

2872.)

*'I could not locate or decipher the results of this UDS in Pt. H’s medical records (Exhibit 43).
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15, Pt. M was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on January 19, 2007. te reported a pain level
of 6/10 in his lefi clavical area. A physical examination was performed. A UDS was done with
a result that was positive for Oxycodone. Pt. H agreed to have another cervical ESI as soon as
possible. He had his medications renewed of Valium 10 mg. (30), Oxycontin 20 mg. (60),
Neurontin 600 mg. (60), Lidoderm Patch #60-2 boxes, and Percocet 7.5/325 mg. (120). On.
February 7, 2007, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. H his third cervical ESI procedure at level C7-T1 with
ﬂuoroscopy.h He also had a UDS done.®? He received renewals of his prescriptions of Lidoderm
Patch #60-2 boxes, Valium 10 mg. (30), Oxycontin 20 mg. (60), Percocet 7.5/325 mg. (120), and
Neurontin 600 mg. (60). On February 26, 2007, Pt. H had been scheduled for another injection
procedure, but he came with no driver to take him home. The proced‘ure could not be done. He
reported shoulder discomfort and cervical area pain. He reported tl-lat he had experienced about
two weeks of a 50% pain reduction following his last ESI procedure. The report of this visit
noted that Pt. H was not following a schedule in regard to receiving the injections that he
reported had helped relieve his pain, with his last injection having been on a rescheduled date.
The concern was an issue about compliance with the treatment plan to alter the “pain generator.”
Pt. H was given a physical examination. A UDS was dope® with intermittent UDSs planned 1o
ensure compliance in the use ¢f his medicatiuns. Despite a concern with medication compliance,
Pt. H received renewals of his medications 10 days early.” He was instructed that he had to
return for his cervical ESI and have his condition reviewed. He was told how he nceded to keep
to a schedule for the injection procedures to-give him “maximum benefit.” He wrote a note
dated February 26, 2007 that said, “’I have no driver today.” The prescriptions renewed were

Lidoderm Patch #60-2 boxes, Valium 10 mg. (30), Oxycontin 20 mg. (60), and Percocet 7.5/325

1 could not locate or decipher the results of this UDS within Pt. H’s medical records (Exhibit 43).

I could not locate or decipher the results of this UDS within Pt H's medical records (Exhibit 43).
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mg. (120). (Ex. 43: 69-72/2494-2497: 77-179/2502-2504; 83-92/2508-2517 & 172-174/2597-
2599) |

16. Dr. Ogoke recognized, that the additional request by Pt. H for another early refill of
prescriptions at the February I26; 2007 visit, was a red flag whether he was being compliant in
taking his medications as prescribed or was violating the narcotics agreement. In the report of
the February 26, 2007 visit, Dr. Ogoke wrote the fol.I(.)wing about the ten day early renewal of Pt.
H’s current medica-tions:

We wiH, however, provide him with his [current] medication[s] today which will

be 10 days early, and he will be required to return for his epidurai steroid injection

at the cervical spine level and be reviewed accordingly.

I will monitor his overall uée of those medicatic;ns.

We will continue duri.ng his visit to select days when we can do intermittent

monitoring of compliance to his narcotics contract, as well as his opioid

medications.

(Ex. 43, 172-173/2597-2598.)

17. Dr. Trescot thought this request for another carly renewal of Pt. H’s opioid
medications was a red flag situatioln calling for an increase in monitoring to detect any non-
compliance in his use of medications. She opined, that this additioral monitoring and notation
abqut it within Pt. H’s medical records to address his need to be compliant in the use of
prescribed medications, was adequate and proper practicing by Dr. Ogoke. Dr. Trescot, Vol.
XV, 2873-2875; Vol. XVI, 3211-3212.)

I8. To Dr. Satwicz, Dr. Ogoke acted reasonably in prov‘iding to Pt. H an early refill of
his prescriptions during the holiday time period December 2006-Jaﬁuary 2007, given Pt. H’s

explanation for why he needed the early refills. Dr. Satwicz became concerned when on

February 26, 2007, Pt. H sought a ten day early refili of prescriptions. Although recognizing that

285



Bd. Registration in Medicine v. Ogoke, MD RM-09-665

Dr. Ogoke’s report of this visit discussed 4 need to do more monitoring of Pt. H to c*;nsure he was
compliant in taking his medications as prescribed, Dr. Satwicz thought the discussion in the visit
report about tiliS red (lag situation was inadequate in addressing this v.iolatiOn ol the narcotics
agreement. Dr. Satwicz opined that Dr. Ogoke should have addressed in his visit report the
possibility that Pt. H was demonstrating pscudo-addiction behavior and taking his prescribed
medications too frequently. For Dr. Satwicz, the plan to do more UDS tests along with telling
Pt. H to be compliant in taking his medications was insufficient to ensure Pt. H was not engaging
in a narcotics agrcement violation that should have led Dr. Ogoke to stop prescribing opioids
until the issue was resolved. From what Dr. Satwicz saw in the February 26, 2007 report, Dr.
Ogoke did not adequately address Pt. H’s aberrant behavior of showing up for an injection
procedure knowing he could not have it because he had no one to take him home, and at the
same time seeking another early refill on his medications. To Dr. Satwicz, Dr. Qgoke’s way of
addressing this matter was in violation of the standard of care in practicing pain management
medicine. (Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. X, 1951-1965; Vol. XIII, 2556-2616.)

19. On March 6, 2007, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. H his fourth cervical ESI at the C6-7 level
with fluoroscopy. He also had a UDS done. The results showed Pt. H was compliant in taking
his prescribed medications. More monitoring of his use of medications was planned with more
UDS tests. On March 16, 2007, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. H an intercostal nerve block for
Chostochrondritis at the T1-T2 leve! on the left side and a sternaclavicular joint injection on ihe
left side. He came with a pain level of 7/10. (Ex. 43; 33-55/2478-2480; 66-68/2491-2493 &
166-171/2591-2596.)

20. On April 4, 2007, Pt. H had a follow-up visit with Dr. Ogoke. He reported his left

shoulder pain had about a 40% improvement for about two weeks after the last injection, and
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was now still better than his baseline pain. Pt. H reported pain at a 9/10 level in his left AC
(acromioclavicular) joint region. He was scheduled for another injection procedure but came
with the- flu so the procedure was not done. He was given a physical examination. The treatment
pian was to continue the current medication regimen. He was prescribed Percocet 7.5/325 mg.
(120), and Lidoderm Patch #60-2 boxes.* Another UDS was done. The results of this UDS
showed Pt. H was compliant in taking his medications. An opioid renewal screen form was
‘completed. It listed that no changes to Pt. H's medications had been made. No prior narcotics
agreement violations were notéd. On Apr.il 19,2007, Pt. H was scen in follow-up by Dr. Ogoke.
Pt. H reported a pain level of 8/10 in his teft shoulder. In four days he was scheduled to have an
AC joint injection. He came because he had run out of “MS Contin” medication. He was given
a physical examination. The treatment plan was to continue him on his current medications and
to do the planned injection procedure. An opioid renewal screen form was completed showing
he was last prescribed médicétions on April 4, 2007, had no prior narcotics agreement violations,
the last UDS was normal, and that no changes to his medications were made. He received a
prescription for “MS Contin 30 mg. (60), p.o. every 12 hours.”™® None of his other medications
were renewed at this visit, (Ex. 9. Ex. 43: 56-58/2481-2483; 60-61/2485-2486; 64/2489; 156-
164/2581-2589. Testimony of Pt. H’s mother, Vol. 1, 105-106.)

21. Dr. Satwicz opined that a patient taking Oxycontin medication while also taking
Percocet and then adding in MS Contin is not usually done. It is taking two long-acting opioid

medications together. Pt. H had been prescribed Oxycontin 20 mg. (60) on January 19, 2007,

1 could not locate or decipher further prescriptions written on April 4, 2007 in Pt. H’s medical records
(Exhibit 43).

* I could not locate a prescription written previously for MS Contin for Pt. H by Dr. Ogoke or by his
physician assistants. The reference in the April 19, 2007 visit report is to Pt. H running out of his MS
Contin prescription, In the opioid renewal form for April 19, 2007, there is a reference to Pt. H not
recejving a prescription on March 16, 2007 for MS Contin.
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February 7, 2007, and February 26, 2007. He was not prescribed Oxycontin again. (Ex. 43:
69/2494; 78/2503 & 84/2510. Testimony of Dr. Satwici, Vol. X, 1958-1959.}

22. Attimes during the injection procedures Dr. Ogoke administered, Pt. H complained
that they were very painful and that he asked during such procedures that they stop. Pt. H’s
mother knew her son found the injection procedures sometimes to hurt when given. She learned
this from talking to her son once he had the injection procedures. She understood from him, and
it was her own observation, that he had not recelved signiﬁcam pain relief with the injections not
working as well as he had hoped. His mother understood that her son continued to have the
injection procedures so that he could continue to get the medications that gave him pain relief.
She understood the importance of her son continuing to take his medications for pain relief in the
way they were prescribed. She understood that he had hurt his whole body and particularly his
chest and shoulder area from his war injuries. (Testimony of Pt. H's mother, Vol. 1, 93, 107-109,
121.}

23. While her son was being seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office, Pt. H’s mother would be in the
waiting area, He would typically be seen for fifteen to t\\fenty-[;we niinutes, but there would
always be a long wait before her son was seen, sometimes forty-five minutes to one aﬁd one-half
hours. Often the wait area would be “extremely crowded” despite as many as twelve to fifteen
chairs to sit in. (Testimony of Pt. H’s mother, Vol. 1,99, 101.)

24. Pt. H ended his care with Dr. Ogoke in April 2007 to treat instead with the West
Haven, CT VA Hospital. He sought a copy of his medical records from Dr. Ogoke to provide to
the caregivers at this Hospital so that he could begin full treatments there. He waited a long time
for them and did not receive them. He then secured the services of an attorney in and around

July 2007 to help him get his medicals records from Dr. Ogoke’s office. Attorney Thomas
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O’Grady, sent an August 1, 2007 letter to Dr. Ogoke’s office 1o the attention to his medical
records department, seeking a copy of Pt. H’s full medical records. He inciuded a signed
authorization by Pt. H for Dr. Ogoke’s records. No response was received, The leﬁer was not
returned as undeliverable. Atomey O’Grady then had his staff call Dr. Ogoke’s office a few
times in September 2007 to leam why the medical records had not been produced and sent.
Attorney O’Grady never learned there was any reason why the records had not been sent, and his
staff reported how they had been told during their telephone calls to expect receipt of the medical
records soon, Attorney O’Grady sent a second letter of request for Pt. H’s medical records dated
September 25, 2007 t.o Dr. Ogoke’s ofﬁce to the atténtion of his medical records department.
The letter was sent by fax. The letter referenced information Attorney O’Grady’s staff told him
that they had received during a September 14, 2007 call to Dr. Ogoke’s office, explaining that
the medical records were being copied and should be received around September 19, 2007.
When this date had come and gone with no medical records received, Attorney O’Grady again
had his staff call to find out when the records would be received. From the information he
learned from his staff, Attorney b’Grady understood the records had been mailed out on
September -17, 2007. By the time of the September 235, 2007 letter, the records had not been
received. Attorney OGrady warned in the letter that the HIPPA laws required compliance with
a proper request for medical records with a time period of “14-21 days ... [as] a reasonable
response time” according to the BORM. Attorney (0’Grady further warned that non-compliance
within the next “48 hours” would result in “legal action to compel you to produce ... (the]
records ... not ... limited to, filing a complaigt ... with the Office of Civil Rights, US
Department of Health and Human Services as wel! as with the Board of Registration in

Medicine.” In this letter Attorney O’Grady copied the Office of Civil Rights and the BORM via
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their fax n.umbers. (Exs. 1 & 2. Exs. 43, 2534-2536/109-111. Testimony of Atly. O’Grady, Vol.
I, 70-76.) |

25. On January 22, 2008, Atlorney O’Grady filed & complaint form with the BORM that
Pt. H signed, claiming Dr. Ogoke had failed to provide the long sought medical records. Once
this complaint was made known to Dr. Ogoke, Pt. H’s medical records were received by
Attorney O’Grady on or about January jO, 2008, with a second set received in February 2008.
Later, by letter of October 22, 2609, the US Department of Health & Human Services responded
to both Attorney O"Grady and Dr. Ogoke, explaining that since the matter had been resolved by
“voluntary compliance with the medical records provided to Pt.. H, that the case was being closed
by the Department. (Exs. 3, 4 & 83. Testimony of Atty. O’Grady, Vol. I, 70-76.)

Conclusion

The Statement of Allegations charged Dr, Ogoke with: failing to identify the doses of the
opioids he ;;rcscribcd for Pt. H within his visit reports; renewing some opioid prescriptions early
without good cause shown in his visit reports; and, failing to fimely send Pt. H his medical
records after he requested them. The last charge was proven. The charge concerning failing to
identify doses of the opioids prescribed in visit reports was not proven to be a standard of care
violation. The charge about renewing opioid prescriptions early without sufficient reasons
included in the visit reports was not proven.

Dr. Ogoke is responsible for Pt. H not timely receiving his medical records after ending
care with Dr. Ogoke and requesting them. The testimony of Attorney O’Grady was clear and
pefsuasive and supported by the letters he sent to Dr. Ogoke’s office about tﬁe long delay. Pt. H
had to have his medical records to have his pain management treatments continue at the VA

Hospital in West Haven. He did not receive his medical records from Dr. Ogoke in a reasonable
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passage of time. This was a clear violation of the standard of care pursuant to 243 C.M.R.
2.07(13)(b). Idid not {.'ind any mitigating factors to excuse Dr. Ogoke’s violation of this
required conduct to timely produce the medical records. Even if Dr. Ogoke did not realize Pt. H
was suffering this long delay because his office staff did not inform him about the request, he
was responsible for ensuring former patients can receive their medical records in a timely
manner,

I found no violation of standard of care with Dr. Ogoke’s failure to identify the details
about the opioids prescribed to Pt. H within the visit reports when the prescriptions were written.
[ 'was able to line-up the copies of the prescriptions written almost always, even in the out of
order medical records that were presented to me in Exhibit 43. Even if I could not locate all the
copies of Pt. H'’s prescriptions, [ was able to line up the prescriptions in chronological order by
reading the visit report (o sufficiently understand whether Ol-going prescriptions were being
renewed. This failure to include such detail in the visit reporis was not required by any statute,
regulation or guidelines at the time Dr. Ogoke treated Pt. H based on the guidelines in evidence
and the pertinent statutes and regulations. There was insufficient proof that Dr. Ogoke
maintained Pt. H's medical records in no order or in & very scattered way within Pt. H’s medical
records so the copies of the prescriptions were not reasonably accessible. [ conclude this charge
was not proven,

The BORM did not prove that Dr. Ogoke failed to engage in standard of care conduct
when he permitted early renewals of opioid prescriptions for Pt. H. Thé first request was made
in December 2006 in connection with the holidays and Pt, H being away and unable to receive
his prescription renewals at the scheduled time. Dr. Satwicz did not have an issue with Dr.

Ogoke permitting that early renewal. The second early renewal request came at the end of
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February 2007. No specific ;eason to allow this was included in the visit report when the carly
renewal was given to Pt. H. Dr., Satiwez found a violation of the standard of care by Dr. QOgoke
not adequately discussing’ the’seriousness of this red flag conduct. He wanted a discussion by
Dr. Ogoke about why this beliavior did not signal a narcotics agreement violation by Pt. H
accelerating his use of his opioid medication. Although the specifics of what this red flag
conduct by Pt. H may have represented to Dr. Ogoke was not described in the visit report, As a
result of this request, Dr, Ogoke took actions. Pt. H was subjected after getting this second early
refill request to an increase in UDS testing, Pt H received counseling about the importance of
not taking his prescribed medications improperly. Dr. Ogoke acknowledged this second early
refill request was a red flag conduct by Pt. H. Why I conclude this additional action by Dr.
Ogoke was adequate included the fact that Dr. Ogoke had UDS results at the time of this second
refill request that dild not show a violation of the narcotics agreement. And; aﬁer this second
early renewal of opioid medication, no narcotics agreement violations were later shown by the
UDS results.

Pt. H’s mother testified that she was ab]e to monitor her son’s pain relief from taking his
prescribed medication, and how he felt after having injection procedures. She did not testify that
she observed her son taking his opioid medication more frequently than his medication regimen
permitted. She did not testif)./, that she asked Dr. Ogoke or his physician assistants who treated
her son, to talk to him about how he was taking too much of his opioid medication at one time.,
Pt. H never reported to Dr. Ogoke or his physician assistants that he was taking his opioid
medication‘more frequently than he was supposed to. The BORM presented insufficient proof
on this charge to show misconduct by Dr. Ogoke in not putting more information into his visit

reports about why Pt. H received early refills of prescribed medication on February 26, 2007.
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An April 19, 2007 visit by Pi. H occurred toward the conciusion of his care with Dr.
Ogoke. At this visit, Pr. H reported to Dr. Ogoke that he had run out of his MS Contin
medication and needed another prescription for it. Until that date, T had not found any visit
report referencing a preseription for MS Contin, and I had not located a copy of a prescription for
MS Contin. He had been taking Oxycontin 20 mg. (60) for a long time as a slow-acting opioid
with a prescription for Percocet for break-through pain. There was an opioid renewal form from
April 4, 2007 that listed the previous time Pt. H had received prescriptions was February 26,
2007, and that no changes to his medications were made ‘at his April 4, 2007 visit. Pt. H had
been seen by Dr. Ogoke on March 6 and 16, 2007 when he received injection procedures. There
are hard to decipher handwritten short notes for each of these dates, but I could not read either of
them as showing a prescription was written for MS Contin. 1did not locate in Pt. H’s medical
records copies of prescriptions for MS Contin or for Oxycontin written on either March 6 or
March 16, 2007. 1 found no March 6 or 16, 2007 opioid renewal forms that might have
addressed:if there was a change in Pt. H’s medications made on either date. The April 19, 2007
opioid renewal form listed prescriptions last written on April 4, 2007 and that no changes in Pt.
H’s medications were being made on April 19, 2007. There was a notation on that opioid
renewal form that stated MS Contin had not been prescribed on March 16, 2007. ‘Despite no
information about when this prescription for “MS Contin 30 mg. (60), p.o. QI12H,” commenced
with Dr. Ogoke, Pt. H received a prelscription for it in response to his request.

Since MS Contin is a slow release opiate like Oxycontin, T conclude that the MS Contin
was injtially prescribed on April 19, 2007 and that it was a substitute prescription for the
Oxycontin Pt. H had been taking. Tconclude it was not an additional long-term opiate that Pt, H

was taking in addition to the Oxycontin. I conclude it was not prescribed at some point as-an
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opiate to use along with the Percocet Pt. H was prescribed for break-through pain. [ conclude a
review of the medical records showing Pt. H’s course of care with Dr. Ogoke support my
conclusion. Given that the last time Pt. H would have received a prescription for Oxycontin 20
mg. (60) was on February 26, 2007, he would have run out ofthgt medication by April 19, 2007.
This explained why there was no discussion in the visit report of April 19, 2007 that this request
for MS Contin that Pt. H said-hc had run out of, was not another request for an early renewal of
an opioid medication. For these reason, the E;ORM has not proven the charge against Dr. Ogoke
that he provided an early refill to Pt. H of an optoid medicétion without justification provided in
the visit report when the MS Contin prescription was written on April 19, 2007.

The testimony of Pt. H’s mother conceming her son’s account of painful procedures,
about the long waits to see Dr. Ogoke for schedﬁled appointments, and the crowds in the waiting
area, was considered when determining whether the charges contained in the Statement of
Allegations #s 2-8 were proven. | found that she did accompany her son to many of his
appointments and made many observations of him while at Dr. Ogoke’s office to make her

testimony relevant and material to consider on these charges.

254



Bd. Registration in Medicine v. OQuoke, MD - RM-08-663

Patient |

Summary

Patient (P1.) | testified.

In the Statement of Allegations, Dr. Opoke was charged with practicing medicine
i violation of the standard of care as follows:

*- Inappropriately prescribed opioids to Pt I when she was also receiving
medication through a morphine intrathecal pump in her spine.

* Offered spinal injections to Pt. | despite an increased risk to Pt. [ due to the
intrathecal pump in her back. :

* Discharged Pt. I only because she refused to receive injection procedures,

The facts the BORM alleged to support its allegations include the following:

* Prior to receiving care at Dr. Ogoke’s office, Pt. I had an intrathecal
morphine pump placed in her back.

* At her initial visit at Dr. Ogoke’s office, Pt. I completed a questionnaire.

. She listed that she did not want any injection treatments.

* Having an intrathecal morphine pump in the spine places the patient at a
greater risk for infection when receiving spinal injection treatments.

* Pt. I'was under the care of Dr. Herard in Dr. Ogoke’s office between
September 13, 2007 and May 1, 2008, and received one spinal injection
under Dr. Herard’s care,

* Dr. Ogoke and Dr. Herard treated Pt. | with pain medication including
Oxycodone and Soma.

*  When Dr. Ogoke took over care of Pt. I from Dr. Herard on May 1, 2008,
Pt. T'told Dr. Ogoke she did not want injection treatmients. Dr. Ogoke
insisted that receipt of spinal injection treatments on a regular basis was
part of her treatment plan,

* Because Pt. I refused to have injection treatments, Dr. Ogoke terminated
Pt. I from his care on May 1, 2008.

* Dr. Ogoke did not document in Pt. Is medical records why Pt. I received
préscrfptions for opioids when she was receiving morphine through the
intrathecal pump,

Findings of Fact

L. Pt. I was bom in 1944. She came to Dr. Ogoke’s office on September 4, 2007 to
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begin carc with his office. She was looking for a pain management specialist who had
experience treating patients with an intrathecal pump in their lumbar s;-)ine. She understood Dr.
Ogoke had experience treating such patients. She completed a number of new patient forms that
day, including the Narcotics Prescription Policy & Agreement (narcotics agreement) and a
release of her existing medi'cal records to Dr. Ogoke’s office. She answered a questionnaire on
her medical history and cﬁrrent complaints. She provided a list of medications she was taking
and a list of dates of surgerics. She provided her work, medical, and social history. She listed
that she had worked as a police department matron and had been injured while strip-scarching a
prisoner. She listed that she had later been further injured by an automatic door hitting her. At
the time she came to Dr. Ogoke’s office, she was on a number of medications, including
Oxycodone 30 mg. Pt. [ answered on the questionnaire that she experienced worse pain with
some of the treatments she had received, including injection procedures. Pt. I signed the
information and consent forms regarding epidural steroid injections (ESI). She hada primary
care physician (PCP). (Ex. 43; 52-57/2657-2662 & 143-157/2748-2762. Testimony of Pt. [, Vol.
I, 351, 357, 359.) |

2. Within Pt.}’é medical records released to Dr. Ogoke’s office was a medical evaluation
from December 10, 2002, with the impression reached after a physical examination of; a failed
back syndrome, chronic low back pain, chronic lumbar radiculitis, and possible chronic
arachnoditis. Pt. I had back surgery at the L.2-L3 level in 1993. She had hardware in her lower
back from surgery that she wanted removed, but removal ran a risk of infection. In the past she
had treated with Dr. Marc Linson, and she was going to discuss with him the removal of the
hardware. Pt. I had her lumbar surgery hardware removed in 2002. After Pt. [ had been hit by a

door in October 2002, her overal! pain level increased to 7/10. The door incident occurred after
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she had her last lumbar MR] scan, and she was to have another one, Ar this September 4, 2007
visit to Dr. Ogoke’s office, Pt. | was using a crutch to walk. On physical examination she had
range of motion limitations in her lumbar spine. Her spine was rigid. She was on medications,
and Topomax 25 mg. was added for her neuropathic pain. Pt. [ had a Jumbar MRI on September
14, 2003 that reveaicd:

Posterior spinal fusion at L2-3 disc with instrumentation producing some artifact

at L1-2 and L.2-3 disc levels on the right. There is no underlying disc buige or

herniation at .1-2 or 1.2-3 disc levels .. There is a broad-based diffuse bulge at

L3-4 and mild diffuse bulge at L4-5 and L5-S1 disc levels. There is a

combination of disc herniation and spurring on left moderately narrowing the left

neural foramina at L5-S1 disc level. This remains unchanged to pervious MR]

6/21/02. There are no new findings at this time.
Pt. T'had an intrathecal pump placed in her lumbar spine on June 3, 2004, so that she could
receive morphine in her spinal fluid. This device is typically used to administer opioid
medication to reach a pain center as a last-ditch effort 1o provide pain relief to a patient. By
2005, Pt. I had increased low back pain and pain in her hips, legs, knecs, and ankles. While in
care at a mulit-disciplinary chronic pain treatment center in Pittsfield, Massachusetts, Pt. [ was
seen on November 12, 2006 by Dr. Gordon N. Kumar. By this time, despite her “history of -
multiple prior lumbar spine surgeries,” she had been struggling “with considerable back and
intermittent lower extremity pain.” The door hitting her brought back pain issues and included
“thoracolumbar spine trauma.” Dr. Kumar found “much of her analgesic medication® was being
“delivered via a programmable intrafecal infusion system ... delivering in a continuous manner a
moderate amount of Dilaudid and Fentanyl on a 24/7 basis.” Pt. I was also being prescribed
“some oral opiate and non-opiate analgesic medication for additional respite in her pain.”

Overall, Pt. | was found to have “significant limitations with respect to strength, endurance and

range of motion.” Her physical limitations and pain had interfered with her social and marital
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life. Dr. Kumar opined that Pt. | had a “[ragile condition made worse with the discrete well
chronicled more recentinjury .. She requires a considerable amount of pain medication.” (Ex.
43: 48-51/2653-2656; 88-90/2693—2695 &. 132-133/2737-2738. Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol.
XV, 2879)

3. Ator before this first visit at Dr. Ogoke’s office, Pt. [ met Dr. Ogoke and mentioned
that she did not want to have injection treatments. Dr. Ogoke was not able to discuss this with
her because he was not at the time having aﬁ appointment with her, but tolq her that this issue
would be discussed. Pt. I understood that Dr. Ogoke had the skill to treat her pain even though
she had a thecal pump. Dr. Ogoke did not take Pt. [ on as his patient. .Inslead, she began care on
September 18, 2007 with Pierre R. Herard, M.D/ FAAPMR, an interventional pain management
specialist working at Dr. Ogoke’s office. Dr. Herard did a comprehensive initial evaluation. Pt
[ complained to Dr. Herard of left leg pain, lower back pain that involved her entire back and
reached into her legs, and right shoulder pain. Pt. I came to the cvaluation in a wheelchair
because it was hard for her to walk. She reported being “hit Dy a prisoner ... [while] searching a
prisoner ... [for] illicit drugs under her breasts and . . attemplting to remove the drugs.” She
reported becoming disabled after that, and later being hit by a closing automatic door that further
injured her. She reported a problem of falling “due to numbness” symptoms. She reported
having *had a number of treatments such as injections,” and told Dr. Herard that she began
feeling “worse in 2005 experiencing low back pain, hip pain, knees, and ankle and leg pain.”
She reported “that the injections ... did not help,” and that she “had a pump afier she had a
lumbar surgery which did not help either.” Pt. repoﬁed,

sleeplessness . .. gaining weight ... having problems with her back, several

painful spasms going to the left leg ... weakness ... headaches . | problems

walking ... unable to pzss her urine .. iaking medication for that . (and]
abdominal pain associated with the pump insertion.
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(Ex. 24. Ex. 43; 48-57/2653-2662 & 134-157/2739-2762. Testimony of PL. I, Vol. I, 351-352,
358-359)

4. From his physical examination of Pt. I on September 18, 2007, Dr. Herard found,

[her gait to be] very poor ... ambulates with help ... cannot ambulate for any

distance ... has to use a walker or a cane or the wheelchair ... several painful

spasms along the entire lumbar spine both sides ... pain in both the ST joints going

down to the legs ... weakness of the legs ... pump can be palpated in the ...lower

abdomen ... flexibility of the lumbar spine is severely decreased ... impingement

in the right shoulder.
Dr. Herard’s impression was:

Status-post laminectomy syndrome with lumbar degenerative disk disease and

lumbar radiculopathy and cervical radiculopathy ... Status-post fusion of the

lumbar spine ... Cervical sprain ... Scoliosis .. Arachnoiditis with complications

... Myofascial pain syndrome.
He developed a treatment plan that included doing,

a CT scan of the lumbar spine, L1-14 ... an SI joint injection to ... improve her

‘pain in the lumbar spine .. C-spine CT scan ... nerve conduction test . . epidural

steroid injection ... renew her medication for her pain syndrome.
Dr. Herard opined that Pt. | had a guarded prognosis, with a treatment plan to “try to help her
pain.” She was given prescriptions for Soma 350 mg. (120), Topamax 100 mg. (60), Provigil
200 mg. (30), Ativan (30), and Oxycodone 30 mg. (120).*® Pt. [ had signed a consent form to
have epidural steroid injections (ESI) done. Pt 1told Dr. Herard that she did not want injection
procedures, and that other doctors she had seen told her not to have them due to her atrophied

back. Dr. Herard ordered sensory nerve conduction threshold testing, cervical and lumbar spine

x-rays, and a CT scan of the lumbar spine. (Exs. 24,25 & 42, Ex. 43: 48-53/2633-2658;134-

* Pt. I's medical records show another set of medications prescribed on September 18, 2007, by Dr.
Ogoke. The kinds of medications prescribed and that Dr. Ogoke is listed as prescribing them and not Dr.
Herard, has made me conclude that the prescriptions were erroneousty included in Pt. ['s medical records,
The prescriptions were; Naprosyn 500 mg. (60), Elavil 25 mg. (60), Robaxin 500 mg, (120), and Percocet
7.5/325 mg. (120). These medications did not appear in any later prescriptions written for Pt. L, (Ex. 23.
Ex. 43, 142/2747. Testimony of Pt. I, Vol. IT, 486-488.)
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135/2739-2740 &139-143/2744-2743. Testimony of Pt. I, Vol. I, 357,360-361))

5. The sensory nerve conduction threshold testing was done on September 19, 2007 to
investigate Pt. I’s lumbar radiculopathy. The results showed some very severe hypoesthetic
conditions. (Ex. 43; 44-47/2649-2652 & 139/2744.)

6. The lumbar spine CT scan was done on September 27, 2007. The results showed:

A neurostimulator device ... enters the central spinal canal posteriorly at the 13-

L4 level with the tip extending superiorly and terminating at the mid L2 Jevel

within the right anterolateral aspect of the central spinal canal. Evidence of

previous L2-L3 posterior surgical fusion ... with sequela related to previous
surgical metailic hardware. '

Mild to modérate lumbar leveoscoliosis and evidence of previous L2-L3 posterior

surgical fusion with advanced multileyel lumbar spine degenerative disease which

has progressed when compared to 9/14/2003 resulting in central spinal canal

stenosis, most pronounced at the [.3-L4 level, and neural foramina stenosis most

pronounced on the right at the L.3-14 level, and most pronounced on the left at the

L5-S1 levels; clinical correlation is requested.

(Ex. 43; 130-131/2735-2736 & [30-133/2735-2738 )

7. Pt. I was seen in follow-up by Dr. Herard on Qctober 8, 2007. She was scheduled to
have a bilateral sacroiliac Joint (SI) injection, but she refused to have it. She agreed to
reschedule it. She explained that her pump was delivering a low dosage of morphine, 95 mg. per
day, and that the pump was last seUregulated on Septernber 7, 2007. Pt. | thought it was not
working well and her pump was to be discussed with her doctor later in October. Dr, Herard’s
treatment plan was to do the SI injection with fluoroscopy to reach the area where she had the
most pain. He discussed with Pt. I the need to be “safe” when using both oral medication and
medication from her pump. He explained a need to coordinate with her doctor, who would be

giving her medication through the pump. Dr. Herard ordered pelvic x-rays for Pt. . (Ex. 26. Ex.

43;42-43/2647-2648 & 125/2 730.)
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8. It was risky to perform interventional treatments/injections on a patient who has the

kind of pump that Pt. [ had when she was scheduled to have an S injection on October &, 2007
with Dr. Herard. Nevertheless, he was going to be doing the injection using the fluoroscopy.
Use of the fluoroscopy allows for viewing where the pump and its tubing are located to avoid
touching the pump and the tubing with the injection ncedle. An injection can be given around
the pump and still be an effective interventional treatment. Doing an 5l injection involves
injecting safely away from where the pump’s catheter goes into the spinal fluid. Tt is considered
a clean procedure. (Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. XV, 2879-2880.)

9. For Dr. Satwicz, the information in Pt. I’s medical records did not explain who was
treating Pt. [ with the intrathecal pump. He would have expected to see a discussion about the
pump and why there was a need to also prescribe further pain medication. (Testimony of Dr.
Satwicz, Vol. X, 1979-1982.)

10. Pt. I secured a report from her urologist, Dr. Jonathan S. Starkman dated October 12,
2007. Dr. Starkman referred to Pt. I as having “a neurogenic bladder,” with management that
included “a number of muscarinic receptor blockers for questionable overactive bladder and
urgency incontinence.” Dr. Starkman understood:

[Hler main problem is difficulty initiating urination with incomplete bladder

emptying ... feels she needs to utinate all the time ... urinates in very small

amounts with dribbling and an intermittent stream ... has mild occasional

incontinence but does not use protection for this ... has occasional urgency and

leakage with urgency incontinence that scunds more like overflow incontinence

... when ... unable to urinate, her bladder becomes quite distended ...assume[s]

abnormal positions and push[es] on her lower abdomen and lean[s] forward to

facilitate urination.

Dr. Starkman opined:
[Pt. I] may be having an atonic bladder with urinary retention and overflow

incentinence versus detrusor sphincter dyssynergia as a cause for her
{ntermittency and difficulties initiating urination with a dyscoordinated external
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urethral sphincter and bladder neck ... prudent to perform sophisticated

urodynamics in this patient with a complex CMQG, clectromyography, and

pressure flow studies ... patient may in the long-term be best managed on an

intermittent self-catheterization regimen ... will defer this ... until we characterize

her bladder storage and emptying function with a complete urodynamics

evaluation ... scheduted ... [in the] next few weeks. '

Pt. | had difficulty providing urine specimens. (Ex.29. Ex. 43, 115/2720.)

11. Pt. I was seen in follow-up by Dr. Herard on October 18,2007, She was using her
wheelchair. She complained of back pain. She combleted a brief pain inventory form. Pt. I
gave Dr. Herard the letter from Dr. Starkman. She had been scheduled to have an ST injection,
which was not done because she said she had a tooth infection. She agreed to reschedule the St
injection. Dr. Herard discussed with Pt. I the findings of the various x-rays she had on October
17, 2007. Her cervical spine x-rays showed: “Diffuse degenerative changes without evidence of
fracture or subluxation.” Her lumbar spine X-rays showed: “Diffuse degenerative changes
throughout the lumbar spine with limited range of motion. No evidence of significant
compression fracture or subluxation.” Her pelvis x-rays showed: “Fracture through the left
superior and inferior pubic rami with some displacement of the superior ramis inferiorly.
Underlying lytic lesion cannot be entirely excluded. CT scan of the pelvis 1s recommended for
further evaluation.” Dr. Herard summarizeci the findings as revealing: “[S]ome osteopenia and
bone density ... increased in some areas ... SOmMe sclerotic changes ... multiple degenerative
changes with pelvie tilt and somc lumbar seolivsis.” Dr. Herard’s treatment plan was discussed
with Pt. 1. He increased her Oxycodone from 15 mg. to 30 mg. (120) because pt. [ reported her
pain had not been well controlied. She was continued on Topamax 100 mg. (60), Soma 350 mg.

(120) a muscle relaxant, Provigil 200 mg. (30) for the narcolepsy, and Ativan 1 mg. (30) for

anxiety.87 Dr. Qgoke had an office policy on doing urine drug screens (UDS) required of

87 There is in Pt. ['s medical records at Ex. 43,142/2747, prescriptions written on September 18, 2007 by
Dr. Ogoke for medications that do not match the kinds of medications that Pt. 1 was prescribed by Dr.
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patients like Pt. [ who were taking opioids. Dr. Herard was going to “consult with Dr. Ogoke ...
[‘on]‘ how best to approach this” in light of the information from~ Pt. 's urolopist. (Iixs. 27 & 28.
Ex. 43:25/2630; 39-41/2644-2646; 78-79/2683-2684; 102-104/2707-2709 & 121-123/2726-
2728.)

12. Pt. I was seen in follow-up by Dr. Herard on November 16, 2007, He gave her a
physical examination, He opined she was currently suffering from,

sacroiliitis and low back pain ... has a medical condition characterized by urinary

retention and possible arachnoiditis ... is wheelchair-bound and cannot move

independently ... is following up with her urologist . .- was scheduled for

sacroiliac joint injection today ... feels sick with incontinence ... has a pumnp and

this is apparently not functioning well.
Dr. Herard’s treatment plan for Pt. [ was to renew her Illedications of Oxycodone 30 mg. to take
every six hours, Soma 250 mg. (120) to take four times a day, Ativan I mg. to take once a day,
and Provigil 200 mg. (30). She was to take Amoxicilin 500 mg. “to control her possible
underlying infection.” Based on Dr. Starkman’s information, Dr. Herard concluded that Pt. I
“will not be able to provide urine for routine screening,” but she was able to provide some urine
for a UDS at this visit. Asa precaution, Dr. Herard was going to do blood work on Pt.  to rule
out any infection before proceeding to injection treatments. The UDS result from the November
16, 2007 specimen was abnormal for Creatinine because none was detected, although it is a

metabolic substance secreted in urine. The result was also positive for a medication she was not

prescribed, Buprenorphine. To Dr. Satwicz, this UDS result was problematic and rieeded to be

Herard on the same date, and are not medications that her medical records show she was subsequently
prescribed by Dr. Herard. The nicdcations Dr. Ogoke wrote on that date are not mentioned in any of Pt
I’s medical record reports for that date. I conclude there is insufficient proof that they are prescriptions
for Pt. I, and could be prescriptions written for another patient whose name was redacted. This is because
Dr. Herard and not Dr. Ogoke was treating Pt. [ on October 18, 2007. This issue was not discussed at the
hearing or in the parties’ briefs. The medications were for EC-Naprosyn 500 mg. (60), Elavil 25 mg.
(60), Robaxin 500 ing. (120), and Percocet 7.5/325 mg. {120).
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addressed. Buprenorphine is used to treat opioid addiction like Methadone is used.® (Exs. 30,
31 & 32. Ex. 43: 34-38/2639-2643; 113-114/271 8-2719 & 117-120/2722-2725. Testimony of Dr.
éatwicz, Vol. X, 1968, 1972-1976.)

13.. After Dr. Herard had the blood work results on Pt. I, he concludec_l that she could
have the SI injection. He gave Pt. [ a bilateral S] Joint injection with fluoroscopy on December
14,2007, Pt. T completed a brief pain inventéry form at this visit, and was prescribed Provigil
200 mg. (30), Soma 350 mg. (120), Oxycodone 30 mg. (120, and Rozerem § mg. (30}, Pt. I
gave a UDS specimen on December 19, 2007. The next day results showed she wag positive for
opiates and for Oxycodone, was normal for Creatinine, and had an abnormal PH. Dr. Herard
preseribed Ambien 5 mg. (30) on December 20,2007, (Exs. 33 & 34. Ex. 43: 85/2690; 99-
101/2704-2706; 105-107/2710-2712 & 109-] 12/2714-2717)

14. Pt. I had a follow-up visit with Dr. Herard on January 10, 2008. Pt. I reported that
her pain level had increased with some.swelling after her December 14, 2007 bilateral SI joint
mjection. She also reported having “a bad reaction to Ambien . . felt some confusion.” | Overall,
Pt. I'reported that since she was hurt by the door in 2002, she has not been able to get her pain to
subside and has had a poor quality of life. She provided to Dr. Herard the report about the
incident by the physician who cared for her at that time, and who had referred her to Dr. Linson,
the orthopedic surgeon. She also showed Dr. Herard the report of Dr. Kuhar from November 12,
2006. Dr. Herard gave her a physical examination. He renewed her prescriptions and planned to
“do some titration for the megii.cation causing Pt. I some problems.” She was prescribed
Oxycodone 30 mg. to take every six houré (1 gO), given to her to help “control her pain syndrome

and improve her quality of life.” Hé prescribed Rozerem 8 mg. at night, Soma 350 mg. (120),

* This may have been a urine specimen that was not used for Pt. 1. The BORM has not relied on this
UDS result to prove the Statement of Allegaticns. If this specimen was from Pt. T from November 16,
2007, this was a time when Pt. I was under the care of only Dr. Herard,
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and Provigil 200 mg. to take once a day. Dr. Herard gave Pt. [ a guarded prognosis. On January
12, 2008, Humana, Pt. [’s insure'r, denied cost coverage of the Provigi]l 200 mg. as an ongoing
prescription for her. She was sent a letter to that effect that she provided to Dr. Herard. She
wrofe to Humana that her leg pain “gets worse al night ... this piil has prevented [falling asleep
throughout the day] and has improved her quality of life, with an abiiity to do “some
cleaning/cooking, etg.” S‘he s.ought reconsideration of this denial. On February 8, 2008, Pt. |
was seen in follow-up by Dr. Herard. He gave her some Provigil samples, and r.enewed her
Soma 350 mg. (120) and Oxycodone 30 mg. (180). She also co;qlpleted a brief pain inventory
form, and an opioid renewal screen form was vcompleled showing a prior normal UDS and no
qarcotic agreement violations‘. (Exs. 35 & 37. Ex. 43: 26-30/263 1-2635; 74-75/2679-

2680; 83-84/2688-2689 & 92-95/2697-2700.)

15. Pt. I was seen in follow-up by Dr. Ogoke on March 7,2008. No explanation was
provided in the report of this visit or in Dr. Ogoke’s testimony about why he was seeing Pt. [ at
this time. Pt. [ reported a pain level of 7/10 in her lower extremities and pelvic area and had
neck area discomfort. Although she had “difficulty with ambulation ... she ... [reported] being
able to ambulate around her home without support ... for short distances.” Pt. I reported having
a “history of arachnoiditis ... [with] a recent comprehensive metabolic testing for electrolytes,
liver function, as well as renal function ... al] normal.” Dr. Ogoke understood Pt. ] had a lumt;ar
spine CT scan on September 27, 2007 showing “disk herniations and multilevel tumbar facet
arthropathy as well as multilev;i spinal canél stenosis.” He discussed these findings with Pt. I,
including the findings from her sensory nerve conduction threshold study done on September 19,
2007. Dr. Ogoke gave her a physical examination. He listed her conditions as: lumbar disk

_ herniation; lumbar facet arthropathy at multiple levels; fumbar spinal canal stenosis at multiple
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levels; sacroiliitis; lumbar radiculopathy; cervical strain; history of arachnoiditis status post
surgery; and, post-lumbar spine laminectory syndrome. His treatment plan was to schedule Pt, [
“for epidural steroid injection series at the lumbar level,” and then re-evaluate her condition for a
possible “transforaminal approach™ interventional treatment. His treatment plan also included
scheduling her for S1 injections, and to consider doing “diagnostic lumbar facet blocks.’-" She
was to have random UDSs “to show the patient’s compliance to the opiate prescriptions as well
as the narcotic contract.” An opiate renewal form was done listing Pt. I's last UDS as normal
and listing no narcotic agreement violations. Dr. Ogoke renewed her medications of Soma 350
mg. (120) and Oxycodone 30 mg. (180). He also prescribed Lyrica 75 mg. (14) and 75 mg. (60).
He ordered an EMG of her lower extremities 1o investigate a possible sciatica condition. This
test was performed on March 10, 2008. The results were consistent with mild bilateral
radiculopathy at L5 and S-1 levels possibly caused by lumbar spinal stenosis, (Ex. 38. Ex. 43: 7-
9/2612-2614; 18-19/2623-2624; 21-24/2626-2629 & 80-82/2685-2687.)

16. Dr. Herard saw Pt | in follow-up on April 4, 2008. Pt. | came to the evaluation in a
wheelchair. Pt | completed a brief pain inventory form. An opioid renewal form was
completed. She had been able to do a UDS on March 7, 2008, but the results from it were still
pending. Up to this time, no narcotic agreement violations were noted on the opioid renewal
screen form. Another UDS was done at this visit. Dr. Herard gave her a physical examination.
He assessed a possible I‘ytic lesion of the superior and inferior pubic rami on thle left side with
some displacement, narcolepsy associated with myasthenia gravis, and a chronic pain syndrome,
Dr. Herard opined that x-rays cf the lu_mball' spine showed “degenerative changes with a
questionable fracture around the ileopubic area ... has a pump placed there.” He further opined,

that without the Prowgil her condition has been worsening ... has baseline
myasthenia gravis and ... ig developing narco[epsy quallty of life has
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deteriorated ... since she has not been provided with the Provigil by the insurance
company ... has a neurostimulator device at L2-L3.

His treatment plan was to do a pelvis CT scan, and x-rays of the lumbar spine and pelvis “to rule
out any underlying process and to assess the origin of the fracture.” He gave Pt. [ some Prowgd
samples, and prioritized obtaining “formal authorization from the insurance” for her getting this
- medication at 200 mg. to take once a day. He also prescribed “Oxycodone 30 mg. every six
hours, #180, and Soma 350 mg. four times a dav.” After the CT scan, the treatment plan was to
re-evaluate Pt. I’s condition and perhaps refer her for an orthopedic consultation, Ife any lytic
lesion was detected, she would be referred to an oncologist. Dr. Herard discussed all this with
Pt. 1. Dr. Ogoke signed the report of this visit. On April 11, 2008, Pt. [ underwent a CT scan of
her abdomen and pelvis. The results showed fractures at the “left superior and inferior pubic
rami, consistent with findings of 10/17/07 radiograph but with txact'age uncertain ... remaing
unhealed.” The implanted neuroétimulator in the spinal canal was seen “with a control in the
lower left anterior abdominal wall > Degenerative changes were seen in the lumbar spine. Pt. 1
saw Dr. Herard on April 11, 2008 to discuss the CT scan findings. He referred her to an
orthopedic surgeon. Afier discussion with Pt. [, Dr. Herard did not know how she sustained the
fractures. He provided her with a Provigil 200 mg. (30) prescription that her insurer approved.
Dr. Ogoke signed the report of this visit. (Exs. 39 & 40. Ex. 43- 4-6/2609-2611; 14-17/2619-
2622; 69-73/2673-2678 & 76-77/2681-2682.)

17. By the time ‘of Pt. I’s scheduled May 1, 2008 follow-up visit, Dr. Herard was no
longer working in Dr. Ogoke’s office. Pt. I was instead seen by Dr. Ogoke. Upon her arrival,
she saw Dr. Herard. He spoke with her about leaving Dr. Ogoke’s office, and that she could now
become a.patient of Dr. Ogoke. Pt.1 arrived at this visit not realizing she would not be seeing

Dr. Herard, but she agreed to see Dr. Ogoke. An opioid renewal form was done showing normal
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UDS results and no narcotic agreement violations. Pt. [ completed a brief pain inventory form.
She cahle to the appointment in her wheelchair. She complained to Dr. Ogoke of a pain level of
8/10 in her low back and hip areas. Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. [ a physical examination, altho;lgh a
limited one. Hc detected continuing “tenderness in .1'he lumbar spine area as well as the
sacroiliac notch areas with guarding as well with radicular pain in both lower extremities.” He
noted that the results from Pt. I's March 10, 2008 EMG testing showed “bilateral L5 and Sl
radiculopathy” in the two lumbar spine levels tested. Pt. I had already been evaluated on March -
7, 2008 by Dr. Ogoke who devised a treatment plan for hpr to have interventional pain
management procedures “to help her lumbar herniation and facet arthropathy as well as her
spinal canal stenosis.” But today, Pt. ] informed Dr. Ogoke that she was refusing interventional
treatments, inciuding “a transforaminal cpidural steroid injection” that had been schedujed for
this visit. Dr. Ogoke also wanted Pt. I to have a UDS done but she refused to give a specimen.
After a discussion with Pt. I, Dr. Ogoke concluded that Pt, | w0uld not comply with her
treatment plan. As a result Dr. O-goke decided to terminate care with Pt. [. He would not just
treat her with pain medications. In his report of this visit, Dr. Ogoke explained:

[Pt. I} declined all interventional pain procedures regarding her care at this point

and is not willing to be compliant with our treatment plan. Will allow the patient

a medication supply for the next 30 days and allow her to get anothér physician or

follow up with her primary care physician , ., may also come into the clinic over

the next 30 days for any tmergency care ... related to treatment we have

provided. )
Upon leaving the office, Pt. I received prescriptions fof Soma 350 mg. (120) and for Oxycodone
30 mg. (180), her regular doses and quantities. Pt. I was provided with a termination of care
letter explaining that care with his office ended as of May 1, 2008, but that Pt. I had the next 30

days to come back to the office for care for emergencies. The letter listed two facilities in the

area where Pt. [ could seek continued pain management care - pain management clinics at
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Baystate Medi-cal Center and Mercy Medical Center. She was shown this letter and asked to sign
it, but she refused. The letter was also sent tolher by certified mail. Before leaving the office, Pt.
[ signed a physician release from liability form in regard to her re (usal to undergo interventional
pain management procedures, but did not sign a similar form in regard to her refusal 1o do
random UDS testing. Pt. 1did not inform Dr. Ogoke or any of his staff upon being terminated
from Dr. Ogoke’s care, that she wanted to be weaned off her narcotic medications. What she
wanted was to continue with Dr. Ogoke’s care receiving pain medications, but not o have to
have injections or to provide urine specimens. During this thirty day time period following her
termination and when she was still using the prescribed pain medication, Pt. I did not transfer her
pain management care to a clinic or to another physician. She approached Baystaic Medical
Center’s Pain Clinic for contihuing care with pain medications, but understood that they would
not treat her because the clinic Had treated her in the past. After the thirty day supply of her pain
medications had ended, in July 2008, Pt. [ experiecnced some withdrawa! symptoms of feeling
“miserable” with hot and cold sweats, and shaking. She was seen ata hospital emergency room.
Pt. I did secure pain management care at some point after this. (Exs. 21 & 41. Ex. 43; 10-
13/2615-2618 & 60-67/2665-2672. Ex. 83, Testimony of pt. 1., Vol. 11, 368-375, 377-378, 478,
480-482))

18. According to Dr. Trescot, Dr. Ogoke did not violate any standard of care in
terminating his care of Pt. [ in the manner he did. The pain management specialist who 1s
terminating care with a patient who will not follow her treatment plan because it includes
injection treatments but does want to continue to receive her pain medication, does not have an
o.bligation to wean the patient off her pain medication unless she has some known issue with

taking her préscribed medications improperly. Dr. Ogoke was not aware that Pt. [ had such
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issues, and on May 1, 2008, she did not inform l;im of any issues. She also did not ask to be
weaned off her narcotic medications. At this point, her UDS testing had not shown any narcotic
agreement violations, and there was no other red flag issue at the time concerning her behavior.
(Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. XV, 2881-2887.}

19. Dr. Ogoke’s treatment plan by May 1, 2008 for Pt. 1, following his and the prior
evaluations made by Dr. Herard, was to do interventional injection treatments, including SI
injections and to try lumbar ESI injections. He would also prescribe her medication for pain,
including opiates. He would not just prescribe pain medication without Pt. I also having
interventional treatments. Dr. Ogoke understood that .what he developed for Pt. I's treatment
plan was continuing Dr. Herard’s plan for Pt. I of having ir‘ltervenlional procedures and not just
pain medication. Dr. Ogoke understood Pt. I had been having interventional treatments as part of
Dr. Herard’s treatment plan. He was upset, as observed by Pt. I, that she had not been having all
the planned injection ireatments. The visit reports Dr. Herard produced never included an
assessment that Pt | would not be expected to undergo interventional procedures as a condition
to continuing her pain management care with him. (Ex. 43, Pt. I's visit reports with Dr. Herard
(already set forth in prior findings of fact). Ex: 43; 10-13/2615-2618 & 67/2672. Testimony of
Pt I, Vol. 1, 368-370.)

20. Pt. I complained to the BORM about her care with Dr. Ogoke. She reported
completing a background document at her initial visit to Dr. Ogoke’s office. She claimed that
one question asked if there was any treatment she would not have and that she wrote no
injections to her back. Pt. I claimed that when Dr. Ogoke saw her answer, he told her that they
would télk more about this. That talk never happened. Instead, Pt. [ began care with Dr. Herard

who performed the initial evaluation. Dr. Herard performed only one injection treafment, a
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bilateral SI injection with fluoroscopy, after the procedure was boslponed by Pt. [. Pt. T believed
she had been able to get Dr. Herard to agree to not give her further injection procedures, but to
continue 1o treat her with pain medications. Pt. I also addressed in her comblaint her 1nability to
provide urine specimens due to her ulllderlying condition, as explained in a letter from her
urologist that she provided to Dr. Herard, Pt [ emphasized that she was not refusing to do UDS
testing." She wrote in her cotﬁplaint form that on May I, 2008, she found Dr. Ogoke to be “very
agitated ... ye[ling,” although not at her but at his staff. Fer husband was having open heart
surgery the following day and she felt unable to undergolthe injection procedure scheduled for
this visit with Dr. Ogoke. Pt. I'also complained that she was terminated from care with no
weaning off her medications that included Oxycodone. In addition, Pt. [ complained to the
BORM that she experienced at times long waits for her appointments, some as long as six hours.
She understood someone waited twelve hours. She had also found the office to be often very
messy. She commented that Dr. Ogoke will prescribe any medication you want as long as you
have injections. (Ex. 83. Testimony of Pt. [, Vol. 2, 381-383)

21. In her complaint form to the BORM, Pt. I included a letter dated “May 8 addressed
to Dr. Ogoke, claiming her termination from care was unfair.

May 1 at my appt., I believe you terminated me unfairly. You didn’t speak to

me at all, nor did you let me finish when I said “I can’t have shots in my back.”

My husband was at Bay State preparing for open heart surgery the next day. 1

couldn’t even think when I was there. I have a broken pelvic and can’t get on my

stomach. If you can allow me time to have these shots, I will try to reconsider.

When [ had my 1™ appt with you I had written no shots and explained it all to you.

You had told me it was okay, before turning me over to Dr. Herard.

The Drs. Say my husband won’t be all well for 3 mo. I can’t take the chance on
shots till he is well. '

I’ve had them all before so I once told you. In any case, if you won’t have me

back after approving me last Sept., will vou please wean me off mg' meds. [
would appreciate your answer as my meds will be due by May 30"
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I wish you wetl.

Sincerely,
Pt. 1%

Pt. Tand Dr. Ogoke never discussed this letter. She did not seek another appoiniment with Dr.
Ogoke after writing this letter. (Ex. 83. Testimony of P1. 1, Vol. I1, 478)
Conclusion and Recommendation

Dr.VOgoke i§ chﬁrged in the Statement of Allegations with having: inappropriately
prescribed optoid medication to Pt. | while she was receiving morphine through an intrathecal
pump in her back; offering her injection procedures to her back despite an increased risk with
such injections due to the pump in her back; 'and, discharging Pt. I from his care only because she
would not have injection procedures. The BORM has not proven these charges.

The findings sho;/v Pt. I’s condition and the course of care she received from September
18, 2007 through May 1, 2008. The findings also show the care she re;ceived and for what
conditions before this time period. This prior time period involved back surgery, injection
treatment.s, and use of narcotic medications. Most of the findings address the care and
prescriptions Pt. [ received while being treated by Dr. Herard from Septemnber 2007 to May
2008. Pt. I never had any kind of an office visit with a physical examination and evaluation with
Dr. Ogoke until March 7, 2008, Following that \fisit, she was seen again by Dr. Herard in Abril
2008. Dr. Ogoke saw Pt. ] again on May 1, 2008 when Dr. Herard was no longer treating
patients at Dr. Ogoke’s office. Dr. Ogoke and Dr. Herard both had treatment plans for Pt. I that
included not just giving her narcotic pain medications but also giving her interventional
procedures. Pt. I was aware of her ongoing treatment plan when she had her May 1, 2008 visit

with Dr. Ogoke. At this meeting, Pt. | made it clear that she would not have injection treatments

* This letter was not found in Pt. I’s medical records (Exhibit 43).
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and only wanted pain medications. She also rei’u;sed to have UDS tests. As a result, Dr. Ogoke
terminated her from his care. He basically did not take Pt. | on as his patient.

Dr. Herard did the pain medication prescribing for Pt. I while she was in care at Dr.
Ogoke’s office between September 18, 2007 and May 1, 2008, with Dr. Ogoke only prescribing
medications for her on March 7, 2008 and May 1, 2008. Pt [ may have filled out e:1 form on
September 4, 2007 that she did not want lumbar epidural injections, but that was a form that Dr.
Herard had to review. Over time, Dr. Herard’s visit reports showed he discussed with Pt. | doing
interventional procedures, and she had one with him, an Sl injection. An SI injection did not
involve a needle entering the spinal canal and would not have involved risks of hitting her
intrathecal pump. Another physician implanted the pump in her lumbar spine and it delivered
morphine into her spinal fluid. Dr. Satwicz and Dr. Trescot both acknowledged that even
without. injection treatments, having such a pump can lead to infections and that doing ESIs_to
the lumbar spine near lthe tubing can be risky if the injection reaches into the pump. Both agreed
that doing an SI injection would not involve that kind of risk because the Injection would not be
mto the spinal fluid. Moreover, Dr. Trescot explained well why the risk of doing ESIs could be
addressed with use of the fluoroscopy to a\,;oid the harm of the needle reaching the pump or the
pump’s tubing. This device allows the physician to view just where the injectioq 1s reaching in
the spine and to see the pump and its tubing. Dr. Satwicz never opined that doing ESIs when
there is an intrathecal pump is practicing medicine below the standard of care when the
fluoroscopy is used, aﬁsawas the case when Dr. Herard administered the ST injection to Pt. . Dr.
Ogoke always did ESIs and ST joint injections using the fluoroscopy. The fact that Dr. Ogoke’s
treatment plan fo.r Pt. I was to do interventional ﬁrocedures beyond just SI injections does not

show he was breaching the standard of care.
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Dr. Satwicz observed that Pt. I's medical records did not contain any explalllation about
what physician was attending to Pt. ’s intrathecal pump during the time she was in care at Dr. .-
Ogoke’'s office. Her medical records showed that Dr. Herard was aware of the need to be
coordinating Pt. Is care with that other physician. Since Dr. Ogoke never took Pt. I on as his
patient, there is no evidence to show one way or the other if he would have discussed the pump
with the physician administering this device for Pt. I. Dr. Herard prescribed ongoing opioid
medications to Pt. I during the time period he treated her. Dr. Ogoke maintained Pt. I’s pain
medications when he evaluated her on March 7, 2008. He also renewed her pain medications for
thirty days on May 1, 2008 when he term-inaled her care, Qr refused to take her on as his patient.
Nothing in the medicai records or in Pt. I’s testimony showed Pt. | had the intrathecal pump not
still in her spine. Although Pt I's pump was delivering morphine to her spinal fluid, and Dr.
Ogoke prescribed opioids to her on the two dates in 2008, there s insufficient proof that his
doing so violated a standard of care. No expert testimony specifically found these particular
prescriptions Dr. Ogoke wrote for Pt Ilwere violating a standard of care. Dr. Ogoke added
prescriptions for Lyrica, but that is not an opioid medication.

The BORM charged Dr. Ogoke with violating the standard of care in the way he
terminated Pt. | from care in his office. 'fhis occurred on May 1, 2008. This was a date when
Dr. Ogoke expected to be providing an ESI to Pt. 1 pursuant to the established treatment plan. Pt,-
I came to her visit with Dr. Ogoke on May 1, 2008 after Dr. Herard éxplained that he would be
leaving the area and would no longer be treating Pt. I. Pt. T had liked her care under Dr. Herard.
When Dr. Herard was leaving, Pt. I’s care was transferred to Dr. Ogoke. At this May 1, 2008
visit, it was up to Pt. [ whether or not she wanted to continue in care with Dr. Ogoke. Dr. Ogoke

made it clear that he would be requiring interventional procedures and not just prescribing Pt, [
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pain medications. When she decided she weuld not want any injection procedures, and that she
would not give urine specimens, she was effectively deciding to not treat with Dr, Opgoke. It was
her choice to do so. There is no support in the record for Pt. I being surprised or blind-sided by
Dr. Ogoke not agreeing to alter her treatment plan to include only pain medications.

Pt. ['claimed that she never had the-opportunity to tell Dr. Ogoke why she would be
refusing all injections in her back and would not be providing urine specimens for UDS testing.
This is argued as demonstrating that Dr. Qgoke violated the standard of care in terminating his
care of Pt. [ on May 1, 2008. Pt. ] had only one injection procedure during her care with Dr.
Herard due to her postponing or outright refusal to have scheduled injection procedures that were
to be done in furtherance of Dr. Herard’s treatment plan for her. Although she had difficulty
providing a urine specimen, she had done so with Dr. Herard. In order for Dr. Ogceke to provide
her with narcotic pain medications, she had to sign onto the narcotics agreement. She had signed
this agreement. If she was offering to Dr. Ogoke an amendment to that agreement that would
eliminate one ofthe important monitoring tools for Dr. Ogoke to be able to check whether she
was being co;npliant in teking her opioid medications as prescribed, for him to refuse her
proposed amendment was practicing his pain management practice properly.

Pt. [ testified that Dr. Ogoke was angry at his staff, not her, on May 1, 2008. She claimed
to have heard him yelling and screaming at his staff. [t is unélearjust when she supposedly
heard this outburst or the circumstances surrounding it. She seemed to tie this outburst to Dr.
Ogoke learning that Dr. Herard had not done the injection érocedures his treatment plan
included. Idid not find sufficient proof that this occurred by only Pt. I’s testimony and her
Exhibit 83 complaint information.

When Dr. Ogoke terminated his care of Pt. [, he informed her about the options she had
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to continue with her pain management needs. She was told about two other area pain clinics at
Baystate Medical Center and at Mercy Hospital Medical Center. She was told she could also
continue to obtain pain manaéemem, including pain medications, by consulting with her PCP.
Pt. I acknowledged that Dr. Ogoke told her ail this. She was provided with a termination letter
telling her this information as well. She was asked to sign the letter to acknowledge her receipt
of it, and she refused to sign it. The letter was also mailed to her by certified mail.

At the time Dr. Ogoke ‘terminatcd Pt. I’s care, Pt. I was compliant in taking her prescribed
medications. Dr. Trescot persuasively explained that Dr. Ogoke had no reason to taper Pt. [ off
her pain medications upon terminating her care. Pt. I also did not ask Dr. Ogoke to help her
wean off her narcotic medications. To the contrary, she wanted to continue to receive her opioid
pain medications, Dr, Ogoke’s expectation at the May 1, 2008 visit was that Pt. T would be
transferring her care to another pain management center or to another physician. Apainst this
background, it is not clear why Dr. Ogoke had an obligation to engage in a tapering-off of Pt. I's
opioid medications before terminating his care with her.

Dr. Ogoke gave her a thirty day supply of her on-going pain medications while she
established her new pain management care. He also offered 1o address any emergency care she
needed during the thirty day period. During that thirty day period, Pt. I’s medical records do not
show that she received further care from Dr. Ogoke. It is unclear from her testimony if she
sought ongoing care with another physician or with the pain management clinic at Mercy
Hospital. She testified that she was not able to retumn to receive pain management care at
Baystate Hospital’s clinic where she had been treated before, but that does not appear to be a
likely reason why a pain clinic would refuse to treat a patient with chronic pain. [f Pt, I was

rejected from further care at these area pain management facilities or by another physician, the
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BORM failed to prove that occurred, or that Dr. Ogoke bears responsibility for withdrawal
symptoms Pt. I experienced.

The May 8, 2008 handwritten letter to Dr. Ogoke in Pt. I’s complaint to the BORM, is
troubling if it was seen by Dr. Ogoke and not responded to. [t presumably came to Dr. Ogoke’s
office, if mailed at and around that date, during the thirty day time period when his terminat.ion
letter allowed Pt. T 1o ;etum for emergency care. The letter seemed to be seeking help to taper Pt.
[ off her opioid medications. In addition, Pt. I wrote that she was willing to now discuss having
njection treatments with Dr, Ogoke. No further meeting occurred. Pt. [ testified that she never
returned to Dr. Ogoke’s office after May 1, 2008, and there is no medical record showing she
did. Nothing in her letter described any issue she had with taking her routinely prescribed opioid
medication she received on May 1, 2008. Nothing in her letter discussed withdrawal symptoms,
or that she was refused further pain management care from other pain management resources in
the area. Even considering this letter as possibly received by Dr. Ogoke, the BORM has failed to
show he violated a standard of care by dismissing her from his care on May 1, 2008 under the .
circumstanc.es already described. There is insufﬁc;,icnt proof Dr. Ogoke received the letter. This
letter did not signal her need 1o have any emergency treatment by Dr. Ogoke.

In summary, if Pt.  had been inappropriately prescribed opioid medication while she was
also receiving morphine through an intrathecal pump in her spine, that wrong would have
involved Dr. Herard who did thig prescribing for so long a time with Pt. I. The BORM also has
not proven such prescribing was mappropriate. The information received from Dr. Ogoke and
Dr. Trescot about the use of the fluoroscopy when doing injection treatments to the lumbar spine,
even where the thecal pump was located, was persuasive that doing such injection treatrnents

would not be a violation of standard of care, Dr. Satwicz did not provide such a sweeping
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opinion that injections should rever have been considered on a patient with this infrafecal pump.
Pt. Tonly had the SI injection that none of the three physicians opined would have involved the
spinal fluid. The BORM has not proven that offering injection procedures when Pt. [ had the
thecal pump was a violation of standarci of care. Pt. | was not impropetrly or dangerously |
terminated from care by Dr. Qgoke. l;l. [ was being treated by Dr. Herard. When he leflt, he
fransferred her care over to Dr. Ogoke. Dr. Ogoke discussed with Pt. I, his treatment plan for
her. That plan like Dr. Herard’s included having injection procedures. When Pt. I refused to
have them and told Dr. Ogoke she would not participafe in his monitoring tool to check on her
proper use of her opioid medications by refusing to give urine specimens for UDS testing, he
told her he could not treat her. The BORM has not proven that Dr. Ogoke refusing to just treat

Pt. I with narcotic medication was a violation of the standard of care,
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Patient .J

Summary
Patient (Pt.) J testified.

In the Statement of Allegations, Dr. Ogoke was charged with practicing medicine in
violation of the standard of care as follows:

» Failed to identify in his progress notes for Pt. J, the doses or adjustments of the
opioids he prescribed.

» Continued to prescribe opioids to Pt. J despite repeated urine drug screen tests
that were positive for illegal substances.

The facts the BORM alleged to support its allegations include the following:

¢ Pt Jwas trcated by Dr. Ogoke with a combination of pain medications
that included Oxycodone, Methadone, and a Duragesic Patch.

¢ Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. J multiple injection treatments that included multi-
level facet, epidural, and sacroiliac joint injections.

» Inthe follow-up reports of Pt. J’s visits at Dr. Ogoke’s office, the reports
do not identify the doses or the adjustments of the opioids she was being
prescribed at the visits,

e Pt Jreceived pain management care at Dr. Ogoke’s office covering about
seven years. Frequently, the results of Pt. J’s urinary drug screen tests
were positive for Marijuana. Such testing was also positive for Cocaine.
These constituted violations of Dr. Ogoke’s narcotics agreement that Pt. J
signed.

* Pt Jcontinued to receive opioid prescriptions as part of her ongoing care
despite these narcotics agreement violations.

Findings of Fact

. Pt.J, born in 1953, saw Dr. Ogoke for a pain management assessment and
examination on October 4, 2001 on referral from her treating physician. She completed various
forms, including a form to explain her complaints and conditions. In his report of this initial
~ evaluation, Dr. Ogoke described her as disabled with headaches from 1997, and she had two
neuro-surgeries in 1997 to her brain fér relief. She told Dr. Ogoke she thought she had “an

aneurysm of the basilar artery.” She reported her headaches returned with time and were “dull
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and aching.™ Pt. J reported having “constant pain” at levels from 4/10 up te 10/10. She was
using a Duragesic Patch 100 meg, for pain relief, but had break-through pain not being helped.
She was also taking Diovan 80 mg. and Synthroid 0.5 mg. Pt. J reported having been on pain
medication regimens in the past that had included Oxycontin that sﬁe repoﬁed had helped her
pain the way the Duregesic Paich was helping it. Pt. J had hypertension and hypothyroidism.
She reported having had a CT scan about two months ago, but did not have the results of it. She
had ulnar nerve surgery bilaterally in 1997 and 2000. She had a gastric bypass procedure in
1996. She had a carpal tunnei release bilaterally in 1982. In or around 1996, she had been hurt
in a motor vehicle aceident. She was a smoker, reported only having two alcoholic drinks a year,
reported trouble sleeping, and denied any history of menta} health problems. Dr. Ogoke did a
review of systems and gave Pt. | a comprehensive physical examination. In the repo?t of the
- evaluation he listed her conditions as: headache syndrome, rule out cervicogenic headache-s;
occipital neuralgia; and, myofascial pain syndrome involving cervical paravertebral muscles.
His treatment plan was to do: further evaluation of her headaches; a cervical spine CT scan at
C2-C7 to rule out hemiated nucleus pul_posus versus spondylosis; prescribe tricyclic anti-
depre.ssants and anti—cor'wulsive medication with titrating as needed; and, defer physical therapy
for now. She was to retum for a follow-up visit in two weeks. He prescribed Zonegran 100 mg.
(60) and Pamelor 25 mg. (30). (Ex. 18. Ex. 43, 7-14/2770-2777 & 24-31/2787-2794. Testimony
of Pt. J, Vol. [, 139-144.)

2. For Dr. Trescot, the background Pt. J had of having undergone gastric bypass surgery
meant that she might have had an absorption deficit regarding long-acting medications because;

[They] require an intact gastro-intestinal system for complete absorption. The

gastric bypass patients have a great deal of difficulty absorbing most of the

formulating long-acting medications; in other words, the ones that are short acting
that have been made into a long-acting oral formulation.
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Dr. Trescpt also found significant in Pt. J°s medical history that she had been a tobacco abuser,
smoker of two to threé packs of cigarettes per day. She opined:

[N]icotine dramatically decreases blood flow to the nerves leading 1o ischemia of

the nerves to the disc, leading to degenerative disc diseasc and (o the bones

heading to osteoporosis and poor bone healing.
(Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. XV, 2888-2889.)

| 3. Pt Pswnext visit w1th Dr. Ogoke occurred on March 13, 2003%° when he performed

another initial comprehensive evaluation. She was sceing him again for pain management on
referral from her treating physician. She complained of hip and low back pain that radiated into
her [ower extremities. She also complained of significant foot pain. She had undergone a
bunionectomy in November 2002, and explained to Dr. Ogoke her difficulties on the bottoms of
both feet. She told Dr. Ogoke that she felt she was walking on “bones and a hammer toe.” She
felt she might need further foot surgery. She described the pain as varying in intensity. She
described the pain that developed over the summer of 2002 as “burning, sharp, dull, aching, sore,
shooting and sensitive.” She reported difficulty climbing stairs. Pt. J reported having tried
Vicodin, Vioxx, Celebrex, and Ibuprofen without any lasting pain relief. She had undergone a
bone and joint whole body bone scan on January 16, 2003 that showed focal intense uptake of
the left first metatérsal consistent with an x-ray report of findings of a fracture in this regio—n.
She was taking Neurontin, Levoxyl, Prozac and Bronkaid at the time of this evaluatior.l.. She
denied any Arug or alcohol abuse. Pt. J reported her pain caused difficulties with sleep, and that
stress from the pain interfered with her family life and with social activities. She continued to be
a smoker, smoking two to three packs of cigarenes a day. Dr. Ogoke gave a comprehensive

physical examination. He assessed her conditions as: lumbar sprain and radiculopathy, rule out

* The medical records, Exhibit 43, contained no office visits at Dr. Oooke 5 offce between the initial
2001 evaluation and this March 7003 evaluation.
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herniation; sacroiliitis: myofascial paih syndrome; and, sympathetic maintained pain in the foot
post-surgery, possible foot neuroma. His trcaﬁnent plan was o0 order a lefllbai' spine CT Scar;,
and to start her on high dose nonsteroidal anti-inflammatory drugs (NSAID), muscle relaxants,
tricyclic anti-depressants, and an anti-convulsant. He préscribed Norflex 100 mg..(60), Elavil 25
mg. (60), EC Naprosyn 375 mg. (90}, and Zoneéran 100 mg. (45). The trcatment plan also
included a physical therapy evaluation 1o be done as soon as possible to include Bioelectric
treatments for her low back. Under consideration was giving Pt. J epidural steroid injections
(ESI) and sacroiliac joint (SI) injections. In connection with this evaluation, Pt. J completed the
new patient forms again, including signing the Narcotic:s Prescription Policy & Agreement
(narcotics agreement). (Exs. 11 & 18, Ex. 43; 61-70/2824-2833 & 258-270/3021-3033.
Testimony of Pt. J, Vol, 1, 204-206.)

4. On May 30, 2003, Pt. J received prescriptions from Dr. Ogoke’s office of Celebrex
200 mg. (60), Skelaxin 400 mg., Elavil 25 mg., and Percocet 5/325 (90).>' (Ex. 18. Ex. 43;
254/3017 & 256-257/3019-3020.)

5. OnMay 31,2003, Pt. I'had a cervical spine CT scan showing:

Mild cervical sbondylosis at C4-5 and C5-6 ... with bilateral neural foraminal

narrowing ... slightly worse on right at C5-6 ... mild left neural foraminal

narrowing at C3-4 ... from uncovertebral hypertrophic change.
Pt. J also had a lumbar spine CT scan showing:

Bilateral pars defect at L5 vertebra resulting in grade [ anterolisthesis -of L5 over

S1 ... moderate to severe bilateral facet joint hypertrophy and mild bilateral

neural foraminal narrowing ... vacuum disc phenomena at L5-S1 ... L3-4 and

L.4-5 ... appear unremarkabie.

(Ex. 43, 252-254/3015-301 7.)

6. Pt J was scen by Dr. Ogoke on June 24, 2003 complaining of low back radiating pain

"' T could not read the numbers of Skelaxin and Elavil on the copies of these two prescriptions. (Ex. 43,
256-257/3019-3020).) 1 could not locate or decipher any visit report for this date.
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ata 9/10 level. Pt. J had a physical examination. Dr. Ogoke made the following assessments:
cervical spondylosis at C4-5 and C3-6; bilateral pars defect at L5 vertebra resulting in grade 1
anterolisthesis ol L5 over S1; lumEar facet arthropathy; lumbar strain; lumbar radiculopathy;
sacroiliitis; myofascial pain syndrome; and, sympathetic maintained pain of the foot post-surgery
with possible foot neuroma. Dr. Ogoke’s treatment plan was to schedule Pt. J for a lumbar ESI
series as soon as possible; a saql'oiliac joint (SI) injection after the first lumbar ESI; an
epidurogram; if Pt. J still had no pain relief, to consider a lysis of adhesion procedure; and,
continue her current medications and physical therapy treatments. On July 3, 2003, Dr. Ogoke
gave Pt.J .the first in Iiér series of lumbar ESI procedures with fluoroscopy at the L4-5 level. On
July 16, 2003, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. J a bilateral SI injectioq with ﬂuo;'oscopy. On July 30, 2003,
Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. J the second lumbar ESI procedure with fluoroscopy af the [.5-S1 level. A-t
this visit, she reported low back pain radiating to her lower extremities at a 6/10 level, and neck
pain at a 4/10 level. Pt.]J was given a physical e;(amination. Added to the assessments made
from the June 24, 2003 evaluation were costochondritis and thoracic strain with a need to rule
outa hemiatién. The treatment plan included: Pt. J having a thoracic spine CT scan; continuing
her physical therapy; aiscontihuing her Ultram medication®’; adding a calcium supplement;
doing lab testing on Pt. J's vitamin B12 and thyroid levels; and, renewing her other prescriptions.
At this visit, she was prescribed Percocet 5/235 (90), Celebrex 200 mg. (90), and Duragesic
Patch 50 meg. (10). Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. J her third lumbar ESI procedure with fluoroscopy at the
L5-S1 level on August 12, 2003, At this visit, she was prescribed Norflex 100 mg. (60). On
August 25, 2003, Pt. ] was seen at Dr, Ogoke’s office. She reported a pain level of 8/10 in her
back and hips. She reported sorme short-lasting pain relief from the last lumbar ESI. She was

given a physical examination. No changes were made to her ongoing assessments. The

%21 couid not locate or decipher an Ultram prescription up to this point within Pt. J's medical records (Exhibit 43).
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treatment plaﬁ was to defer the thoracic spine CT scan, continue her physical therapy treatments,
follow-up with her primary care physician (PCP) for the blood work not yet done, and schedule a
lumbar facet joint injection as soon as possibie. ;L\t this visit, P1. J was prescribed Percocet 5/325
(90), Duragesic Patch 25 meg. (10), and Celebrex 200 mg. (90). (Ex. 18. Ex. 43: 5-6/2768-2769;
41-58/2804-2821; 237-240/3000-3003; 242-245/3005-3008; 247-250/3010-3013; 294-297/3057-
3066; 299-300/3062-3063 & 302/3665.)

7. PL.I's September 3, 2003 appointment was cancelled because she was in the
hosbital. Pt. J was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s officc on Septeruber 16, 2003, She complained of hip
and low back pain at a 9/10 level. She reported having recently been hospitalized for binge
alcohol drinking. She explained that this happened about one or two times a year, and she would
be hospitalized to be monitored for seizures. P1. f also reported that her cu-rrent doses of
medications were not as effective as they had been; that having taken narcotics for so long, she
felt that she had “built up a tolerance to them.” She acknowledged that she took her Percocet
more frequently than prescribed to help her stronger pain. Pt. J was given a physical
examination. No changes to her assessments were made. Her medications were renewed,
including Percocet 5/325 mg. (90) and Celebrex 200 mg. (14). She was also prescribed Ativan 2
mg. (2) for interventional proced'ures. The treatment plan was to defer doing the thoracic spine
CT scan, and for Pt. J to comply with her physical therapy regimen. Pt. J was counseled with a
long discussion about the importance of being complia-nt in taking her prescribed medications
and to follow-through with her other treatments, including having the injections, to gain control
of her pain. The report of this visit noted that Pt. J understoed this need to be compliant with her
treatment blan. On September 24, 2003, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. J her first in a series of bilateral

lumbar facet joint injections with fluoroscopy at the L3-4, L4-5 and L5-S1 levels. At this visit,
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Pt J complained of foot pain and was given a referral to a podiatrist. (Ex. 18. Ex. 43: 35-
40/2798-2803; 90/2853; 276-277/3039-3040 & 289-293/3052-3036.)

8. Pt.J was seen on October 1, 2003 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She reported a pain level of
8/10 in her low back, hips and legs. She acknowledged that she had not been to phyéioal therapy.
She reported that the last injection had given her some relief, but the pain returned. The
treatment plan was to stop the Percocet and start MS Contin 15 mg. {60} and MSIR 135 mg. (90).
She was also prescribed Ativan 2 mg. (2) for procedures. Her need to stay in compliance with
her treatment plan was again discussed, and Pt. J agreed to follow it. Pt. J was seen on October
2, 2003 by Dr. Tatoian, a pod@atrist. A bunionectomy -was scheduled as a result of this
evaluation. Dr. Tatoian’s report on this evaluation was sent to Dr. Ogoke. Pt. ] was seen on
October 27, 2003 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. Pt. J was prescribed MS Contin 30 mg. (60) 1o fill on
November 1, 2003, and MSIR 15 mg. (90). At this visit, Pt. J signed the narcotics agreement
again, to ensure she would be compliant with the treatment plan in terms of taking her prescribed
medications properly. Pt. J was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s ofﬁce on November 20, 2003. She reported
low back pain that raciiated into her lower extremities. She received a physical examination and
a urine drug screen (UDS) test was done.”® The MS Contin and MSIR medications were
discontinued, and she was prescribed Neurontin. Another lumbar face:tjoint injection was to be
scheduled. Pt. ] was seen on December 8, 2003 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She reported sharp low
back pain that radiated into hér legs. She wanted medication renewals. Pt. J was given a
physical examination. The treatment plan was to have her undergo another lumbar facet joint

injection as soon as possible and to schedule physical therapy. By this time Pt. J was taking

1 could not decipher or locate the results for the November 20, 2003 UDS test within Pt. I's medical
records (Exhibit 43), or find ‘a specific reference to the results in a visit report, although the handwritten
follow-up visit reports were often hard to decipher,

325



Bd. Registration in Medicine v. Ogoke, MD RAL-09-665

Methadone.” On December 9, 2003, Pt. J had the bunionectomy. Pt. ] was seen on December
23,2003 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She reported the same low back pain radiating into her lower
ex.tremities. She was given a physical examination. Her Methadone dose was increased, and she
was given Vioxx medication samples. She was to continue home physical therapy treatments.
(Ex. [8. Ex. 43: 85-87/2848-2849; 89/ 2852; 282-286/3045-3049 & 329-332/3092-3095)

9. Pt J was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on January 2, 2004. She reported a 9/10 pain
level in her low back and 8/10 in terms of headaches. She had no Methadone to take since
December 28, 2003 due to an issue with her pharmacy. She blamed that lack of medicine for her
increased pain levels. Dr. Ogoke’s office straightened out the problem with the pharmacy to
make her Methadone available for her. At the time of this visit, Pt. ] was taking Neurontin,
Prozac, Levoxyl, and Diovan. She was status-post right foot surgery on December 9, 2003. She
was given a physical examiﬁation. There were no changes in the assessments made, other than
to note that the Costocondritis had resolved. The treatment plan was to continue her Methadone
and Celebrex prescriptions, have Pt. J keeé her physical therapy ’appointments, follow-up with
her podiatrist, and schedule a lumbar facet joint injection in a month.”> On January 9, 2004, Pt. ]
had a UDS done and received prescriptions for Ambien 10 mg. (10), EC Naprosyn 375 mg.

(60), Oxycodone 30 mg. (90), and Methadone 40 mg. (90).%° (Ex. 18. Ex. 43; 82-84/2845-2857

& 423-424/3186-3187)

> could not locate in Pt. J's medical records, Exhibits 18 or 43, the prescriptions for Decemnber 8, 2003.
[ could not locate a Methadone prescription that Pt. J was taking by December 8, 2003.

*> I could not locate in Pt: I’s medical records (Exhibits 18 or 43) the prescriptions written on January 2,
2004, if any. Pt. J was likely able to secure her Methadone prescription {rom her pharmacy ard she may
have received a Celebrex sample at this visit based on my reading of the handwritten visit report. (Ex. 43,
84/2847) :

1 deciphered the date on the documents in Exhibit 43;423-424/3186-3187 to be 1/9/04 and not 1/9/06.
I could not decipher or locate within Pt. I's medical records (Exhibit 43) the results of the January 9, 2004
UDS test,
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10. Pt. J did not return to Dr. Ogoke’s office until March 26, 2004, when Dr. Ogoke gave
her a tumbar bilateral facet joint injection with fluoroscopy at the L3-4, L4-5 and L.3-S1 ievels.
Al this visit, Pt. J reported a pain level of 10/10 in her low back. She reported having headaches
that she felt were caused by her rt:t;ning out of her Methadone medication, She reported not
being on.any pain medications and being followed by her primary care physician (PCP) who
recommended that she use a s'pecialist to treat her scvere pain. She was taking at this time
Diovan, Naltrexone, Levoxyl, Neurontin, and some vitamins, She also reported: “She has not
been up here [at Dr. Ogoke’s office] for the past three months; she had a bad experience with
personnel in our office .., not finding that as being the casc now.” Pr. J was given a physical
examination. She W;CIS prescribed Methadone 10 mg. (90}, Roxicét (Percocet) 5/325 mg. (90) for
breakthrough pain, and Gabritii} 4 mg. for neuropathic pain (20 samples). She had blood work
done, including to check for rheumtoid arthritis. (Ex. 18. Ex, 43: 77-81/2840-2844; 278-
280/3041-3043 & 351-352/3114-31 15.)

1. On April 5, 2004, Dr. Ogcke’s office received a telephone call from Pt. I’s sister
explaining that Pt. J had been taken to the hospital with an apparent drug overdose. Pt. I's sister
asked that Pt. J not be prescribed any more narcotics. On April 9, 2004, Pt. J did not show for
her scheduled appointment. (Ex. 43;175/2938 & 274/3037)

12. On May 17, Pt. | was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She reported ha‘ving relief from her
last injection procedure, but that the pain had returned. She was given a ph);sical examination.
She was prescribed Methadone 10 mg. (¥0) and Roxicet 5/325 mg, (90). A UDS was done. On
May 18, 2004, Pt. J called Dr. Ogoke’s office to say that her sister had stolen her prescnpuons
and that she needed her medications. She said she would complete a police report about this

theft. Dated May 18, 2004, P J's sister wrote a “To Whom It May Concern” letter that was
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placed in Pt. J’s medical records. Pt. J’s sister expressed her concern that her sister was abusing
drugs and alcoho!. She wrote:

She [Pt. J] has been an inpatient at many local rehabilitation centers ... Back in
April she was treated by Dr. Ogokie (sic) for back pain with injections and a
prescription for pain ... Within a few days ... [Pt. J] began slurring her words and
falling sleep in upright positions and falling down. | intervened and demanded
that she give me the pain pills. She could only produce 33 pills. I asked her
where the rest were since it had only been a few days since she filled the
prescription and she said she sold them and denied abusc. The following Sunday
morning ... April 25th I awoke to find her unconscious and unresponsive on my
living room floor. Icalled ... [for an ambulance] and she was transported ... [to
the hospital]. She was intubated and treated for a drug OD. The tox reports came
back negative but the ER Doc. said the Narcan may have impacted the results ...
They extubated her two days later and within hours she went into full respiratory
arrest ... [Pt. J] remained in very critical condition for days and was diagnosed
with ARDS and acute respiratory arrest ... She later ... underwent ... surgery to
drain puss pockets from her lungs. She suffered a recurrence of a collapsed lung
two weeks ago and was re-hospitalized with a chest tube ... My sister is very
angry at me and her family; we love her and want to support her so she can live a
sober life, but for some reason she doesn’t seem to be able to stop the drug and
alcohol abuse ... [ am writing to implore you not 1o give her anymore narcotic
pain medication.

On May 19, 2004, Pt. J came to Dr. Ogoke’é olfice to get new prescriptions based on her claim
that her stster stole her prescriptions. She reported a pain level of 9/10 in the low back and legs.
The UDS results from the May 17, 2004 specimen were negative [or the Oxycodone screen,
negative for opiates, and positive for Methadone. Pt. J explained that she had not been seen at
Dr. Ogoke’s office for two months because she had been hospitalized for pneumothorax with
complications. She reported she was doing well now, She reporfed 100 percent relief lasting ten
days from the lumbar facet joint injections done on March 26, 2004. Pt. J was given a pEysica]
examination. She was prescribed two weeks’ worth of Methadone 10 mg. (45) and Roxicet

. 5/325 mg. (60). She was to'see her cardiologist about her high blood pressure reading. She was
to return for follow-up in two weeks. A lumbar ESI was to be scheduled for her. Within the

report of Pt. I’s May 19, 2004 visit, there was no reference to receipt of her sister’s letter
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regarding éuspected substance abuse, and no indication in the report of this visit that Pt. J was
counseled about a need to be compliant in taking her medications. There was no re ference to a
narcotics agreement violation. (Ex. 18, Ex. 43; 170-174/2933-2937; 273/3036; 347/3110 & 390-
397/3156-3160.)

13. Pt.J was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on December 21, 2004.”7 She had been
suffering from a pulmonary embolisn. She reported pain in her low back, hips and thighs at a
9/10 [evel. She was given a physical examination. The treatment pian was to schedule her for a
lumbar ESI with discontinuance of her taking Coumadin (for the pulmonary embolism) for a few
days prior to the procedure. Under consideration was doing a lumbar transforaminal procedure
and a cervical injection procedure. Pt. J was prescribed MS Contin 15 mg. (30)-and MSIR 15
mg. l(60). (Ex. 18. Ex. 43; 169/2932 & 387/3150.)

14. Pt. J was seen on January 21, 2005 when Dr.-Ogoke gave Pt. J the first in a planned
series of lumbar transforaminal ESIs with fluoroscopy to levels L2, L3 and L4 on the left side.
She came {o this visit with a pain complaint of 10/10 in her low back, hips and legs. She asked
to use a Lidoderm Patch instead of taking MS Contin. She also asked for other medications. She
was prescribed a Duregesic Patch 25 meg. (5). A UDS was done. Pt. ] was seen on January 31,
2005 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She reported that the injection proc;adure had lessened her pain but
that the pain was now returning. She was prescribed MS Contin 60 mg, (60) and MSIR 13 mg.
(90). (Ex. 18. Ex. 43: 165-168/2928-2931; 379-381/3142-3144 & 383-386/3146-3149))

- I5. Pt. ] was seen on February 14, 2005 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She reported getting
relief from the lumbar transforaminal ESI injection received on January 21, 2005, but reported

that the pain returned be to at a $/10 level. She reported having to use her pain medication more

" Pt. I’s medical records (Exhibit 43) did not show she had returned to Dr, Ogoke’s office since May 19,
2004,
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frequently than prescribed because she was not having adequate pain relief. Pt. f was given a
physical examina?ion. She was confronted with the UDS results from her January 21, 2005 urine
specimen that showed she was negative for Oxycodone and positive for Marijuana and
Cocaine.”® Pt. J denied she used Cocaine. She wrote a notc saying that, and that she had never
used any street drugs. Pt. J was referred to Dr. Punymurtula Kishore, an addiction specialist, for
evaluation and treatment. [n the February 14, 2005 referral form, Dr. Kishore was informed
about Pt. I’s diagnoses and the conditions for which she was receiving treatments by Dr. Ogoke,
including what medications she was being prescribed. Reference was made to the recent UDS
result showing she was positive for Cocaine. At the February 14, 2005 visit, Pt. J was prescribed
medications.” The treatment plan for Pt. J was to do another lumbar transforaminal ESI once
she was cleared for further care with Dr. Ogoke by Dr. Kishore. On February 15, 2003, Dr.
Kishore received results from a UDS done February 14, 2005 on Pt. J. Marijuana was detected,
Methadone, Cocaine and opiates ;vere not detected. The Creatinine was found to be adulterated
so the UDS was going to be repeated. A further UDS test result was issued for February 17,
2005, and another UDS was done on February 22, 2005 with the UDS results in by February 24,
2005. The results were negative for Cocaine with Methadone and opiates detected, but again, the
Creatinine urine was adulterated, so another UDS test was needed. On February 21, 2005, Dr.
Ogoke’s office prescribed MSIR 15 mg. (60) and Methadone 10 mg. (70) for Pt. J. (Ex. 18. Ex.

- 43:164/2927, 335-337/3098-3100, 356/3119, 372-376/3135-3139 & 378/3141.)

16. Dr. Trescot opined that Dr. Ogo.ke was within the standard of care in resuming to

% Exhibit 43, 378/3141, are the results from Labgenix for the January 21, 2005 urine specimen for UDS
testing,

# I found copies of two prescriptions from February 14, 2005, Ex. 43, 376/3139, and Ex. 18, but the .
copies of the original prescriptions are too faint to read.
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prescribe opioids to Pt. J for her pain control in light of ¢learance from Dr. Kishore to do this
with increased monitoring of her proper use of her prescribed medications and for detection of
any further use of illicit drugs. The reports from Dr. Kishore, the addictionologist, about Pt. J
were in the medical record and provided for Dr. Trescot sufficient support as to why Dr. Ogoke
continued to treat Pt. J with opioid prescriptions albeit with more monitoring.'%

The specialist felt that she was a reasonable patient to try and monitor closely ...

[The specialist] apparently accepted her history of not taking the medicines that

were found in her urine. Subsequent urines were clean ... So, Dr. Ogoke ... met

absolutely the standard of care in the management of this patient.
(Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. XV, 2890-2896.)

17. Dr. Satwicz saw insufficient information within visit reports as to the reasons Dr.
Ogoke prescribed further opioid medications to Pt. J following her narcotics agreement violation
by using of Cocaine and {ater Marijuana, Dr. Satwicz opined that Dr. Ogoke violated the
standard of care due to this lack of explanation. (Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. X, 2006,
20010-2012.)

18. On February 27, 2003, Pt. J had a lumbar spine MRI as ordered by Dr. Ogoke. The
results showed mild disc herniations and degenerative changes,

at L1-2 causing right lateral recess stenosis abutting and possibly encroaching

upon the right L2 nerve root and causing moderate foraminal stenosis on the right

... at L2-3 without nerve root compression ... at L3-4 causing moderate right

sided foraminal stenosis ... at L4-5 causing mild flattening of the dural sac and

moderate bilateral foraminal stenosis, left greater than right underlying

spondylolysis with superimposed moderate broad based disc herniation causing

lateral recess stenosis abutting but not definitely displacing the S1 nerve roots and

causing marked bilateral foraminal stenosis with encroachment upon the L3 nerve
roots, left greater than right. -

% Other than doing a number of UDS tests on Pt. J, [ did not locate within Pt. I’s medical
records a report of Dr. Kishore explaining why Pt. J would be cleared to continue to receive
opioid medication. There are mostly handwritten reports that are very faint copies to read and

some not able to be read that may or may not contain such information directly from Dr.
Kishore.
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(Ex.43:333-355/3116-3118; 363-365/3126-3128 & 369-370/3 132-3133)

19. On March 1, 2005, Pt. Jwas seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She reported a 10/10 pain
level in her low back, left hip, legs, and feet. Most of her pain was on her left side. She reported
that her pain medication was not always working sufficiently at controlling her pain. The recent
lumbar spine MRI results were summarized in the report of this visit as showing disc herniations
at multiple levels and facet arthropathy. Pt.J was counseled on the need to Keep to a schedule of
interventional treatments to address the conditions lShOWn in the MRI to gain better pain control.
Pt. I indicated she understood this and agreed to this treatment plan. A physical examination was
given. A list of her ongoing diagnoses was inctuded in the report of this visit. The treatment plan
was to schedule the next lumbar ESI injection as soon as possible with the following one in the
series to be given two weeks later. These injections were on the left side, and after that, the same
injection series were to be scheduled for the right side. She was to stop taking Methadone and to
start MS Contin. She was to continue with her other medications. Under consideration was a
percutaneous disc decompression after ruling out discogenic low back pain if there is no
improvement in this current treatiment plan. At this visit, she was prescribed MSIR 30 mg. (60}
and MS Contin 100 mg. (30). On March 9, 2005, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. ] a lumbar ESI injection on
the left side with fluoroscopy at levels L2, 1.3, L4, LS and S1. At this visit, she was prescribed
MS Contin 30 mg. (30), MS Contin 100 mg. (30), and MSIR 30 mg. (60). A UDS was done.,
The UDS results of March 15, 2005 were positive for Oxycodone. (Ex. 18. Ex. 43: 156-162/
2919-2925; 346/3109; 358/3121; 361-362/3124-3125 & 368/3131)

20. On April 3, 2005, Pt. ] was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office secking stronger pain
medtcation. She comblained of a pain level of 9/10 in her low back, buttocks and legs. She was

given a physical examination. She was prescribed MSIR 30 mg. (90) and MS Contin 100 mg.
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(60). Dr. Ogoke gave Pt J a lumbar discogram on May 23, 2005 to levels 1.2-3, L3-4, L4-5 and
L35-SI, with L2-3 as the control. The report of this visit discussed the interventional treatments
that Pt. J had undergone - ESIs, SIs and transforaminal blocks - and acknowledged their limited
benefit in controlling Pt. J*s chronic low back pain. She was assessed with retrograde
displacement of the vertebra of the 1.3-S1 disk resulting in retrolisthesis, grade 2. At this visit,
she was prescribed MS Contin 100 mg. (30), MSIR 30 mg. (90), and Levaquin 500 mg. p.o.
daily for 3 days. The discogram was negative for diskogenic low back pain. (Ex. 18. Ex. 43:
150-155/2913-2918; 341/3104 & 343-345/3106-3108.)

21. Pt. J was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on June 13, 2005. She reported a pain level of
10/10 for bilateral leg pain. She complained of low back and mid-back pain that was “constant,
achy, moderate, in intensity ... does radiate constantly into the buttocks posteriorly to the knee
level.” Pt.J was given a physical examination. Pt. I’s course of care was addressed in this
report:

Treatment has been sporadic with short-term relief of pain only. Treatment

options were discussed ... The patient does have a disk herniation at the L3-S1

level, which is causing marked bilateral foraminai stenosis and encroachment

upon the L5 nerve root, the left side greater than right. These findings do match

~ the patient’s symptomatology, and at this time it is prudent to have the patient

undergo a percutaneous disk compression procedure at .5-S1 for definitive

treatment. The patient does agree with this plan.
No information was included in the report about Pt. I’s behaviors in taking her medications,
using illicit drugs as UDS results had shown, or about any possible drug abuse occurring. At this
visit, Pt. ] was prescribed an increase strength of her long acting pain medication. She was
prescribed MSIR 30 mg. (120), Baclofen 10 mg. (90}, MS Contin 100 mg. (30) and MS Contin

60 mg. (30). The list of assessments reached for Pt. J at this point were the following: cervical

strain; cervical spondylosis C4 through C§; cervical facet arthropathy; cervicogenic headache;
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thoracic strain rule out disk hemiation versus facet arthropathy; It;mbar sprain; lumbar
radiculopathy L.5-S1 pattern; disk herniation L1 through S1; tumbar anterior spondylolisthesis
multi-levels; lumbar facet arthropathy; lumbar degenerative disk disease multi-levels; negative
discogenic low back pain confirmed on diskogram May 23, 2005; myofascial pain of the
trapezius and axial spine paravertebrals; costochondritis (resolved); and, sacroiliitis. On June 17,
20053, Pt, ] had lumbar spine x-rays to rule out inst.ability. The films showed grade 1.3.4 mm
anterior spondylolisthesis of L4 relative to 1S, and grade 1.5.8 mm anterior spondylolisthesis of
LS5 relative to S1, both of which were stable with flexion and extension. The films also showed
degenerative disk disease at L4-5 and L3-S1 levels anél mild levoscoliosis. On Junc 30, 2005, Pt.
J received prescriptions for MSIR 30 mg. (120), Baclofen 10 mg. (90), MS Contin 100 mg. {60)

and MS Contin 60 mg. (60). (Ex. 18. Ex. 43: 147-149/2910-2912; 334/3097 & 338-340/3101-

22, OnJuly 8, 2005, Pt. J \;/as seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She complained of a pain
level of 9/10 in her back, hip aud legs. She described the back pain as achy, intermittently sharp,
constant, and radiating into her lower extremities. She reported that Baclofen medication helped
cramping symptoms in her legs. Pt. J was given a pﬁysica] examination. She was prescribed MS
Contin 100 mg. (60) at this visit. On July 11, 2005, Pt. J returned for another visit at Dr.
Ogoke’s office. The treatment plan was to schedule Pt. J for a percutaneoﬁs disk decompression
and to continue her on her current medications. On July 22, 2005\., Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. J a
bilateral S[ injection with fluoroscopy. A UDS was done. Her MS Contin and MSIR were
discontinued and she was prescribed Oxycodone 15 mg. (90) and Methadone 40 mg. (45). The
results from the UDS done on July 22, 2005 were positive for Marijuana, negative for Cocaine,

positive for opiates (morphine), and positive for Oxycodone. On August 11, 2005, Pt. J had a
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visit with Dr. Ogoke in preparaﬂon for the percutaneous disc decompression operation scheduled
for the next day. He discussed the benefits and the risks of the procedure. He gave a.physiczﬂ
examination. He prescribed Levaquin 500 mg. p.o. daily for 3 days following the procedure. He
also prescribed Methadone 40 mg. (45) and Oxycodone 15 mg. (90). Dr. Ogoke performed the
procedure on August 12, 2005 at Noble Hospital. Part of the procedure at 1.5-S1 had 1o be
discontinued because of severe osteophyte and di_sk narrowing found. Pt.J dia have the
procedure at 1.2-3 and L4-5. She was prescribed Oxycodone 30 mg. (90) on August 22, 2005,
and Methadone 40 mg. (43) on August 26, 2005. There was no indication in the report of Pt. I°s
visits of August 11 and 22, 2005 about her positive for Marijuana UDS result from July 23,
2005. (Ex. 18. Ex. 43: 19-22/2782-2785; 135-136/2898-2899; 139-141/2902-2907: 312-
319/3075-3082; 321-322/3084-3085; 324-328/3087-3092; 333/3096; 440-441/3203-3204 & 447-
448/3210-3211.)

23. Pt.J was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on September 7,2005. She had a UDS done that
was negative for Cocaine and opiates, and positive for Methadone. She complained of a pain
level in her back and hips of 9/10. Pt. J was given a physical examination. She was prescribed
Methadone 40 mg. (45) and Oxycodone 30 mg. (90) to fill September 13, 2005. On September
28, 2005, reporting a pain level of 9/10, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. J had a bilateral SI injection with
ﬂuoroscoi:)y. She requested medication refills. She.was prescribed Ambien 10 mg. (10),
Methadone 40 mg. (90), and Oxycodone 30 mg. (90). On October 18, 2003, the
gastroenterology specialist Pt. J was referred to by Dr. Ogoke, wrote to Dr. Ogoke that Pt. J
never appeared for her scheduled evaluation. On October 28, 2005, Pt. J appeared at Dr.

Ogoke’s office claiming she was to have a bilateral SI injection. This did not occur. At this

11 pt, J was prescribed another medication by Dr. Ogoke on August 22, 2005, but I could not read what it
was. [t was for 60 mg. (30). (Ex. 43, 448/3211))
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visit, she was prescribed Ambien 10 mg. (10), Oxycodone 30 mg. (90), and Methadone 40 mg.
(90). On December 8, 2005, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. J another bilateral SI injection with
[luoroscopy. She reported a pain level of 10710 at this visit. A UDS was done. She was
prescribed EC Naprosyn 375 mg. (60), Methadone 40 mg. (90), Oxycodone 30 mg. (90), and
Ambien 10 mg. (10). (Ex. 18. Ex. 43: 72-76/2835-2839; 134/2897: 137/2900; 426/3189; 429-
431/3192-3&94_; 433-435/3196-3198 & 437-439/3200-3202.)

24. Pt. J was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on January 9, 2006 complaining of a pain level
of 10/10. A UDS was done. She was prescribed Ambien 10 mng. {10), Naprosyn 375 mg. (60),
Methadone 40 mg. (90), and Oxycodone 30 mg. (90). On March 13, 2006, Dr. Ogoke’s office
prescribed Naprosyn 375 mg. (60), Oxycodone 30 mg. (90), Ambien 10 mg. (10), and
Methadone 40 mg. (90). Pt. J was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on April 14, 2006. She reported
that she was running out of medications and feeling “withdrawal symptoms.” She asked for
another Sl injectioh. She was given a physical examination. A UDS was done. The results of
the UDS were positive for Methadone. The treatment plan was to do a lumbar facet joint
injection as soon as possible. Her medications were renewed but she declined more Naproxen
(Naprosyn) and Ambien because she still had enough of both medications. She was prescribed
Oxycodone 30 mg. (90) and Methadone 40 mg. (90). Pt.J was seen at Dr, Ogoke’s office on
May 11, 2006 with a pain complaint of 10/10. She had recently fallen. She asked about being
detoxed off the opiates she was taking. The report of this visit noted that her medications had
not been ch‘a.nged for a long time period. She explained that the Methadone was now less
effective for her pain control. Pt. T was told that decreasing her pain medication might result in -
higher pain levels, but she wanted to try this plan anywa);!. She was to have a discussion with Dr.

Ogoke about this first. For now, her medications were renewed. She was unable to give a urine
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specimen for a UDS. This inability was not explained in the report of the visit, and the prior
UDS had not involved a specimen that was able to cover testing for the number of substances.
The treatment plan was to still do the lumbar facet joint injection as soon as possible. On June
15, 2006, Pt. J was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s officc. She had cervical and lower extremities sensory
nerve conduction thrcshold evaluations that did not show further evidence of radiculopathy. She
was prescribed Oxycodone 30 mg. (90) and Methadone 40 mg. (90). A UDS was done.'” On
June 23, 2006, Pt. ] was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She reported a 10/10 pain level in her feet,
buttock, hips, and legs. She reported episodes of incontinence. She asked for and was
prescribed a Duragesic Patch 25 meg. (10). On July 15, 2006, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. J a bilateral SI
injection with fluoroscopy. She came to this appointiment with a pain complaint of 10/10. She
was prescribed a Durageic Patch 25 meg. (10), Oxycodone 30 mg. (120), and Methadone 40 me.
(90). On August 17,2006, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. J a bilateral cervical facet joint injection
procedure with fluoroscopy at the C4-5, C5-6, C6-7, and C7-T1 levels for her cervical facet
arthropathy. A UDS was done that was positive for Oxycodone. She was prescribed Oxycodone
30 mg. (120), a Duragesic Patch 25 meg. (10), and Methadone 40 mg. (90). (Ex. 18. Ex. 43:
117-133/2880-2896; 178/2941; 398-406/3161-3169; 408/3171, 410-424/3173-3187; 491/3254 &
495/3258.)

25. Pt. J was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on September 15, 2006. She reported a pain
" level “10+/10” in her low ba(;k and hips. She reported needing to use using more pain

medication than was prescribed.'® She explained that the August 20006 cervical facet joint

"2 1 could not locate the UDS results from the June 15, 2006 specimen, but it may have been in Pt. I’s

medical records (Exhibit 43) and was not a legible document. 1found a UDS result Ex. 43, 414/3177,
that [ could not read because the copy was teo faint.

103 By this time, Pt. J’s request to taper off her narcotic medications, something she was to discuss with
Dr. Ogoke, was either given up, or that talk never happened, or that talk occurred but was nect recorded
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injection provided .moderate neck pain relief, but that pain had returned. She wastold to discuss
possible medication changes with Dr. Ogoke. She acknowledged having “increased social
_stressors,” and that she recently used Cocaine. She thought she was not yet addicted to the
Cocaine. A discussion occurred about having a consultation with an addiction specialist, and she
agreed to do this, writing this agreement in a note for inclusion within her medical record. She
was provided with a list of addiction consultation facilities in the area. She was given a physical
examination. She was advised to do follow-up with her PCP for high blood pressure. She was to
dis‘cuss with Dr. Ogoke having changes made in her pain medications and receiv-ed just renewals
of her current medications for now. Further plans for her as recommended by Dr. Qgoke,
inc.luded having a trigger point injection (TPI) for a trochanteric bursa, a facet cervical diagnostic
block, and a bilateral SI joint injection. Pt. J agreed to this plan, and to sta1:t 1t & soon as
possible. She was prescribed a Duregesic Patch 25 mcg. (10), Oxycodone 30 mg. (90), and
Methadone 40 mg. (90).'" She had a UDS done with results from September 18, 2006 that
showed the Oxycodone screen.was negative, but the results were positive for Cocaine, low for
Marijuana, and positive for opiates and Methadone.'® On October 16, 2006 Pt. I had a visit with
Dr. Ogoke. She completed a pain inventory form and had a UDS done to test for lfle presence of
Oxycodone. Pt. J reported beiig compliant in taking her prescribed medications. She

complained of pain in one of her toes that often caused her to remove her shoes for some pain

within a medical record. At least I could not decipher or locate such a write-up within Pt. J’s medical
records (Exhibit 43),

** No specific discussion was found in the visit report for September 16, 2006 concerning why, even if
she agreed to counseling due to her revelation that she had used Cocaine, Pt. J would have been
prescribed the opicids she was'at this visit.

"% I read Ex. 43, 490/3253 as showing UDS results from the September 15, 2006 specimen despite the

document being very faint. The results of the UDS were not known at the time the September 15, 2006
visit report was produced.
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relief. She noted that after the cervical facet joint injection from two months ago, that her neck
pain was now at a 4-6/10 leve] and that headaches were associated with neck pain. The need for
lower extremities central nerve conduction threshold studies was noted in the report of the visit
due to the persistence of this pain with the ctiology of it “unclear.” Due to the need for this data
about her lower extrem-ities, Dr. Ogoke put on-hold doing further interventional treatments. She
had a physical examination. _Her current medications were renewed of Duragesic Patch 25 mg.
(1.0), Oxycodone 30 mg. (90}, and Methadone 40 mg. (90). The UDS result showed she was
negative for Oxycodone. The report of the October:[6, 2006 visit does not discuss Pt. J's
acknowledged use of Cocaine or whether she had an evaluation with an addiction specialist, or
had begun detoxification treatment for use of Cocaine.'® This report did not address the UDS
result from the September 15, 2006 specimen. (Ex. 18. Ex. 43: 113-115/2876-2877; 473/3236;
478/3241; 482-490/3245-3253; 492-494/3255-3257.}

26. Dr. Trescot opined that, given Pt. J’s admissions concerning use of Cocaine, her
recognition of the dangers of it being addictive, and her witlingness to have counseling with the
addictionologist, énd in light of her significantly high intractable pain levels, that continuing to
prescribe opioid medications to her was not a violation of standard of care. (Testimony of Dr.
Trescot, Vol. XV, 2897-2901.)

27. On November 10, 2006, Pt. J was prescribed Oxycodone 30 mg. (90), Methadone 40
mg. (90), and Duragesic Patch 25 meg. (10). A UDS was done. The November 16, 2006 results
of the UDS from the November 10, 2006 specimen were negative for Oxycodone and negative

for Fentanyl. (Ex. 18. Ex. 43; 469-472/3232-3235 & 476-477/3239-3240.)'77

% 1 could not locate or decipher in Pt. I’s medical records (Exhibit 43) any ‘write-up that Pt. J had in fact
gone for counseling regarding her use of Cocaine.

" [ could not locate or decipher a November 10, 2006 visit report in Pt. J’s medical records (Exhibit 43),
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28. Pt.J bécame hospitalized in November 2006 at the Mercy Providence Behavioral |
Health Hospital. She was discharged on November 30, 2006 with a discharge plan to address her
mental health and substance abusc issues for which she had been hospitalized. She received a
discharge plan that had her seeking care for her issues with he;‘ psychiatric caregiver and with
Dr. Ogoke regarding her pain control issues. A copy of her discharge instructions was provided
to Dr. Ogoke at some point in time. (Ex. 43, 474-475/3237-3238.)

29. On December 5, 2006, Pt. J had a sensory nerve conduction threshold study for her
pain complaints in her lower extremities. The results showed “L4-3 mild hypoesthetic
condition.” Also on December 5, 2006, Pt. J had a UDS done. The December 8, 2006 results
were negative for Oxycodone and positive for Fentanyl. Ata December 12, 2006 visit at Dr.
Ogoke’s office, Pt. ] complained of a pain ]e\;el of 8/10 in her low back and hips. She was given
a physical examination. A UDS was done.'® In terms of her e.fforts to address her drug use and
referrals to addiction spec_ialistg, Pt. J reported:

[SThe tried to get treatment from the addiction medicine services ... given at the

Jast office visit ... was unable to obtain services ... tried muitiple numbers and

has been unsuccessful, despite positive Cocaine urine drug screen on multiple

occasions and self-report of Cocaine use in the past. She denies Cocaine use at

the present time.

Pt. J wrote a note to go into her medical records at this visit that explained how she had *made an
honest attempt to seek out the places listed on the sheet of paper [ was given.” Pt. J wrote that
she felt “ashamed. It won’t happen again.” At this visit, Pt. ] was counseled about the need to be
compliant in taking her..prescn'bed medications and in following the tfeatment plan. She was

counseled to treat this issue with the psychiatrist who she had used in the past. She was

instructed to report back on this issue by the next office visit. At this visit, Pt. J was prescribed

108

It may be that the results ‘of the December 12, 2006 UDS testing is on Ex. 43, 461/3224, but I could
not read 1t because the copy was so faint.
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her current medications of Methadone 40 m.g. (90}, Oxycodone 30 mg. (90), and a Duragesic
Patch 25 meg. (10).'% (Ex. 18. Ex. 43: 98/2861; 100-107/2863-2870; 459-466/3222-3229: 463-
466/ 3226-3229 & 473/3236.)

30. On January 11, 2007, Pt. J was érescribed Duragesic Patch 25 meg. (10), Methadone
40 mg. (90), an Oxycold'one 30 mg. (90). On February 8§, ’_2007, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. J a bilateral
Sl injection. Pt.J came to Dr. Ogoke’s office complaining of a pain level of 8/10 in her lower
back into her hips and legs. A UDS was done that included an Oxycodone screen. An order was
done for her to have physical therapy and to have nerve conduction studies. She was prescribed
a Duragesic Patch 25 meg. (10), Methadone 40 mg. (90), and Oxycodone 30 mg. (90).''% Pr.J
was seen on March 7, 2007 by Dr. Ogoke. Pt. ] had been treating with Valley Psychiatric for an
“isolated use of Cocaine.” The visit report noted that subsequent random urine drug screens,
including one done on February 8, 2007, were negative for Cocaine. Pt.J had a sensory nerve
conduction threshold study that did not reveal any carpal tunnel syndrome in either of her hands.
Pt.J \‘k_’as given a physical examination. Another UDS was done. Her medications were
renewed; Oxycodone 30 mg. (90}, Methadone 40 mg. (90), and a Duragesic Patch 25 mcg. (10).
The treatment plan was to schedule her for a diagnostic cervical facet joint injection “in the near
future,” and to consider further interventional treatments including another SI injection and
lumbar ESI procedures. The March 14 and 15, 2007 resuits of the UDS done on March 7, 2007

were negative for Fentanyl (Duregesic Patch), and positive for Oxycodone and opiates. On

* Within this visit report, there was no discussion about why Pt. J would be prescribed her opioid
prescription regimen before Dr. Ogoke had received the report from her treating psychiatrist concerning
her use of Cocaine. Within this report, there was no discussion concerning the UDS test results that were
showing non-compliance in taking medications as prescribed.

"% 1 could not {ocate or decxpher any visit reports for January 11, 2007 or February 8, 2007 within Pt. J's
medical records (Exhibit 43) addressing Pt. J’s Cocaine positive UDS result.
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March 19,2007, Pt. J was hospitalized with Methicillin resistant Staphylococcus Aureus
Pneumonia at Mc-rcy Hospital. S_he had “lelt video-assisted.thoracicostomy with multiple lung
biopsies.” Other_ diagnoses made at discharge were: fungal bronchitis; “[r]ecurrent pulmonary
aspiration secondary to substance use;” alcoholism but with P, J’s ¢laim of having been “soher
for the last 3 months;” chronic back pain for which Pt. J was taking narcotic medication; and,
“[e]xtensive chronic obstructive pulmonary disease.” She was given “broad spectrum antibiotic
therapy.” The disc.hargc summary instructions were for her to see her PCP, a thoracic surgeon, a
pulmonologist, and Dr. Ogoke. She was given a prescription for Oxycodone 10 mg. (60). She
reported that she had a week’s supply of Methadone at home. The discharge summary contained
the following; |

The patient has done extremely well during her hospitalization, and once her

acute pain issues were resolved, she did not appear to be narcotic seeking and

appeared to use p.I.I. non-narcetics appropriately.
(Exs. 10 & 18. Ex. 43: 91-97/2854-2860; 197-199/2960-2962; 425/3188; 442-445/3205-3208:
449-451/3212-3214; 453/3216; 455-458/3218-3221 566-572/3329-3335)

31. On April 10, 2007, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. J a bilateral SI injection with fluoroscopy.
She reported a pain level of 8/10 in her mid-back area. An opioid renewal screen form was
completed listing her last UDS as normal but noting a prior narcotics agrecment violation with
care being received by Valley Psychiatric Service. Her medications were .renewedi '"'and another
UDS was done. The res_ults of the April 10, 2007 UDS showed she was negative for Oxycodone
and Fentanyl. On May 15,2007, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. J a bilateral lumbar facet joint injection

with fluoroscopy at 1.2-3, L3-4, L4-5 and 1.5-S1. She reported a pain level of 8/10 in her back.

""" T could not locate prescriptions dated April 10,2007 in Pt. J*s medical records (Exhibits 18 and 43).
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An opioid renewal screen was completed listing her last UDS as normal,'"* and a prior narcotics
agreement violation for which she was receiving help. Her medicatiéns were renewed,
Oxycodone 30 mg. (90), a Duragesic Patch 25 mcg. (10), Methadone 40 mg. (90), and Robaxin
500 mg. (120). On June 16, 2007, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. J a second bilateral lumbar facet joint
injection with fluoroscopy at the 1.2-3, 13-4, £.4-5 and L5-S1 levels. The results of her UDS
from May 15, 2007 showed no Oxycodone was detected. She had another UDS done. Her
opioid renewal form noted she had a narcotics agreement viclation in her past for which she was
seeking treatment. She was prescribed Oxycodone 30 mg. (90), Methadone 40 mg'. (90), and
Robaxin 500 mg. {120). (Ex. 18. Ex. 43: 182-195/2945-2958; 538-540/3301-3303; 542/ 3303;
549-557/3312-3320; 559-563/3322-3326 & 565/3328.)

32, On July 17, 2007, Pt. J came for a follow-up visit with Dr. Ogoke. She reported
“60%” pain relicf from the second bilateral lumbar multi-leve] facet joint injection procedﬁre
done June 16, 2007. She reported burning sensation in her right foot and toe. She had a physical
examination and a UDS was done. She completed a brief pain inventory form. An opioid
renewal form listed prior prescriptions as written on June 16, 2007, resuits from the UDS done
on June 16, 2007 pending, and a prior narcotics agreement violation for which Pt. J was seeking
treatment. A physical examination was done. The diagnoses made were: lJumbar facet
arthropathy; lumbar herniation; lumbar degenerative disc disease; sacroiliitis; cervicothoracic
junction pain rule out facet versus degenerative disc disea.se versus herniation; myofascial pain
syndrome invelving subacromial muscle and trapezius; and, suprascapular neuralgia, The
treatment plan was to have Pt. J undergo another bilateral lumbar multi-level facet joint injection

as soon as possible, then a facet denervation procedure using radiofrequency lesioning generator.

¥ I do not know whether or not the May 15, 2007 opioid renewal screen form reflected review of the

April 10, 2007 UDS results, whether they had arrived at Dr. Ogoke’s office by then, or whether | misread
the results conceming being negative for Fentanyl and for Oxycodone on April 10, 2007.
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Pt. J would have her neck pain monitored, and have a cervical epidural stefoid injection, or a
cervical facet joint injection. Her medications were to be reviewed in thirty days. Pt.J was
prescribed Methadone 40 mg. (90), Oxycodone 30 mp. (120), Robaxin 500 mg. (120), a
Duragesic Patch 25 meg. (10), and Ativan 2 mg. (2) and Ac;tiq 600 meg. (2) for procedures. The
Juiy 17,2007 UDS result was positive for Oxycédone. On August 17, 2007, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt.
I a bilateral lumbar facet joint injection with fluoroscopy at the L2-3, 13-4, L4-5, and L5-S1
fevels. Pt.J completed a brief pain inventory form. She 'was prescribed Robaxin 500 mg. (120),
Oxycodone 30 mg. (120), Methadone 40 mg. (90), Ativan 2mg. (2) and Actig 600 meg. (2) for
procedures, and a Duragesic Patch 25 meg. (10). Another UDS was done. The results were
negative .for Cocaine, opiates, and Oxycodone, and positive for Methadone. Pt. J experienced
pain at an 8/10 level at times w._hen she reccived interventional procedures. (Ex. 18. Ex. 43: 179-
181/2942-2943; 235/2998; 520/3283; 522-525/5285-3288; 528-531/3291-3294; 533/3296; 535-
536/3298-3299 & 543-544/3306-3307. Testimony of Pt. J, Vol. I, 164, 166-167.)

33. By September 17, 2007 when Pt, J was scen at Dr. Ogoke’s office, she was éeen by
Dr. Herard with Dr. Ogoke signing-off on Dr. Herard’s visit report. Dr. Herard prescribed
Oxycodone 30 mg. (120), Methadone 40 mg. (90), a Duragesic Patch 25 meg. (10), and Ativan 2
ﬁg. (2) and Actiq 600 mcg. (2) for procedures. She had another UDS dore.'"* On October 17,
2007, Dr. Herard prescribed a Duragesic Paich 25 meg. (10), Methadone 40 mg. (90), and
Oxycodone 30 mg, (120). She had another UDS done.''* On November 16,2007, Dr. Herard

prescribed Oxycodone 30 mg. (120) and Methadone 40 mg. (90). Pt. J had a UDS done that was

"3 I could not locate or decipher in Pt. J’s medical records (Exhibit 43) the results of the September 17,

2007 UDS testing,

""" I could not locate or decipher in Pt. J’s medical records (Exhibit 43) the results of the October 17, 2007

UDS testing.
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negative for alcohol, opiates, Cocaine, and Oxycodore, but positive for Methadone,
Buprenorphine, and Marijuana. On December 14,2007, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. J a lumbar facet
denervation procedure on the right side with fluoroscopy covering levels L1, L2,[.3,L4,and L5
on the right. She had énothcr UDS done that was negative for alcohol and Cocaine, but positive
for Methadone, Oxycodone and Marijuana.'"® (Ex. 18. Ex. 43: 234/2997; 499-502 /3262-3965 &
511-519/3274-3282))

34. Pt. J was seen by Dr. Herard in follow-up on January 10, 2008. She reported having
a 30% decrease in pain from the December 14,2007 interventional trcatment. An opioid
renewal form was completed that listed her most recent UDS as positive for Marijuana. The
form noted that Pt. J was cleared for further care by an addiction specialist, and that she had a
prior narcotic agreement violation from November 16, 2007.

She carries a letter [of Dr. Leavitt of January 8, 2008] from Valley Psychiatric

Service saying that the doctor there would like us to continue her medications,

Methadone and Oxycodone, for pain. The doctor writes that adequate control of

her pain has helped maintain her sobriety now for over a year. The patient nearly

died in the past from this according to the doctor. We will take that into

consideration and we will continue to treat the patient.
Atthis visit, Dr. Herard did a physical examination, He assessed Pt. J with lumbar facet joint
dysfunction and chronic Iurpbar radiculitis. Dr, Herard wrote in his report of this visit that Pt. J
agreed to follow the terms of the narcotics agreement and that she WC') uld not use illicit drugs.
The plan was to follow her psychiatrist’s advice. Dr. Herard prescribed a Duragesic Patch 75
meg. every 72 hours (long-lasting), and Oxycodone 30 mg. every 6 hours‘ (short-acting) (120).

- Further interventional treatments were planned. Dr. Ogoke signed this report. Pt. J was seen by

* Dr. Herard on January 17, 2008. ‘Dr. Herard wrote in the report of this visit, that Pt. I’s opioid

"> I could fot locate prescriptions written on December 14, 2007 within Pt. I’s medical records (Exhibits
I8 and 43) other than a reference at Ex. 43, 232/2995 within the January 10, 2008 opioid renewal form a
notation that prescriptions were last written on December 14,2007.
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medications were changed with discontinuance of her Methadone medication on January 10,
2008. He exptained that this was done because of her complaint that she was not “feeling any
resulls.”” She reported that her medications were not controlling her pain, and that as a result, she
experienced more stress. She continued to be treated by Valley Psychiatric Service for stress
management to prevent further health risks to her. Dr. Herard’s report of this visit reff?rs 1o the
January 8, 2008 note of Dr. Leavitt of Valley Psychiatric Service agreeing to monitor Pt. J’s
behavior and that Dr. Leavitt recommended continuing P1. J on her narcotic pain medications to
maint'ain,her sobriety. Dr. Leavitt was treating Pt. J with “stress management and prevention of
any harmful behavior.” Dr. Herard wrote in his report of this visit: “I spent a fong time with the
patient discussing the report” of Dr. Leavitt. Dr. Herard noted th‘at Dr. Leavitt was “quite sure
that Pt. Jis not an addict.” Dr. Herard gave a physical examination and noted that Pt. J was
“labile and crying because of pain,” but was not showing “any aberrant Behavior.” Dr. Herard
concluded that there was a “need to titrate pain medication with the goal of controlling Pt. J’s
pain.” He assessed her with: chronic cervical and lumbar radiculitis; chronic cervical and lumbar
facet joint dysfunction; fibromyalgia; and, history of depression, anxiety, and stress syndrome.
He prescribed pain medication of: Hydromorphone 4 mg. every 8 hours for the next 15 days as a
trial; a Duragesic Patch 75 mceg. to use every 72 hours as a long-acting medication; and,
Oxycodone for short-acting relief. Dr. Herard reported:

I'told her to be careful and to call her primary doctor with any signs of respiratory

problems. She will come back in 15 days to see if we should continue to titrate

her medications ... She still has the choice to go back to the Methadone. She

appears to have good behavior and therefore we will continue her treatment. We

will plan to do some therapeutic and diagnostic blocks at the next visit.

This report was also signed by Dr. Ogoke. On January 26, 2008, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. J a lumbar

facet joint injection with fluoroscopy on the left side at levels L2-3,1.3-4, L4-5, and L5-S1. This

346



B, Registration in Medicine v, Ogoke, MD : RA-09-665

was for her lumbar facet arthropathy pain. She came .lo the visit complaining of a pain level of
8/10. She received prescriptions. On January 29, 2008, Pt. I was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s ofﬁce by
Dr. Herard. An opioid rencwal form was completed. Her lgsl UDS was noted as Apositive for
Marijuana. Also noted was a prior narcotics agreement violation, and that Pt. J had been seen by
an addiction specialist, Pt, J°s pharmacy would not cover the prescriptions from January 26,
2008, so they had not been filled. Pt. J told Dr. Herard that she believed she developed a
“tolerance” 10 the medicatichS she had taken for years and ‘wanted to try different medications.
She was given a physical examination that showed her fo be in pain and lacking full mobility.
Dr. Herard prescribed new medications of OxyContin 40 mg., 2 a day (long-acting) and OxyIR 5
mg., every 6 hours (120). I-le explained to Pt. J that these medications could be titrated if
necessary. He wrote in his report of this visit:
| We discussed the need to make an effort in this situation ... If she cannot give us

a clean urine then we will have to contact the doctor wha 1s sponsoring her in

terms of pain management. This patient’s situation may be so precarious that it

would not be wise to discontinue the medications, and the risks outweigh the

benefits. We will keep in contact with ... Valley Psychiatric Service.
Dr. Ogoke also signed this report. On January 29, 2008, Pt. J was sent by registered mail a .
termination of care letter by Dr, Ogoke’s office. In the letler, Pt. ] was offered emergency care
for the next month and provided with names and contact information of substitute pain
management practices in the area for further care. Despite this termination letter, Pt. J continued
in routine pain management care with Dr. Ogoke’s office. (Exs. 10, 12, 13 & 14. Ex. 43;218-
225/2981-2987 & 227-232/2990-2995. Testimony of Pt. J, Vol. I ]7‘8-1 84.)

35. On February 4, 2008, Dr. Ogoke gave P.t. J a bilateral ST injection with fluoroscopy.

She came to the visit complaining of a pain level of 8/10. An opioid renewal form was

completed, noting Pt. J last received prescriptions on January 10 and 17, 2008 and not January
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26 and 29, 2008. The form listed her last UDS as positiye for Marijuana, that she had a prior
narcotics agreement violation; and that she was cleared for treatment by an addiction specialist.
On February 6, 2008, Ann Howe, a psychotherapist and licensed medical social worker at Valley
Psychiatric Service wrote to both Dr. Ogoke and Dr. Herard about Pt. J at Pt. I’s request. The
letter, received February 8, 2008, explained:

She is fearful that she ‘will be asl'<ed to leave your clinic because Marijuana was

discovered in her system. She told me today about smoking Marijuana before she

came to our appointment. She needs pain medication that you provide to help

keep her stable so she can enjoy a better quality of life. She has agreed not to

smoke Marijuana again.

On February 18, 2008, Dr. Herard gave Pt. J a bilateral lumbar [acet joint procedure with
fluoroscopy at -levels L2-3,L3-4, 1.4-5, and L.5-S1. At this visit her last UDS was pending. Pt.J
reported a pain level of 10/10. Dr. Herard prescribed Methadone 10 mg. (120) and Oxycodone
30 mg. (120)."' (Exs. 10, 15"7 & 18. Ex. 43: 211-217/2974-2980; 503-504/3266-3267 & 506-
510/3269-3273)

36. On March 14, 2008, Pt. J was seen by Dr. Herard, He explained in his report of this
visit that Pt. J had a chronic back pain condition with pain relief from facet joint injections and
medial branch nerve blocks. At this visit, Pt. J reported 70% relief of pain from the last
interventional procedure although the relief did not last. Pt. J reported a pain lével at this visit of

10/10. She reported her pain was relieved by taking medication. Dr. Herard found the use of the

medication stabilized her condition and provided her with a better quality of life. An opioid

"'® At Ex. 43, 507-509/3270-3272, it appears that Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. J a lumbar facet denervation

procedure with fluoroscopy on February 18, 2008. [ am not sure that the date on the form that seems 1o
indicate February 18, 2008 is correct because Dr. Herard on the same date gave Pt. J the lumbar bilateral
facet joint procedure with fluoroscopy. (Ex. 43; 211-213/2974-2976 & 503-504/3266-3267.)

7 The psychotherapist’s letter was not bate stamped; it was not found within Pt. J's medical records
(Exhibit 43). There is a handwritten date on it of “2/18/08” with some initials that likely means the date
of 1is receipt by Dr. Ogoke’s office.
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" renewal form was completed listing Pt. I's last UDS as positive {or Marijuana. The form also
noted P1. J had a prior narcotics agreement violation for which she was treated by an addiction
speciaiist. Dr, Herard gave Pt. J a physical examination. Addressing with P, J the Marijuana
found from her UDS results, Dr. Herard emphasized with her the importance of being compliant
with the terms of her narcotics agreement. Pt. J wrote a note that she wanted to remain in this
pain management practice. She promised to stop using illicit drugs. Dr. Herard was aware that
she continued to treat with Valiey Psychiatric Service where they wanted her to continue with
her pain management regimen despite the Marijuana found in her UDS results. At this visit, Dr.
Herard prescribed Methadone 10 mg., 4 every 12 hours (240} (long-acting) and Oxycodone 30
mg., every 6 hours (short-acting). He explained to Pt. J that these medications could be titrated if
necessary. He wrote in his report that she would likely getan Slinjection at her next month’s
visit. Dr. Ogoke also signed this report. (Exs. 16 & 18. Ex. 43;207-209/2970-2972 & 498/
3261.)

37. On March 28, 2008, Pt. J was seen by Dr. Herard. She was scheduled to have a
bilateral SI injection with fluoroscopy with Dr, Herard, but this was not done. An opioid
renewal form was completed, noting that the results from her last UDS were pending, but that
she had a prior narcotic agreement violation, and had been cleared by an addiction specia‘list.
She had been having UDS results that continued to show use of Marijuana. Dr. Herard galve a
physical examination and diagnosed chronic lumbar facet joint dysfunction aggravated by her
degenerative disc disease and radiculitis. Dr. Herard and Dr. Ogoke discussed whether Pt. J
should continue to receive pain management care at Dr. Ogoke’s office: They considered her
underlying health c'onditions, including her anxiety and depression, and her violations of her

narcotics agreement. They kncw that Pt. J’s Vailey Psychiatric Service caregivers wanted her to
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continue to receive pain medication. Dr. Qgoke and Dr. Herard agreed that all Pt. J would now
be offered would be interventional procedures to help control her pain, and she would no longer
receive pain medication from them. Dr. Herard told this to Pt J. She became upset at this
decision. She wanted 1o receive pain medication as well as the interventional treatments. Dr.
Herard explained that to help her transition to another caregiver for pain management, she could
receive thirty days of medication. She was upset and refused this solution. Dr. Herard gave her
about ten minutcs alone to calm down and to consider this development. When he returned to
her, she had left the office. Dr. Herard wrote in his report of this visit:

[TThis patient would be better off at another clinic and having her pain

management with softer medications that will protect her health. The patient was

made aware of that and she opted to leave the clinic. [ offered her medication for

a month, but she declined. 1 gave her 10 minutes [alone] for anger management,

but when I went back to the room, the patient had left. It is unfortunate that after

56 many years the relationship with this patient is terminated. She had received a

number of treatments here and we wanted to give her the benefit of the doubt and

give her the best treatment available, She may come back to get a one-month

supply [of pain medication] ... and we will be giad to assist her with whatever

treatment she needs in the future, '
Dr. Ogoke signed the report. (Ex. 17. Ex. 43; 201-205/2964-2968 & 496-497/3259-3260.
Testimony of Pt. J, Vol. 1, 184-185.)

38. On April 28, 2008, Dr. Ogoke’s office received a request for Pt, J’s medical records

from Pioneer Spine & Sports Physicians. The records were mailcd July 11, 2008 along with Pt.
F’s medical records release form signed April 28, 2008. (Ex. 43; 17-18/2780-2781 & 206/2969 )
39, Qver the course of her care at Dr. Ogoke’s office, Pt. T found the office to often be
very crowded. She recalled a fish tank and candy left out in the wait area. She would use the
bathroom off the wait area and found it often messy from frequent use. She found that the
medical assistant sta.Ff changed fairly frequently over her years of care. Pt. J recailed a time

when she heard someone who she believed was Dr. O goke “velling,” from either the procedure -
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or exam room. She recalled asking Dr. Ogoke about her diagnoses one time carly in her care
with him; she did not gert what she considered direct answers and she was annoyed by this. She
recalled not asking him again. She would be seen or treated in an examination room and in a
procedure room. Many of the injection procedures caused her pain until the needle was
removcd.l She would be positioned on her stomach to receive the injection procedures with a
pillow under"her that she sometimes used to bite into due to her experience of pain during a
procedure. Some injection procedures did not last as long as others. She had periods of time
when her medications seemed not to be effective at pain relief, and she thought they were not
_working because she was becoming tolerant to them. At such times, she would ask for a stronger
dose or some change in her medications. When she was terminated {rom care, Pt. J did not line
up another caregiver. After her medications ran out, she started feéling nauseous and sweaty.
She experienced what she thought were withdrawal symptoms and she sought detoxification
treatment. Pt. J understood that by signing Dr: Ogoke’s narcotics agreement, she could be
terminated from care if she used illicit drugs or stopped ‘being compliant in taking her
medication. She understood that the urine specimens she gave at Dr. Ogoke’s office would be
analyzed to see if she was in compliance with taking her prescribed medi'cations and 1f she was
using illicit drugs. Pt. J had not wanted to stop getting the pain medications she had been
receiving when Dr. Ogoke and Dr. Herard terminated her care. (Testimony of Pt. J, Vol. I, 145-
150, 154-155, 158-166.)

40. As a general practice, in his reports of visits with Pt. J, Dr. Ogoke did not list the
specific dosages or names of the medications, including the opioids, he prescribed for Pt. J. His
office practice was to keep a copy of the actual prescription within the patient’s medical records.

This is what he and his office staff followed with Pt. J. Almost every prescription written for Pt.
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J was found within her medical records. Dr. Ogoke would not routinely explain within visit
reports why Pt. J continued to be prescribed opioids and in the on-going doses, after she had a
positive UDS result for an illicit drug or when she had a negative UDS result for a narcotic b_cing
p.rescribcd. [nstead, there would be references to Pt. J recelving counseling by an
addictionologist or by a psychiatric service provider for her improper taking of her prescribed
medications and her taking of illicit drugs. Within Pt. I’s medical records were reports from
these specialists viewed by Dr. Ogoke’s practice as clearing her for continued opioid
prescriptions, or in the case of Valley Psychiatric Service, requesting that Dr. -Ogoke and Dr.
Herard continue to prescribe Pt, J her ongoing narcotic pain medications due to a severe risk that
she would engage in alcoholism that could result in her death, (Ex. 43.)"'®

41. Conceming his prescribing of opioids to Pt. J, Dr. Satwicz opined that Dr. Ogoke
\‘fiolated the standard of care in not listing in his reports of Pt. J’s visits, the name and dosage of a
medication, and a discussion explaining its intended use for pain management. Dr. Satwicz
concluded that not doing this meant a subsequent medical caregiver could not, without a lot of
work pouring through Pt. J's medical records, uncover copies of the prescriptions Dr. Ogoke and
his physician assistant staff prescribed at a particular visit. Because the copies of the prescription
sheet; kept in Pt. I's medical records were not always sufficiently legible, Dr. Satwicz saw this
as further support for his conclusion that Dr. Ogoke’s recordkeeping violated the standard of
care. Dr. Satwicz also opined that Dr. Ogoke violated the standard of care by continuing to
prescribe opioids to Pt. I after she had UDS results positive for illicit drugs; that prescribing
narcotics after such UDS results should not have continued as long as it did. Dr. Satwicz opined

that visit reports did not adequately explain why continued prescribing of opioids in the face of

' Her psychiatric services provider made this request on more than one occasion.
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use of illicit drugs by Pt. J was allowed, and that doing so was violating the standard of care.
(Testimlony of Dr, Satwicz, \'/ol. X, 1995, 1999, 2004, 2006-2008; Vol. XIII, 2582-2583, 2586.)
42. Concemning his prescribing of opioids to Pt. J after she had UDS results positive for
illicit drugs, Dr. Trescot concluded, on thé particular course of events involved, that Dr, Ogoke
did not violate the standard of care bj not terminating care with Pt. J much sooner than he did.
Dr. Trescot opined that Dr. Ogoke acted reasonably in referring Pt. J to care her psychiatric care
providers and/or to detoxification centers, in order to get her back on track with compliance in
the use of her prescribed medications and in avoiding any illicit drugs. Dr. Trescot noted that
once Pt. J engaged in this care, Dr. Ogoke continued (o prescribe her opioid medication for her
scvere on-going pain while also providing her with injection procedures to also address her pain,
Dr. Trescot understood from Pt. I’s medical records, that prior to the time of Pt. J's termination
from care by Dr. Ogoke and Dr. Herard (who had begun treatment of Pt. J), she was in treatment
for her use of Marijuana at Valley Psychiatric Service. The use of Marijuana was uncovered
from a number of UDSs that she had, although her use of Cocaine had stopped being detected in
the many UDSs she had. Pt. J showed Dr. Ogoke’s office, a letter from Valley Psychiatric
Scwice asking that Dr. Ogoke and Dr. Herard keep her on her pain manageinent regimen,
including the opioids, because doing so was keeping her pain under control so that she did not
turn to alcoholism, a condition that a few years earlier had been life-threatening to her. She was
also experiencing-a better quality of life. Vailey Psychiatric Service had been treating Pt. J for
her mental health conditions. Dr. Trescot concluded that Dr. Ogoke’s visit reports on Pt. J
contained information showing that Dr. Ogoke and Dr. Herard were closely monitoring Pt. I’s
use of her prescribed pain medications and whether she was taking illicit drugs. .They were also

ensuring that Pt. J undergo the interventional procedures that were always a part of her agreed
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tupon treatment plan. When the ongoing UDSs were not showing compliance with s'taying away
from the use of Marijuana, even after she agreed 10 not take Marijuana anymore, and even
following a time period in reliance on the advice of Valley Psychiatric Service caretakers (o
continue her pain medications, Dr. Ogoke and Dr. Herard both agreed to terminate care of Pt, J
and stop prescribing her nércotic pain medication. Pt. J could still seek interventional trealments
at Dr. Ogoke’s office. Pt. J would not agree to that, and wanted to continue with her opioid pain
medications. Dr. Trescot opined Dr. Ogoke acted appropriately and within the standard of care
in not terminating more abruptly his care of Pt. J. (Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. XV, 2896-
2914; Vol. X, 3222-3224))

43. In her complaint against Dr. Ogoke that she filed with the BORM in April 2008, Pt. J
wrote that she had just come out of detoxification care. From her perspective, problems began in
December 20b7 and continued until Dr. Ogoke terminated her care. She describea Dr. Ogoke in
this complaint as a “lunatic flying back [and] forth .. swéats profusely, and is extremely
agitated.” Pt. J asserted in her complaint that she does not have a Marijuana or Cocaine problem.
She believed she was treated terribly when she was terminated from care by Dr. Ogoke. Pt.J
maintained that she “did everything he {Dr. Ogoke] told me to {do] and he still threw me out.”
She wrote in her complaint: “I was told if I’d sign my own letter of termination, [ would be given
two months of medications, anything I wanted.” Pt. J acknowledged in her complaint that Dr.
Ogoke told her to “get notes from my tﬁerapist and my psychiatrist that it would be okay to treat
me,” if [ wanted to resume care with him. Pt. J wrote in her complaint that she asked Dr. Ogoke
to “detox me,” and that did not happen. (Ex. 83.)

44. Pt. J never asked Dr. Ogoke or Dr. Herard to taper her off her opioid medications

upon her termination of care with Dr, Ogoke and Dr. Herard. (Ex. 43)
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Conclusion and Recommendation

The BORM charged Dr. Ogoke with failing to identity in his visit reports on Pt.. J, the
details of the prescriptions he wrote, and did not explain why he made certain medication
adjustments. The BORM further charged Dr. Ogoke with continuing to prescrib-e opiod
medications to Pt. J even after UDS results showed she had taken illicit drugs. Idid not find the
first charge was proven by the BORM. 1 did find Dr. Ogoke h'ad violated the standard of care in
not timely ending his care ot Pt. T in light of her UDS results that werc positive for Cocaine and
her admission to taking Cocaine, and for her continued use of Martjuana.

Pt. J was subpoen'aed to testify and was the' BORM’s witness. On cross examination, she
was asked questions that dealt with whether or not she had used illicit drugs while under the care
of Dr. Ogoke and Dr. Hex:a1'd to which she pled the ﬁﬁh.amendment and did not answer these
questions.”® Asa result, I did not have testirony from her that she did or did not use Cocaine or
Marijuana, the two illicit drugs her medical records indicate she had used. In making my
findings of fact conceming whether Pt. J had used these illicit drugs while being treated by Dr.
Ogoke’s practice, [ did not draw an adverse inference against her for refusing to answer these
questions. My findings of fact showing that she did use these illicit drugs were sufficiently
supported by her medical record information. These records contained: her written statements
admitting her use of Cocaine; her statements to Dr. Ogoke’s physician assistant admitting use of
Cocaine; her statements to the addictionologist who evaluatqd her; her psychiatric caregivers
asserting her use of Marijuana; her sister’s written plea to Dr. Ogoke to not prescribe her
narcotics due to her alcoho! and addiction issues: and, the UDS resuits showing her use of these

illicit drugs on multiple occasions. I also found that Pt. J was not a consistent historian

" Pt. A had no attorney and did not want to postpone her testimony in order to consult with an attorney
about this issue. She was given time off the record to talk to the BORM counsel about this issue, Both
parties treated her pro se effort to assert her fifth amendment privilege with respect.
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concerning her care at Dr. Ogoke office, and that her recollections about what happened with her
carc were not élways found to be sufficiently reliable to support the claim she was making when
contrasted against the information found within her medical records, or her claims were not at all
or sufficiently corroborated by any other evidence. Instead, [ more often than not, followed what
her medical records revealed. Dr. Ogoke was not specifically asked all that much specifically
about his care of Pt. ] to demonstrate in any way that his care was inconsistent with the medical
records kept on Pt J.

In terms of my reliance on Pt. J’s medical records information, [ féund more difﬁétllty
deciphering dates and legibility of handwritten visit reports for Pt. J than ! had with other
medical records of patients listed in the Statement of Allegations. That is why I have many
footnote comments concerning my findings of fact about what happened to Pt. J_on a number of
the visits. Nevertheless, [ was able to establish a course of events in the treatment of Pt. J with
Dr. Ogoke, with his physician assistant staff, and with Dr. Herard, 1o be able to sufficiently
address whether the facts supported the claims made concerning Dr. Ogoke violating the
standards of care with Pt. J.

As with other of the patients listed in the Statement of Allegations, Dr. Ogoke’s practice
was not to routinely include the details of a patient’s particular prescriptions within the report of
an office visit. Nevertheless, there is insufficient proof that to do so was always a required
practice for Massachusetts physicians during the time period he treated Pt. J. Dr. Ogoke’s
practice during this tirﬁe was to add a copy into Pt. I’s medical records of the actual prescription
written at any particular visit. Tn my review ofPt. I's medical records, I almost always was able
to locate a fuily Iegiblg copy of the prescription written to connect to the date of a particular visit

Pt. I'had at Dr. Ogoke’s office. No evidence established that Dr. Ogoke’s practice was to attach
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the copy of the prescription to the report of the office visit when the prescripti‘on was written, and
there was no evidence that addressed whether Dr. Ogoke’s practice was to hzivc a patient’s
medical records kept in chronological order to aid in locating the particular copy of the
prescription or other important doé:uments, such as a test result discussed within a visit report,
The presentation of the medical records for all the patients listed in the Statement of Allegations
was sloppy and without any clear and reliable order demonstrating why any particular page
followed a prior page. Idid not find sufficient proof to conclude that Dr. Ogoke maintained
inadecjuate or hard to follow full accounts of a patient’s care at any particular visit: I just had
medical records copied onto a di-sc (Exhibit 43) in no order and often with faint copies.

‘The drug prescribing guidelines in place while Dr. Ogoke t'reated Pt. J did not require that
Dr. Ogoke include in visit reports the details of a prescription he or his physician assistants wrote
at a particular office visit. When [ reviewed the copies of the prescriptions, they contained the
details that the BORM contends should have appeared within the office visit Ireports.

A few times I could not decipher a copy of a prescription I located within Pt. I’s medical
records. This appeared to be due to the copy being copied too faintly. And, a few times, the date
of prescriptions was erased from what seemed to be due to redacting the patient’s name on the
prescription. This issue was found in Exhibits 18 and 43.

Dr. Satwicz’s main reason why he found a violation of the standard of care with Dr.
Ogoke’s visit reports is that he could not, by examining a visit report, pain sufficient information
about the current health status and current treatment situation for Pt. J, including the reasons for a
chosen course of care or course of prescribing. A visit report would not routinely address the
reaction fo a specific event such as a UDS positive for the use of Cocaine or Marijuana, which

mattered because often opioids continued to be prescribed. Dr. Satwicz wanted to have
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combined within one visit report, al the underlying medical record documentation related to that
visit along with a useful assessment of all the known data.

Dr. Satwicz opined that this lack of sufficient discussion and data within the visit reports
was practicing below the standard of care. It is understandable why he reached that conclusion,
Even when I was able to assemble all the medical information pertinent to a particular visit
report, I concluded that UDS results showing Pt. J was not taking her prescribed medications and
was at times found to have used Cocaine and Marijuana, werc not adequately addressed within
the visit reports in terms of explaining “;hy Pt. J continued to be prescribed opioid medications.
This happened too often during Pt. J°s care. Dr. Ogoke explained how during the time period l}e
trea’ted‘ Pt. I and gave her UDS tests, that he experienced long delays in his receipt of UDS
results. [ found that credible and togk that into account. Nevertheless, these UDS results were
received even if later than close in time to the specimen dates. [n addition, P1. ] made
admissions about her illicit drug use. She had hospitalizations showing poor impulse control
over drug and alcohol use. Her sister highlighted her concerns that Pt. J was a drug abuser.

Even when all this'was known, Pt. ] was not tapered-olf her opioid medications. For
certain time periods, Pt. J was not compliant in having her timely interventional procedures,
further complicating her pain control. Pt. J’s psychiatric care providers wanted Dr, Ogoke and
Dr. Herard to continue to give Pt, ) pain control medication so that she would not turn to alcohol
abuse that they fear;ﬁ,d would imperil her health. This was an issue toward the end of her care
only. It was not an on-going immediate concern in the years prior. when Pt. J was also using
iliicit drugs at times and not being compliant with her prescription regimen or with her injection
treatmen.t regimen. For these reasons, and in reliance on Dr. Satwicz’s expert opinion, |

conclude that Dr. Ogoke violated the standard of care in continuing to treat Pt. J with opioid
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medications for a long time period despite her use of illicit drugs on more than one or two
occasions.

Pt. I’s care with Dr, H.erard and Dr. Ogoke continued aflter it- was clear that Pt. J had not
ended her use of Marijuana. [ suspect this happened because of Valley Psychiatric Service’s
request that Pt. J continue with her ongoing pain management opioid prescription medications,
and Pt. F’s agr-eement to not use illicit drugs and to follow properly her treatment plan. She was
given another chance to avoicf a termination of care. But, by the close of March 2008, Dr. Ogoke
and Dr. Herard both agreed that the issue of her use of Mérijuana had not stopped based on her
UDS results. Asa rf:sult, Pt. I 'was informed that she would be offered only interventional
treatments and would need to secure her pain medication v\./ith another provider. She was
provided with the opportunity to have a thirty day supply of her on-going medications and to
seek emergency care with Dr. Ogoke’s office. Pt. J's complaint holds Dr. Ogoke responsible for
what she believed to be withdrawal symptoms that wer'e obviously going to occur due to her
termination of care. Although Dr. Ogoke should have terminated his care of Pt. J sooner than he
did, the BORM did not prove Pt. J’s claim that Dr. Ogoke’s conduct was responsible for her
withdrawal symptoms. Pt J had been provided with lists of area detoxification centers prior to
her termination of care a-fter she acknowledged use of Cocaine. She was aware that she needed
to seek new pain management care after her care with Dr. Ogoke ended. She had no interest in

tapering-off her opioid pain medications.
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Patient K
Summary

Patient (Pt.) K did not testify."*®

In the Statement of Allegations, Dr. Ogoke was charged with practicing medicine
in violation of the standard of care as foltows:

* Prescribing high doses of opioids at Pt. K’s initial evaluation at Dr. Ogoke’s
office without first performing a full physical examination,

The facts the BORM alleged to support its allegations include the following:

» Pt K treated with Dr. Ogoke from September 2006 to December 2007,

* Pt K complained of back, hip and leg pam, and was diagnosed by Dr.
Ogoke with lumbar radiculopoathy, lumbar strain, sacroililtis, coceydynia,
and sacral contusion. '

* At Pt K’s initial evaluation with Dr. Ogoke’s office, she received
prescriptions for Morphine (MS Contin) 60 mg. to take twice a day, and
Percocet 10/325 mg. to take up to four a day which were excessive doscs
of opioids for Pt. K’s clinical condition.

* The initial evaluation of Pt. K was reported as including a very detailed
physical examination, but Dr. Ogoke never did that detailed physical
examination at that time.

¢ Dr. Ogoke treated Pt. K with a combination of opioid pain medication that
included Morphine and Oxycodone, and gave Pt. K multiple interventional
treatments including sacroiliac joint injections and lumbar transforaminal
epidural steroid injections.

* Pt K’s injections were painful and she would bite down on a towel wher
receiving them to stop her from screaming out.

* When Pt. K told Dr. Ogoke she no longer wanted to receive interventional

treatments/injections, Dr. Ogoke informed her, in that case, she would not
receive her pain medication from him. '

Findings of Fact

1. Pt. K was forty-three years old when she began care with Dr. Ogoke on September

%% In the Petitioner’s brief, there are references to Pt. K's complaint to the BORM and to Exhibit 83, the
complaints to the BORM of the patients listed in the Statement of Allegations. There is no Pt. K

complaint. This was confirmed in a subsequent correspondence from the Petitioner filed after the brief
was filed, ‘
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20, 2006. She was referred to Dr. Ogoke by her primary ca.re physician (PCP) who had been
treating her for injuries sustained during a slip and fall on ice in January 2006, hurting her
tailbone and back. From that time, she had pain in her low back that radiated into her right leg.
She had been taking only over the-counier medication for her pamn symptoms. She was a college
art professor and studio art instructor who h‘ad to be on her feet for long periods of time while
teaching and instructing. She had a past surgical history that included a left foot Fractu_re,
bilateral knee surgeries, removal of spinal and ovarian cysts, and removal of a pilonidal cyst.
She had hypothyroidism, which can cause changes in metabolizing meé_licarions. She was a
smoker. By September 20, 2006, Pt. K’s pain complaints were of constant aching pain,
intermittent shooting pain with spasms, and some sharp and cramping pain. She reported that the
symptoms worsened when bending or standing. She had pain using stairs. Due to her pain, she
had trouble sleeping. "She was able 10 do light yoga stretches. She reported a pain level ranging
from 5-6 to 9/10. She was not teaching during the fall 2006 semester as a result of her pain
symptoms. She reported that the pain had negatively impacted all parts of her life. (Ex. 43, 22-
29/3357-3364, Testimony of Dr. Trescot, XV, 291 6-2918.)

2. Dr. Ogoke’s office protocol required new patients to complete a number of forms
including a iong patient questionnaire to provide background information on the patient’s
medical and social history, pain complaints, medications taken, and prior treatments. At the
initial visit, a patient received a comprehensive physical examination that included a review of
systems. At this September 20, 2006 visit, Pt. K completed this questionnaire and Dr. Ogoke
gave her a review of systems and compréhensive physical examination. Within the treatment
plan section of this evalﬁation, was the following: “Patien: is seen and evaluated by Dr. Ogoke

... Treatment plan developed by-. Dr. Ogoke ... PA-C dictating for Dr. Ogoke.” Dr. Ogoke
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stigned this report. (Ex. 43: 22-29/3357-3364; 107/3442 & 109-119/3444-3454. Testimony of
Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VII, 1433-14344 & Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol XV, 2915-2920.)'%!

3. On Ler initial questionnaire form, Pt. K reported she was currently taking Levoxyl,
Zyrtex, and Naprosyn medications. During the physical examination, Dr. Ogoke observed that
Pt. K did a lot of guarding when the areas of her pain complaints were examined, The
impressions Dr. Ogokc reached were: lumbar radiculopathy with a need to rule out any disc
herniations; tumbar strain; sacroiliitis; coccydynia; and, sacral contusion. The treatment plan
was to do neurometer lower extremity testing to investigate the radicular pain and to have a
lumbar MRI. She was prescribed EC Naprosyn'” (60), Skelaxin 800mg. (90), Percocet 7.5/325
meg. (90); Elavil 25 mg. (60), and Ativan 2 mg. (2) to take prior 1o having a lumbar MRI in light
of her experience of anxiety during a prior MRL'* The treatmeﬁt plan included scheduling a
bilateral sacroiliac joint (SI) injection as soon as possible, then.schcduling lumbar transforaminai
epidural steroid injections (ESI), followed by a review of her condition to determine the
effectiveness of the injection procedures in providing her with pain relief. After that, the
treatment plan was to consider doing fa(;etjoint injections, and physical therapy treatments, This
initial evaluation included a discussion wyith Pt. K about the complications, benefits, and
alterations of care under the treatment plan. Pt. K agreed to the pian. A;nong the forms she
completed, reviewed and signed in undertaking pain management care with Dr. Ogoke was the

Narcotics Prescription Policy & Agreement (narcotics agreement). (Ex. 43: 22-29/3357-3364:

2 n s brief, the BORM referred to Pt. K’s complaint to the BORM that Dr. Ogoke never gave her an
initial physical examination. But, as noted in footnote 1, I'never received any such complaint. (Exhibit
83)

"2 1 could not decipher the milligram strength of the EC-Naprosyn on the copy of the prescription, (Ex.
43, 100/3435.)

123 Although the Statement of Allegations at #s 165 and 166 assumes that Dr. Ogoke, prescribed MS

Contin 60 mg. to take twice a day on September 20, 2006, this did not occur.
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=]

100-104/3435-3439; 107/3442 & 109-119/3444-3454. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VII, 1428-
1429, 1431, 1433-1434 & Dr. Trescot, Vol. XV, 2915-2920.)

4. Pt. K had a hypothyroid condition. Dr. Trescot opined that this “leads to changes in
the metabolism of medications and increased risk of muscle pains from myo/lascial pain and
propensity for weight gain.” (Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. XV, 2916.)

5. After reviéwing on September 20, 2006 Pr. K’s background questionnaire information
and the results from her comprehensive initial evaluation, Dr. Ogoke decided that she should
have a lumbar spine MRI and neurometer testing to provide more information about what was
producing her pain symptoms. For Dr. Satwicz, prescribing so many medications to Pt. K at the
first evaluation with Dr. Ogoke might have caused Pt. K to have adverse reactions in light of her
hypothyroidism condition. He was concerned that Skelaxin was prescribed because Pt. K did not
show evidence of intense muscle spasm that this medication is used to treat, and because
Skelaxin can be abused as it is a sedative. Dr. Satwicz explained:

To start four different medications at one time is a problem ... [P]roviding

Naprosyn which is a non-steroidal: Skelaxin, also a relaxant; Percocet, the

_combination of Oxycodone and Acetaminophen; and Elavil, a tricyclic anti-

depressant, all at one time is in my view inappropriate because ... each one has its

own side effect profile, each one can cause problems and when we put them

altogether if the patient had an.allergic reaction to something, had an untoward

effect to something, we wouldn’t know which of them ... caused it ... So it’s

adding a lot of medicine at one time when it would be proper care to start one at a

time, see what we get out of that and then add another medication.

(Testimony of Dr. Satwicz Vol. X,2014-2015, 2019-2021)

6. Dr. Trescot opined that Dr. Ogoke had properly prescribed the medications he did for

Pt. K at her first visit. Pt. K was in pain not relieved by using over-the-counter medication.

Because of this, Dr. Trescot thought that prescribing these pain relief medications at the initial

cvaluation, was proper. (Dr. Trescot, Vol. XV, 291 8.)
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7. Pt.Khad a 1umbar MRI on September 28, 2006 that showed minimal anteriolisthesis
of L4 and L3, likely due to degenerative changes. No significant central canal or foraminal
narrowing was detected. (Ex. 43, 91 -92/3426-3427 )

8. Pl Kretumed to Dr. Ogoke’s office on September 29, 2006. She reported a pain
level of 6/10 in her low back. She wanted an early refill of her Percocet prescription. She was
taking extra Percocet 7.5/325 mg. tablets each day to better control her pain and not following
her prescription. She reported an upset stomach with nausea when she took the Percocet and
Skelaxin at the same time. The results from her lumbar MRI were 1ot yet available. She had a
physical examination. Because she had misused the Percocet and had the stomach upset from
takiﬁg medication without food, she wrote this in a note that went into her medical records. In
addition, she was counseled at length about the need not to violate the narcotics agreement that
required her to take her medications only as prescribed. Pt. K explained that she only took the
Percocet more frequently in order to get better control over her pain. As a result of her pain
complaint relieyed by takiné more Percocet and her agreement to take the Percocet only as
prescribed, her dose of Percocet was ;ncreased to 10/325 mg. She received only 45 tablets to
keep her time for refilling the Percocet prescription the same as for refilling her other
medications. She was ad_viséd to have food when taking her medications. The treatment plan
was to consider prescribing a [ong-acti.ng medication if Pt. K’s pain did not improve. A UDS
was done. The note Pt. K wrote on September 29, 2006 read:

When [ started taking the medicine for my back I was experiencing upset

stomach. I then called for an appointment. ! have since been sure to eat with my

medaicine so I don’t get sick. Also when I first started taking the Percocet, it

didn’t seem to be working, so I was taking two pills. It seems to be working now.

I am able 10 be more active physically with minimal pain with the medicine.

On October 2, 2006, the results of the UDS were positive for Oxycodone (the Percocet .
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prescribed), N.o non-prescribed or illicit drugs were detected. (Ex. 43; 18-21/3353-3356 & 93-
99/3428-3434,

9. From his review of Dr. Ogoke’s early treatment of Pi. K, Dr. Satwicz concluded that
Pt. K had been overprescribed opioids and pain medications, especially because she had come to
Dr. Ogoke’s care without prior ongoing use of anything for pain other than over-the-counter
medications. He was particulzrly concerned that she reached Percocet 10/325 mg. so soon for
the kind of clinical pain complaints she had. He explained:

[SJtarting at the higher dose [of Percocet] is unusual for somebody who had not

been on any pain medication at all ... an opioid naive patient ... $o to start with

the stronger than baseline Percocet is not appropriate.'**
Unlike Dr. Satwicz, Dr. Trescot was aware that Dr. Ogoke initially prescribed the lower dose of A
Percocet 7:5/325 mg. for Pt. K. She opined that prescribing the higher dose of Percocet on
September 29, 2006 was within the standard of care and was not overprescribing, based on the
circumstances Pt. K presented at this follow-up visit. Dr. Trescot thought it acceptable that the
effort was made to try to find an effective dosage of Percocet to lessen Pt. K’s overall pain level,
while carefully counseling her to use her medications only as prescribed and adding more
monitoring of her use of medications, including having Pt. K write out a statement
acknowledging her overuse of the initial Percocet prescription. (Testimony of Dr. Satwicz Vol.
X, 2020 & Dr. Trescot Vol. XV, 2921-2923.)

10. While in Dr. Ogoke’s care, Pt. K's treatment plan included undergoing interventional
procedures along with receiving pain medications. The purpose of the interventional procedures

was to direct medication through injections to the areas of her body that were triggers for her

P Dr. Satwicz provided this opinion not realizing at the time he answered the guestion asked of him, that

Pt. K had been started on the lower Percocet dose of 7.5/325 mg. ¢n September 20, 2006, with the
increase to 10/325 mg. on September 29, 2006. The date of September 29, 2006 for the higher dose of
Percocet is very clear. (Ex. 43, 99/3434))
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pain with a goal of securing more effective pain control with less dependence on pain
medications. Pt. K, like all his patients having interventional procedures, would sign a form that
described the procedure as well as a consent 'to have the procedure.  (Ex. 84; Dr. Ogoke
[nterview, 12-14, 23, 36-38, 64-69, 77-82, 134-140, 144, 147-148, 150-151, 158-160 & 163.)

1. Pt.AK had a neurometer test done on October 19, 2006. Also on this date, Dr. Ogoke
gave Pt. K a bilateral SI injection with fluoroscopy. She reported a pain level at 6/10 at this visit.
She was prescribed Percocet 10/325 mg. (90), Skelaxin 800 mg. (90), and EC Naprosyn 375 mg,
(60). An order for ll)lo'od work was made. (Ex. 43: 15-17/3350-3352; 86-90/3421-3425 &
150/3485) .

12, On October 30, 2006, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. K a lumbar transforminal ESI with
fluoroscopy at levels L4, £.5 e.md St on the right side. T-his was-for her lumbar radiculopathy. Pt.
K came to this visit reporting radiating low back pain at a 4-5/10 level, She reported pain relief
from the SI injection, but found the pain returned as she increased her activity level. Dr. Ogoke
reviewed the lumbar MRI as showing “mild facet arthrosis at multiple levels from LI —.2 down to
[.5-81, as well as evidence of spondylolisthesis at L4 upon L3 lwith an anterior distribution
(anterolisthesis) ';vi;[h uncovefing of posterior margin of the disk ... associated with central canal
stenosis with minjmai narrowing.” He concluded:

[This] pathology might require her to undergo ﬂéxion and extension films of the

lumbosaeral area to evaluate for instability of that spondylolisthesis ... [H]er pain

has multiple origins, including sacroiliac joint mediated pain, facet mediated pain,

and nerve root mediated pain.

Dr. Ogoke opined that Pt. K could benefit from lumbar transforaminal ESIs to the nerve root
with a review of Pt. K’s overall response after that to determine if repeating such procedures

would be warranted, or whether to do a lumbar facet injection. Dr. Ogoke discussed these

findings and pfoposed procedures with Pt. K. He performed a physical examination at this visit.
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He diagnosed: lumbar radiculopathy; sacroiliitis; lumbar spondylolisthesis at L4-5; lumbar spinal
canal stenosis at [.4-5; lumbar facet arthropathy; and, coccydynia. The treatment plan was to do
another S injection as soon as possi-blc. A UDS was done.  Her prescriptions were renewed,
including Percocet 10/325 mg. (90).'% T‘he Iléed for her to be compliant in taking her
medications as prescribed was again discussed with her. The resuit of the last UDS was positive
for Oxycodone. (Ex. 43: 10-14/3345-3349; 81-85/3416-3420: 148/3483; 132/3487 & 154-155/
3489-3:490.) |
13. On November 8, 2006, Pt. K was given a prescriplion for Ativan 2 mg. (2) to take in

connection with an upcoming interventional procedure because she had a needle phobia. On
November 10, 2006 Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. K a lumbar transforaminal ESI with ﬂuoroécopy at the
L4, LS and S| levels.. On December 6, 2006, Pt. K had a follow-up visit with Dr. Ogoke. She
reported a pain level of 6/10 in her lower back, right hip, and right leg. She reported having a
50% benefit in pain relief after having the lumbar transforaminal ESI. She wanted pre-
medication for undergoing her next one. A physical examination was given. Another UDS was
done. These UDSs werc done {0 ensure Pt K's continued compliance with the narcotics
agreement 1o only take medications as prescribed and not to take any illicit drugs. She was
prescribed Actiq 600 mcg. (2) and Ativan 2 mg. (2}, both lé get through the up;oming ESI

procedure. 2

Upon subsequent evaluation, and if needed for pain control, a facet block
diagnostic procedure was under consideration, (Ex. 43: 6-8/3341-3343; 138-139/3473-3474;
142-144/3477-3479 & 151/3486.)

14. Dr. Satwicz appreciates that using a pre-medication before having an interventional

"% | could not locate within Pt. K’s medical records (Exhibit 43) more than the prescription for Percocet
on October 30, 2006.

** T could not locate a copy of the prescriptions for the Actiq or Ativan for December 6, 2002, but the
precise dosages and amounts were listed within the visit report. (Ex. 43, 6-7/3341-3342))
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procedure can be appropriate, such as the limited use of Ativan for anxicty for a patient

having trouble staying still during a protedure that will be lengthy. Dr. Satwicz Opil-]_ed that
Actiq would relieve pain during a long procedure, but was no( indicated for use with helping Pt.
K during her interventional procedures because Actiq is a powerful fast—acling drug for cancer

pain that Pr. K did not need for her clinical condition. Dr. Ogoke made limited use of Actiq

explained that “Actiq is a p;‘ophylactic measure which falls under “conscious sedation.” He
prescribed Actiq in connection with interventional procedures “to reduce the pain or discomfort a
-paticnt will perceive becauge i’s an opioid and it’s delivered transmucosally ... [Tt reduces] the
experience of pain,” and not necessarily because the injection procedures are inherently very
painful. Using Actiq “ailows the patient to have a higher pain threshold and {be] calm with the
medication.” Dr. Trescot opined, that at the time Dr. Ogoke treated Pt. K, Actiq was being used
by pain management specialists for non-cancer pain, and that this limited use of it for the
interventional procedure was not outside the standard of care or irresponsible prescribing. Dr.
Trescot opined that the Ativan was for Pt. J's anxiety about needles and the Actiq was to heip her
if she felt pain during the procedure. (Ex. 84, 165-168. Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. X, 2017-
2019, 2023-2026; Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VII, 1434-1435 & Dr. Trescot, Vol. XV, 2924-2927))

I5. Pt. K was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on December 20, 2006. PL K reported a.pain
level of 8/10, despite relief from her pain medications. Due to a funeral, *concern over
discomfort related to injection,” and her son being hit by a car requiring her attention, she did not
have her scheduled interventional procedures, missing three of them. Nevertheless, she had been
‘compliant with the treatment plan, and she wished to proceed with the interventional procedures.

At this visit, Pt. K explained that she had not been able to secure her full prescription amount of
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Percocet from her pharmacy and was sccking a prescription 1o cover what she had not received.
She had received only 72 Percocet tablets and not 90 as prescribed. She wrote a letter explaining
this request. The December 20, 2006 Percocet prescription was wrilten to recejve (48). She was
prescribed Ativan 2 mg. (2) for pre-procedure anxiety. Pr. K was also seeking an increased
amount per month of Percocet to take due to the increase in her back pain. As a result of this
evaluation, the decisi;)n was made to prescribe Pt. K an increase in Percocet 10/325 mg. from
(90) to (120), although the increase was viewed as possibly only a lemporary increase. The plan
was to schedule these interventional procedures as soon as possible. A UDS was done, '?’ (Ex.
43;76-78/3411-3413 & 135-137/3470-3472 )

16. On January 5, 2007, Pt. K was seen by Dr. Ogoke complaining of an increased pairr
level of 9/10, despite being .compliant in taking her medications., She was-having poor pain
control with her current medications. Dr, Ogoke gave a physical examination. Pt. K was not yet
scheduled for the lumbar transforaminal ESI series or for the SI injection because of renovations
at Dr. Ogoke’s office. Pt. K had no “long-acting opi‘oids,” and Dr. Ogoke decided to prescribe
her MS Contin 60 mg. to take every 12 hours. The MS Contin would provide Pt. K with long-
acting pain relief covering most of her pain while the Percocet would be for short-acting pain
relief for breakthrough pain. Her overall progress with pain management would be monitored
with this new medication regimen. A UDS was done.'”® Dr. Ogoke wrote in his report on this
visit about the need to do close monitoring of Pt. K’s use of medications She was also

prescribed Actig 600 meg. (2) for upcoming interventional procedures. Other prescriptions

7 I could not locate or decipher the UDS results from the December 20, 2006 urine specimen within Pt.
K’s medical records (Exhibit 43),

" [ could not Jocate or decipher the UDS results from the January 5, 2007 urine specimen within Pt. K's

medical records (Exhibit 43). _
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written on January 3, 2007 were for Skelaxin 800 mg. (90) a-nd Elavil 25 mg. (60)."*? Pt, K was
seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on February 1, 2007. She reported a pain level of 8/10. The
interventional pfocedures had still not been scheduled. A physical examination was done. She
was prescribed EC Naprosyn 375 mg, (60), Skelaxin 800 mg. (90), Elavil 25 mg. (60), Percocet
10/325 mg. (120), and MS Contin 60 mg. (60). A UDS was done. The UDS results from
February 3, 2007 werc positive for the opiates she was taking with no use of illicit drugs
dctegted. (Ex. 43: 71/3406; 74-75/3409-3410; 127-130/3462-3465 & 133-134/3468-3469.)

17. Dr. Satwicz opined from his review of Pt. K’s medical records, that Dr, Ogoke was
starting out Pt. K with too high opioid doses and with no reason to be préscribing Actiq, even if
for a procedure. He opined that this kind of prescribing was in violation of the standard of care;
that'Pt. K’s clinical condition did not justify a need for such high opioid doses. Dr. Ogoke added
the MS Contin for long-acting pain control with use of the Percocet for her breakthrough pain,
because Pt. K was not experiencing good_ pain control and reported high pain levels. He was
monitoring her use of these medications closely. Pt. K had been having normal UDS results at
the time Dr. Ogoke prescribed the MS Contin, and not taking her prescribed medication
improperly or using illicit drugs. Dr. Trescot opined that under these circumstances and the
" recognized need for close monitoring, that Dr. Ogoke had not.violated the standard of care with
this increase in opioid prescribing for Pt. K’s pain. (Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. X 2014-
2015, 2019-2020, 2026; Dr. Trescot, Vol. XV, 29272929 & Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VII, 1438.)

18. Pt. K was seen on March 2, 2007 by Dr. Ogoke. She reported a pain level of 5/10. -

She felt her radicular pain was 70% improved which she attributed to the Jumbar transforaminal

I could not locate in P. K’s medical records (Exhibit 43) copies of the prescriptions written on January
5, 2007 for Percocet or for MS Contin, -
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ESTPY

[She} reports that the radicular pain to the lower extremities has markedly

improved by about 70 percent since her last procedure, which was a

transforaminal epidural steroid injection ... has no coccyx area pain and describes

pain that involves the right hip region, low back area and also the middle portion

of the right thigh, laterally only. She no longer continues with radiculopathy. She

feels that she is making progress. She is also compliant to her oral medications.
Unfortunatcly, Pt. K was having insurance issues regarding coverage of the interventional
procedures. Dr. Ogoke gave a physical examination. The treatment plan was to do another SI
injection and a lumbar transforaminal ESI as soon as possible once her insurance coverage issues
were resolved. Pt. K did not have the funds to pay privately for more injection treatments. A
UDS was done. Her niedications were renewed: EC Naprosyn 375 mg. (60), Skelaxin 800 meg.
(90), Elavil 25 mg. (60}, Percocet 10/325 ng. (120), and MS Contin 60 mg. (60). At an April 2,
2007 visit with Dr. Ogoke, Pt. K comblained of a pain level o-I" 8/10 in her 1Qw back and right hip
region. An opioid rencwal screen form was completed showing Pt. K’s last prescriptions were
from Marc_h 2, 2007 with no prior na'rcotics agreement violation. No information was listed
concerning the results of her March 2, 2007 UDS. A handwritten note, later put into the typed
- Visit report, states that there were no UDS results since December 6, 2006. The results reached
on March 7, 2007 from the March 2, 2007 UDS specimen fror-n the outside laboratory, Ameritex,
did not show narcotics agreement violations. At this April 2, 2007 visit, Pt. K completed a brief
pain inventory form. In the report of this visit, Dr. Ogoke concluded that Pt. K's “pain pattern
has not changed significantly.” He gave a physical examination. The treatment plan was to do

the interventional procedures. A UDS was done. Dr. Ogoke renewed her medications of Elavil

25 mg. (60), Skelaxin 800 mg. (90), MS Contin 60 mg. (60}, EC Naprosyn 375 mg. (60), and

"% | could not locate or decipher a date when a lumbar transforaminal ESI was done between January 3

and April 2, 2007. Some of the procedure medical records for Pt. K (Exhibit 43) had no date visible on
the copy that might have been due to efforts at redacting Pt. K's name or due to the copying process.
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Percocet 10/325 mg. (120). At an April 30, 2007 visit with Dr. Ogoke, Pt. K repprted a pain
level of 7-8/10. An opioid renewal screen form was completed listing her last prescriptions as
written on Aprit 2, 2007, and showing that her last UDS was normat.'*! No previous narcotics
agreement violation was listed. Her new insurance coverage was (o start at the end of May 2007.
Dr. Ogoke gave a physical examination. He found Pt. K’s pain pattern was the same. Her
diagnoses remained the same. She sought a prescription for Valium as a muscle relaxant
medication for slowing down the spasm in her low back. She reported her current pain
medications were helping to control her pain, but continued to agrec to have the intervéntional
procedures once her insurance would cover them. A UDS was done. She was prescribed her
ongoing medications: Skelaxin 800 mg. (90), Percocet 10/325 mg. (120), MS Contin 60 mg.
(60), Elavil 25 mg. (60), and EC Naprosyn 375 mg. (60), (Ex. 43: 61-70/3396-3405; 72-
73/3407-3408; 121-126/3456-3461; 170-173/3505-3508; 175-176/3510-3511 & 178-180/3513-
3515)

19. AtaJune 21, 2007 visit with Dr. Ogoke, Pt. K’s insurance had not been settled, so
she still had not had the planned for interventional procedures. An opioid renewal screen form
was completed showihg her last prescriptions were from Aprl 30, 2007, and that her last UDS
was pending. She completed a brief pain inventory form. She reported a pain level of 8/10 and
. muscle spasms in her back. Dr. Ogoke gave her a physical examination. He made no changes to
hig diagnoses. The treatment plan was to renew Pt. K’s medications for 30 days and to do the
interventional procedures once the insurance issue was settled. Dr. Ogoke preseribed MS Contin

60 mg. (60), Percocet 10/325 mg. (120}, Elavil .25 mp, (60), Naprosyn 375 mg. (60), and

"It is not clear whether that normal UDS was from March 2, 2007 or from April 2, 2007. Some of Pt.
K’s medical records (Exhibit 43) seemed to show UDS results but the copies were so faint I could not

- decipher them. It is not clear when Dr. Ogoke’s office received the March 7, 2007 results from the March
2, 2007 urine specimen,

372



B Registration in Medicine v, Ogoke, MD RM-09-663

Skelaxin 800 mg. (90). A UDS was done. By a July 20, 2007 visit with Dr, Ogoke, Pt. K’s
insurance had been settled and the interventional procedures were to be scheduled for her as soon
as possible. An opioid renewaﬁ screen listed UDS resulis was pending, and stated that she had no
prior narcotics agreement violations., Dr. Ogoke gave her a physical examination. He reported
on her pain symptoms:

Fler pain remains in the low back area with bulbs or muscle spasm overlying the

sacroiliac notch area on both sides, which ... radiates into the lower extremity ...

especially on the right side.

The diagnoses listed in the report were: lumbar radiculopathy: lumbar strain; sacroiliitis;
coccydynia; and, sacral contusion. She was given renewals of all her ongoing'prescriptions at
the same doses: Elavit 25 mg. (60); EC-Naprosyn 373 mg. (60); Percocet 10/325 mg. (120); MS
Contin 60 mg. (60); and, Skelaxin 800 mg. (90). She was also prescribed Ativan 2 mg. (2} and
Actiq 600 meg. (2) for the interventional procedures. Pt. K told Dr. Ogoke that use of these
medications for the interventional procedures helped her. A UDS was done, and the July 23,
2007 results were positive for opiates, but the Oxycodone screen was cancelled. (Ex. 43: 56-
60/3391-3395; 158-160/3493-3495; 162/3497; 164/3499 & 166-169/3501-3504.)

20. Pt. K had not had her interventional procedures by an August 20, 2007 visit with Dr.
Ogoke.  She reported a pain level of 9/10. Dr. Ogoke acknowl_edged that she had been
maintained on her pain medications while waiting for her insurance coverage of the injection
procedures since she could not afford to pay for them otherwise. The insurance was now
available, so having the injection procedures was her next planned treatment. An opioid renewal
screen form was completed listing her last prescriptions as written on July 20, 2007, and her last
UDS as normal. No narcotics agreement violations were listed. Dr. Ogoke gave her a physical

cxamination. The diagnoses and Pt. K’s treatment plan remained the same. The interventional
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procedures were to be scheduled as soon as possible, starting with an SI injection. She was
prescribed Ativan 2.m'g. (2) and Actiq 2 meg. (2.) for upcoming interventional procedures.'®? She
was also prescribed Elavil 25 mg. (60), Percocet 10/325 mg, (120), MS Contin 60 mg, (60),
Skelaxin 800 mg. (90), and EC -Naprosyn 375 mg. (60). A UDS was done with an o;der for an
Oxycodone screen. The August 21, 2007 UDS result was positive for Oxycodone. (Ex. 43; 52-
55/3387-3390; 156-157/3491-3492; 195/3'530 & 202-203/3537-3538.)

21. Pt. K was scen by Dr, Ogoke on August 23, 2007."* She reported a pain level of
8/10. He noted in the report of the visit that her pain,

has remained quite significant but unfortunately she was supposed to get an SI

joint injection today and when the procedure was initiated she became extremely

anxious even prior ... despite being given Ativan for pre-medication ... as well as

Actig 600 mcg.
Dr. Ogoke reported that she suffered a severe anxlety attack, and he reported:

[TThe decision was made to abort the procedure inunediately after prepping the

patient’s skin and the patient will be followed up subsequently. She has enough

medication at this time to last her until her next VIsit,
Her treatment plan was not changed. She was to re-schedule the interventional procedures. Dr.
Ogoke noted in the report of this visit that hey care would need to be re-evaluated. A UDS was
done that was positive for opiates and for Oxyeodone with no illicit drugs detected. (Ex. 43: 48-
52/3383-3387; 196/3531 & 205-206/3540-3541.) -

22. Pt. K was seen on September 14, 2007 by Dr. Pierre Herard who had not previously

seen Pt. K. An opioid renewal screen form was completed listing her last prescriptions as written

on August 20, 2007, listing no prior narcotics agreement violations, and that she had pending

Y2 Pt, K had been previously prescribed the Ativan and Actiq for use in connection with interventional
procedures that had not occurred. It was not explained in her medical records (Exhibit 43) why, if she
had filled those prescriptions, she would have needed new prescriptions for thein.

> Pt. K was either seen on August 22 or 23, 2007. I concluded that she was only seen by Dr. Ogoke on
one or the other date and not on both dates,
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UDS results. She completed a bricf pain invéntory form. PL. K reported a pain level of 9/10 and
painful low back spasms making il hard to stand to do Ler teacher job. Dr. Herard was aware of
the panic attack with needle phobia she had on August 23, 2007 that prevented her from having
her scheduled ST injection. He discussed this with Pt. K. She was scheduled to have the ST
Injection at this visit. Dr. Herard gave her a physical examination and reached the IMpressions
that she had painful sacroiliitis, painful myofascial pain syndrome in the lumbar spine, and
possible lumbar discogenic pain with radiculitis. Dr. Herard gave her a “trigger point injection
to the sacroiliac joints and sacroiliac muscles and the quadratus lumborum.” Pt. K tolerated the
procedure well. Dr. Herard renewed Pr. ICs ougoing medications of Elavil 25 mg. (60), Percocet
10/325 mg. (120), MS Contin 60 mg. (60), EC Naprosoyn 375 mg. (60}, Skelaxin 800 mg. (90),
and Ativan 2 mg. (2) and Actiq 600 meg. (2) for her next procedures. A UDS was done. Dr.

Ogoke signed Dr. Herard’s report of this visit. Pt. K had a visit with DI‘..Herard on October 9,
2007. She reported having ;good relief from the injection procedure she received on September
14, 2007, allowing her to engage In more routine activities. But, she reported the back spasms
were recurring and she wanted to have another injection procedure. An opioid renewal screen
form was completed listing her last prescriptions from September 14, 2007, and that her last

LB prL K compieted a brief pain inventory form. Dr. Herard gave her a

UDS was norma
physical examination. He did not alter her diagnoses or treatment plan. She was to be scheduled
for a bilateral SI injection \x-'ith {luoroscopy. He renewed her prescriptions of Percocet 10/325
mg. (120), Elavil 25 mg. (60), and MS Contin 60 meg. (GQ). A UDS was done. She was

instructed to take the MS Contin in the mormng 1o prevent drowsiness, (Ex. 43: 34/3369; 40-

47/3375-3382; 192-194/3527-3529; 19?—201/3532—3536 & 204/3539)

It is not clear whether the reference to the normal UDS result was from August 20, 2007 or from
September 14, 2006. '
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23. Pt. K was seen by Dr. Ogoke on November 6, 2007. An opioid renewal screen form
was completed listing her last prescriptions as issued on October 9, 2007, her UDS results as
pending, and no prior narcotics agreement violations. Pt. K completed a brief pain inventory
form. She reported persistent low back area pain with radicular pain in the legs and buttocks at
an 8/10 lelvel. Dr. Ogoke gave her a bilateral SI injection with ﬂuoréscopy. He noted that she
had not been able to have lumbar transforaminal ESI procedures due 1o a long-standing insurance
issue that was now resolved. He gave her a physical examination and assessed her with:
sacroiliitis; Jumbar radiculopathy; lumbar sprain and rule out facet-mediated pain; and, pessible
[umbar discogenic pain.  Dr. Ogoke’s treatment plan for Pt. K was to schedule a lumbar
transforaminal EST procedure to be followed by re-evaluation of her condition for a possible
lumbar discogram as a diagnostic procedure if the transforaminal ESI injection did not resolve
her pain. In connection wﬁ‘h consideration of the lumbar discogram, Dr. Ogoke explained in his
report of this visit:

| She has been having difficuity with short periods of sitting and short periods of
standing, changing positions frequently, as well as difficulty with sleep at night
because of positional issues as well.
On this date, Dr. Herard wrote a prescription for Pt. K of Oxycodone 30 mg. (120).” A UDS
was dgne with results that were positive for Oxycodone and opiates. (Ex. 43: 33/3368: 33:
39/3370-3374; 184-185/3519-3520 & 187-190/3522-3525 )

'24. Pt.K had a follow-up visit on December 3, 2007 with Dr. Herard. She reported that

the November 6, 2007 SI injection had provided pain relief. Dr. Herard gave her a physical

examination and assessed her with bilateral sacroiliitis and chronic lumbar radiculitis. The

“* I could not locate in Pt. K’s medical records (Exhibit 43) other prescriptions written for Pt. K on
November 6, 2007, although in the visit report, Dr. Ogoke noted that Pt. K’s medications would be
renewed for thirty days.
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treatment plan was to renew her medications and 5 do a nerve block procedure the following
week. He instructed Pt. K to bring in her Percocet the next day for counting toward ensuring
compliance in taking this medication. At this visit, she was prescribed Percocet 10/325 me.
(120), Oxycodone 30 mg. (120), MS Contin 60 mg. (60), along with Ativan 2 mg, (2) and Actiq
60 meg. (2) for the upcomin;g procedure. She was instructed 1o take the MS Contin C\;’CI'_V 12
hours and the Oxycodone every 6 hours. ' (Ex. 43;31-32/3366-3367 & 18 [-182/3516-3517.)

25. On December 3, 2007, Dr. Ogoke’s office mailed a letter to Pt. K by certified mail.
It was returned as not deliverable, '’ (Ex. 43, 79-80/3414-3415.)

Conclusion and Recommendation

The Statemént of Allegations charges that Dr. Ogoke violated the standard of care in his
treatment of Pt. K by presa.'ibing high doses of opioid medications at her initial evaluation at his
office, an initial evaluation that did not involve hint first giving Pt. K a full physical examination.
These charges were not proven.

Dr. Ogoke did give Pt. K a full physical examination and a full initial comprehensive
evaluation on September 20, 2006 when she first saw him. He did not prescribe MS Contin to
her at this visit as charged in the Statement of Allegations. He prescribed at this initial VISit, a

Percocet dose at 7.5/325 mg., and not a 10/325 mg. dose as charged in the Statement of

28 There were no later medical records on Pt. K (Exhibit 43). No medical record or infonnation in Dr.
Herard’s December 3, 2007 visit report showed that he ordered a UDS. I was not able to locate or
decipher the results of the October 9, 2007 UDS that had been pending at the November 6, 2007 visit with
Dr. Ogoke. No mention of the UDS results was within the December 3, 2007 visit report. I could not
locate any medical record discussing the end of Pt. K’s care with Dr. Ogoke and Dr. Herard. No
testimony addressed why Pt. K’s care with Dr. Ogoke ended. In its brief, the BORM refers to Pt. K’s
complaint to the BORM to support its contention that Pt. K told Dr. Ogoke she did not want to have
further injection procedures, and in response, Dr. Ogoke told her she could no longer receive pain
medications unless she also had injection procedures, The reference was to Exhibit 83, the complaints
filed by the patients listed in the Statement of Allegations. There is no complaint filed by Pt. K in
evidence or any information in her medical records that she was refusing further injection procedures.

" There is insufficient proof that the letter sent by certified mail to Pt. K on December 5, 2007 was a
termination of care letter,
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Allegations. Dr. Ogoke explained sulTiciently in both his testimony and within his reports from
the-first visit into the next visit reports, that he was keeping Pt. K well monitored in her use of
the Percocet she was receiving, th untit Janvary 2007 did Dr. Ogoke prescribe MS Contin 60
mg. to Pt. K as a long—z‘lcting opioid medication along with matntaining the Percocet 10/323 nig.
dose for break-through pain. The future reports and course of events that occurred with Pt. K
and her pain complaints, showed that she did not become addicted to her opioid medication that
remained quite stable for months, and that sie did not use illicit drugs.

Pt. K signed Dr. Ogo}_(e’s narcotics agreement at her initial visit and evaluation with Dr.
Ogoke. She revealed at her next visit at Dr. Qgoke’s office on -Septcmbér 29, 20006, that she was
taking more of the Percocet 7.5/325 mg. than the prescription called for. She explained lbhat she
did this to get better pain relief. This evidence supported what the medical records showed: no
initial Percocet 10/325 mg. dose prescription had been written for Pt. K by Dr. Ogok;a, or by any
of his physician assistants, or by Dr. Herard. The medical records showed that Pt. K was
prescribed Percocet at the increased dose of 10/325 mg. for the first time at this second visit. Dr.
Satwicz opined that it was proper prescribing to start an opioid naive patient on the lowest dose
of Percocet and not on the highest Percocet dose of 10/323 mg.

At this second visit Pt. K was permitted to have her Percocet dose increased (o the 10/323
mg. level only after she received considerable counseling about why she could not increase the
frequency of taking her prescribed medications, and only after she had_ explained her actions in 2
written note that was placed into her medical records. No expert opinion evidence showed this
particular course of care to be vielating the standard of care, particularly with counseling given
Pt. K on the need 1o be compliant in taking her pain medication as prescribed to avoid violating

her narcotics agreement, and in light of giving her UDS tests to check on her compliance. Dr,
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Trescot opined that Dr. Ogoke did not violate any standard of care when he inttially prescribed
opioids for Pt. K. Dr. Trescot found his course of care in prescribing pain medication to Pt K fo
be understandable and reasonable, witlh Pt. K’s need for pain relief explained sufficiently in her
medical records.

For Dr. Satwicz, even if Pt. K’s initial Percocet prescription was at 7.5/325 mg., she was
receiving overall too much new medication when the Percocet and (he other non-opioid
medications were considered. Dr. Satwicz opined this was (0o much medication for someone
who had only been using over-the-counter medication for pain. He ex.plained that it would be
difficult if Pt. K suffered side-effects from one of these new medications to determine which one
was at fault. In addition, he found significant that she had a hypothyroid condition to complicate
use of the new medications. On September 29, 2006, nine days after she reccived these new
medications, Pt. K experienced feelings of nausea. Although this was apparently resolved by
mstructing Pt K to have food when her taking her medications, having that symptom was the
kind of side effect Dr. .Satwicz opined should have been avoided by less medication being
prescribed at Pt. K's .inilial visit. Nevertheless, the BO-RM charged Dr. Ogoke in the Statemeﬁt
of Allegations with prescribing “high dose opioids” to Pt. K at the initial visit, not with being
prescribed too many medications, Only the Percocet she —received was an opioid.

The course of care in terms of prescribing medications for Pt. K, showed that her
prescriptions remained fairly unchanged once she received in January 2007 the long-acting MS
Contin and to have more of the Percocet 10/325 mg. to take for break-through pain. The
Statement of Allegations did not charge Dr, Ogoke with misconduct other than for his
prescribing practices at Pt. K’y initial visit

The Statement of Allegations alleges that Dr. Ogoke never performed a full physical
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examination at Pt K’s initial visit with Dr. Ogoke. This is incorrect as demonstrated by Dr.
Ogoke’s believable testimony, and by the visit report of his initial comprehensive physical
examination given to Pt, K. That report explained that Dr. Ogoke gave the physical examination
and his physician assistant dictated the results of it. The claim that Dr. Ogoke violated the
standard of care at this initial visit of P1. K by not performing a full plhysical examination before
prescribing high doses of opioids, has not been proven, The SO.UTCC of this claim was the
reference in the BORM’s brief 1o a compiaint filed by Pt. K with the BORM. No such complaint
ts in evidence.

Although it was not a medication that Dr. Ogoke prescribed at Pt. K’s initial visit, | did
not find sufficient proof that his prescribing of Actiq fof Pt. K to take during interventional
procedures fit within. the charge that Dr. Ogoke- initially prescribed too high optoid doses to'Pl.
K. Dr. Satwiz did not consider Actiq o ever be a proper prescription for non-cancer pain. Dr.
Satwicz’s opinion never tied the start of the Actiq prescriptions to the initial .visit. [ was
persuaded by Dr. Trescot’ opinion, that the limited use Pt. K was to make of the Actiq to address
her pain during an interventional ?rocedure, kept Dr. Ogoke’s prescribing of it within the
standard of care. Dr. Trescot also supported her opinion that Dr. Ogoke was not b\rer-prescribing
optoids through his Actig prescriptions, due to the on-going UDS testing that Pt. K had
throughout her care with Dr. Ogoke to uncover any improper use of her prescribed medications.
Dr. Trescot was persuasive when she opined that this limited use of Actiq was being done at the
time by other pain management specialists. No evidence showed that Dr. Ogoke was also
prescribing Actiq for On-going breakfhrough pain Pt. K was experiencing. Dr. Ogoke reasonably
e)lcpiained why he of_fered limited amounts of Actiq for use by some of his patients who had

particular problems getting through their interventional procedures.
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Dr. Qgoke credibly explained how a patient’s perception of pain during injection
procedures could be viewed by some patients as helped if they bit into a towel or pillow during a
procedure. If that kept them able (o receive the treatment, he would not prevent them from doiﬁg
that. The BORM claimed that Pt. K had such painful interventional procedul'e§ and was given
towels to bite into to keep her from screaming during procedures. Pt. K never testified, and no
complaint filed by Pt. Kwith the BORM is in evidence, the source of this claim.

Pt. K’s underlying condition, as described over time in her medicai records, showed she
had been helped by the interventional procedures that were part of her pain management
treatment plan.  The medical records.showed that she agreed to having them as part of her
treatment plan. Her pain coinplaints only grew when she could not have them due to Dr.
Ogoke’s office renovations delaying them and when her insurance stopped covering their costs.
Only then did she receive the MS Contin 60 mg. for lon'g—acting pain relief and the increase in
the amount of Percacet 10/325 mg. tablets to take from (90) to (120). Pt. K’s phobia of needles
after she had a long wait until her insurance covered the interventional procedures, may have
contributed to her having an anxiety attack before the start of an SI injection Dr. Ogoke was
about to perform. She eventually was given the bilateral SI injection with fluoroscopy, but with
the -aid of taking Ativan and Actiq.  This later narcotic prescribing was not proven to be
connected to the initial opioid prescription Pt. K received from Dr. Ogoke.

It is not clear why Pt. K’s care with Dr. Ogoke ended, or when it ended, or under what
circumstances. There was nothing in the medical records or in Dr. Ogoke’s testimony to explain
* the end of her care, P-t. K did not testify to explain what happened. The BORM claims that Dr.
Ogoke ended care of Pt. K because she would not undergo further interventional précedures, and

he would not continue 1o treat her with only pain medications. The BORM’s brief sources this
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claim based on a Pt, K complaint made to the BORM that is not in evidence. But, even if this is
why Dr. Ogoke would have ended care with Pt K, that determination would have been
consistent with his protocol for treating patients, cxpiainpd to the patient upon agreeing to have
his pain management care. If he found having such interventional procedures was the treatment
plan for the patient, then that paticr.ll could seek pain management care elsewhere in the area if
she did not want such treatments. No evidence showed that if this is how Pt. K’s care ended with
Dr. Ogoke, he violated a standard of care. ‘The Statement of Allegations did not include a charge

of a violation of standard of care about how Dr. Ogoke ended his care of Pt. K.

Patient L.

Summary

Patient (Pt,) L did not testify. No complaint by Pt. L to the Board of Registration in
Medicine was presented. (Ex. 83)

In the Staternent of Allegations, Dr. Ogoke was charged with practicing medicine
in violation of the standard of care as follows:

* Prescribing Oxycontin 40 mg., a high dose, to take twice a day to add to the
Vicodin 10 mg. she was already taking upon coming to an initial evaluation with
Dr. Ogoke in September 2002.

The facts the BORM alleged to support its allegations included the following:

* Pt L treated with Dr. Ogoke in 1998 for low back pain. She returned for
care with him and treated with him again in September 200238

* Pt L was treated by Dr. Ogoke starting on September 19, 2002 for; lumbar
radiculopathy, tumbar strain, sacroiliitis, level T11-12 mild disc bulge,
spur formation, and ligamentous hypertrophy at levels L4-5 and [.5-S1.

* Dr. Ogoke treated Pt L starting on September 19, 2002 with a
combination of pain medications, inciuding Vicodin and Oxycontin, and

28 February 6, 2003 was the last medical record (Exhibit 43) involving a treatment of Pt. L by Dr. Ogoke
or his staff, prescribing medications, but there is no medical record [ could locate on the end date of care.
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with interventional procedures, including epidural steroid injections and
nerve blocks,

*  When Pt. L returned (o care with Dr. Ogoke in September 2002, she was
already taking Vicodin 10 mg, for pain.

*  Dr. Ogoke added to that a prescription for Pt. L of Oxycontin 40 mg. to
take twice a day. : '

Findings of Fact
. Pt.Lis a female born in November 1968 who hurt her back during a car accident on
March 17, 1998. She was the front Seat passenger when the car was hit head-on at the driver’s
front side. She was wearing a seat belt and her airbag deploycd Flle car’s speed was about 30-
35 mph. She was taken {0 a hospital emergency room. She had a medical history that included a
tumbar disc bulge found in 1990, and cervical spine x- rays from June 1, 1990 that were
compared to the post-accident March 20, 1998 cervical spine x- rays. These latter x-rays showed
“[n]o significant abnormality,” The radiologist noted: “If there remains strong clinical suspicion
of a cervical spine mjury a follow-up examination may be of value.” Pt L was seen by Dr.
Ogoke on March 25, 1998 upon referral by her primary care physician (PCP). She complained
of pain at a 7/10 level in her lower back that radiated inté her legs. She sometime.s had sharp
pains. She had headaches that would come and go, and trouble sleeping due to back pain. She
was taking Naprosyn 500 mg. that she received from her eniergency room visit that somewhat
lessened her pajn symptoms. Pt. L had a full time job as a dietary aide. Dr. Ogoke did a review
of systems and gave a physical examination diagnosing: cerviogenic headaches; lumbar
radiculopathy rule out herniation; sacroiliitis; and, cervical strain. He found a cause/effect
connection of the pain symptoms to the car accident. Pt. L completed various forms as Dr.

Ogoke’s new patient.'* He explained his treatment plan for her would involve taking high dose

"I could not find within Pt. L's medical records (Exhibit 43) that she signed a narcotics agreement on
March 25, 1998.
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NSAIDs (non—stcrioidal ant-inflammatory drugs) medication, muscle relaxants, and tricycic
anti-depressants.  She was prescribed Norflex 100 mg, (30), Elavil 25: mg. (30), and EC-
Naprosyn 375 mg. (30). He prescribed physical therapy treatments. She would be re-evaluated
in one week. Dr. Ogoke wrote her a note to keep her out from work. When Dr. Ogoke saw Pt. L
on April 3, 1998, she reported having bad headaches, but felt better overall. He gave a physical
examination, and reached the same diagnoses as at the first examination, although he noted the
lumbar radiculopathy symptoms had resolved. He prescribed EC-Naprosyn 375 mg. (30), and
Norflex 100 mg. (30). (Ex. 43 25-36/3567-3578 & 06-73/3608-3615.)

2. Dr. Ogoke saw Pt. L on April 17, 1998. Although she had been feeling better due to
the medication and physical therapy treatments, Pt. I, reported a 6/10 level of pain in her lower
back that radiated into her left lower extremity. Dr. Ogoke gave her a physical examination. His
Impressions were: persistent lumbar radiculopathy; cerv‘oéenic headaches; sacroiliitis; cervical
strain; and, poor progress with conservative management. Dr. Ogoke ordered a lumbar CT scan
to determine if Pt L had herniated discs, degenerative disc disease, or facet arthropathy. She
was 1o continue on her medications, and he was adding a narcotic.”*® She would be re-evaluated
following the outcome of the CT scan. Dr. Ogoke wrote her a note to continue to keep her out of
work. Pt. L had the lumbar CT scan on April 23, .1998 that showed: “Mild broad-based central
protrusion L5-81 intervertebral discs. Mi]d generalized bulging L3-4 intervertebral dises.” Pt [
was seen by Dr. Ogoke on May 3, 1998. Due to ongoing pain complaints in the low back and
cervical areas, and after discussing with Pt. [ what the test results showed, his treatment plan
was to give Pt. L various intervt_antioﬁal procedures. In preparation for having these, Pt. L signed

forms explaining the injection procedures and consent forms to have various procedures. She

"I could not tocate or decipher prescriptions written on April 17, 1998 in Pt. L’s medical records

(Exhibit 43) and the visit report did not contain the specifics about the prescriptions.
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was prescribed 10 Percocet 1ableis.l’” She had a lumbar epidural steroid injection (“ESI) at the
L4-L5 level on May 5, 199.8, the first in a planﬁcd series,  She was insiructed to take her
- medications and to do home ex—ercises. Pt. L was seen by Dr, Ogoke on May 19, 1998. She
reported pain relief trom the lumbar EST#1 procedure, but with moderate activily the pain level
increased to 8/10. Dr. Ogoke gave a physical examination. He opined that the medications and
home exercises were not prO\-liding progress in controlling her pain in the low back and that she
had plateaued. For her cervical pain, as planned, Dr. Ogoke gave her trigger point injections,
including an occipital nerve block and a suprascapular nerve block. Pt. [ was seen by Dr. Ogoke
on June 2, 1998. She reported a dimir_lished pain level of 2/10 in her low back ares having had a
good result from her ES] #] t;éatmem. She told Dr. Ogoke:

[The] trigger point injections and peripheral nerve blocks for treatment of her

occipital neuralgia .., suprascapular neuralgia, myofascial pain syndrome of the

trapezius ... resolved the pain ... headaches ... resolved ... occasional brief sore

neck following these injections ... believes that she has essentially resolved her

problem in the cervical spine area ... pleased with her overall progress,
Dr. Ogoke gave a physical examination. He gave her the lumbar ES] # procedure at the
L-4 and L-5 levels. His treatment plan was to give her the lumbar ES #3 procedure in
four weeks. He renewed her medications.'* (Ex. 43: 4/3546: 9—24/3551-3566; 54-
65/3596-3607 & 180/3722)

| 3. OnJune 16, 1998, Pt. L was prescribed Elavi] 25 mg, (3.0), EC-Naprosyn 375 mg.

(30), and Norflex 100 mg. (30). Pt. L was seen by Dr. Ogoke on June 18, 1998. She reported a

pain level of 1-2/10 in the neck area of the trapezius at the root of the neck and pain in the mid-

"1 As best I could decipher the copy of the prescription, it‘was for 10 Percocet tablets with the dose

undecipherable. (Ex. 43, 22/3 564.) Icould not locate further prescriptions written on May 5, 1998 in Pt.
L’s inedical records (Exhibit 43), :

" I could not locate within Pt. L’s medical records {Exhibit 43) copies of prescriptions written at this
visit or a list of Pt. L’s medications being renewed in the visit report.
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thoracic arca. She reported no lumbar radicular symptoms. She reported decreased pain in the
lower back area following her lumbar EST #2 injection procedure. She reported being compliant
in taking her medicatioﬁs and with doing home exercises. Dr Ogoke gave her a physical
examination. His treatment plan was to continue the high dose NSAIDS and muscle relaxant
medications, and to add a tricyclic anti-depressant medication (Elavil). The lumbar £SI #3
procedure was to be done. If there was an incn;:ase in her neck area pain a cervical MRI would
be considered. Dr. Ogoke considered that Pt. L might have a cervical soft tissue injury in the
cervical discs, Pt. L was seen by Dr. Ogoke on June 30, 1998, She reported neck area pain and
headaches at a 3/10 level. She reported that her low back area pain had decreased. She was
scheduled to- have her lumbar ES] #3 procedure at this visit. Due to her progress with the low
back area pain at a reported 0/10 level at this visit with sustained improvement .after the lumbar
ESI #2 procedure, no lumbar ES[ #3 procedure was given. Dr. Ogoke gave her a physical
examination. The diagroses made were: thoracic strain; ccrvical strain; lL_[mbar herniation at L5-
S1 with multilével geﬁeralized bulging of L3-4 and L4-5: sacroiliitis; suprascapular neuralgia;
occipital neuralgia; and, myofascial pain syndrome involving the trapezius. To continue to treat
the neck area pain that also now included upper 'thoracic area discomfort, Dr. Ogoke, with the
written consent of Pt. L, ordered physical therapy bio-electric treatments. She reported no pain
level change after having this first procedure. She was 1o have this 5 times a week for the next 2
weeks. Pt. L received a prescription for Elavil 10 mg. (50) at thi_s visit. (Ex. 43: 6-8/3548-3550;
48-53/3590-3595 & 176/3718 ) |
4. On July I,'1998, Pt. L underwent a physical therapy bioelectric treatment. On July

7, 1998, Pt. L was seen by Dr. Ogoke. She reporteci that the bioelectric treatment had helped.’

She reported her neck area pain as 0/10 and her lower back area pain as 4/10 level. By now she
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had returned to work and thar presented challenges to controlling her low back pain. She did not
report any radiat_ing pain. Dr. Ogoke gave her o physical examination. Pt. [ was given the
lumbar ES] 43 at the L4 and L5 levels because of her low back pain. She was given a renewal of
her current medications of Norflex 100 mg. (30), Naprosyn 500 mg. (30), and Elavil 25 ng. (30).
- She was to be seen in follow-up in a few weeks. Pt L was seen on August 7, 1998 by Dr.
Ogok'c. She reported having “resumed her normal level of function without significant
discomfort.” She reported no pain and a good result from the lumbar ES[ #3 procedure. She had
resumed her normal activities.  She reported taking no medications. Dr. Ogoke gave her a
physical examination. Due to her lack of pain complaints, she was discharged as a patient. (Ex.
43; 5/3547 & 40-47/3582-3589.)
5. Pt L returned to start new care with Dr. Ogoke on September 19, 2002, upon referral

of Dr. George Reynolds, her primary care physician (PCP). She was unemployed. Pt. L
compléted a background questionnaire as she had when she first treated with Dr. Ogoke in 1998.
She signed various forms required of new patients, including a Narcotics Prescription Policy &
Agreement (narcotics agreement). She reported low back pain from moving and lifting furniture
on August 28, 2002. The pain was sharp, shooting and constant. She was taking Vicodin 10 mg.
(“IC hydrocodone + APAP 10/650 tablets.”'’) Medications helAped to relieve the pain, but the
pain would worsen with increased walking, sitting or lifting. She was having trouble sleeping.
She reported a pain level of 9/10 with a better pain level only being 8/10', and a pain level that
would reach 10/10, .The pain radiated into her lower extremities. The pain was negatively
impacting her social life, work, and interpersonal relationships. Prior to this visit, on August 12,

.2002, Pt. L had CT scans of her abdomen and pelvis. These were done to invéstigate her right

"> This is Vicodin 10 mg. (Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol, XV, 2930-31)
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flank and back pain complaints."** Dr. Ogoke had the results of the CT scans and addressed their
findings with Pt. L along with findings from her April 23, 1998 CT scan of the lumbar spine.'*’
Dr. Ogoke did a review of systems and performed a physical examination. He diagnosed:
sacroiliitis; lumbar strain; and, lumbar radiculopathy with a need to rule out herniation. He
prescribed NSAIDs medications, muscle relaxants and tricyclic antidepressants of Elavil 25 mg.
(60), Skelaxin 400 mg. (120}, Lavil 25 mg. (60) and Vioxx 25 mg. (30). He also prescribed
Oxycontin 40 mg. (60) and Vicodin 10 mg. (90). He ordered a physical therapy evaluation. Dr.
Ogoke opined that she needed a lumbar spine MRI and physical therapy bio-electric trcatments.
He scheduled her for a sacroiliac joint (SI} injection. He was considering a series of tumbar
epidural sterioid injections (ESI). He had Pt. L review and sign consent forms for interventional
treatments. Dr. Ogoke secured Pt. L’s medical release to obtain her Mt. Tom Mental Health
Center records. (Ex. 43; 101—110/3643-3652; 172-176/3714-3718; 178-179/3720-3721 & 181-
190/3723-3732, Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VII, 1437, 1444, Dr. Trescot, Vol. XV, 2933)

6. Pt L had a lumbar MR 01.1 September 24, 2002 that showed:

1. Mild disc bulge or herniation and spur formation T11-12 causing flattening of

the dural sac abutting the anterior cord. There may be encroachment upon the

right lateral recess as well. Images are somewhat degraded due to motion.

2. Mild ligamentous hypertrophy L4-5 and L5-S1. MRI of the lumbar spine is
otherwise normal. )

" The August 12, 2002 CT scans revealed:

No evidence of a right-sided urinary calculus. Slight inhomogeneity or slight decreased
attenuation right lobe of liver probably representing slight geographic fatty infiltration.
Utrasound or contrast enhanced CT scan could be obtained if clinically indicated.

No evidence of right sided urinary calculus. Fluid containing structure to the left of uterus
probably velume averaging of the bladder with a left ovarian cyst being much less likely.

(Ex. 43, 179/3721))

% See Pt. L, Finding of Fact #2.
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(Ex. 43: 113/3655; 159/3701; 171/3713 & 177/3719.)

7. Dr. Satwicz found the addition at Pt. L’s September 19, 2002 initial visit with Dr.
Ogoke of the Oxycontin at 40 mg. twice a day to add to the other rﬁedications she was taking to
help her pain, in-cluding adding it to the opioid Vicodin 10 mg., to be an excessive high dose of
this additional opioid without sufficient cause given the NSAIDs, other medications, and Vicodin
she was taking. From his review of Pt. L’s medical record, Dr. Satwicz could not justify this
amount of opioid medication at these doses based on the clinical condition Pt. L presented at this
first visit with “moderate pain ... butt hurts.” Dr. Satwicz concluded that Dr. Ogoke violated the
standard of care in his prescriptions for Pt. L at this first visit. He opined that to put 2 new
patient on a long-acting opioid “for a relatively acute problem” is inappropriate; that this kind of
prescription might only be appropriate a&er. using a trial of short-acting opioids to see the
response (o their use. Dr. Satwicz noted tha-t such a pre-scription of Oxycontin could have
resulted in a “terrific” abuse of this drug by Pt. L, and it flew in the face of any reasonable
prescribing habits in light of the other medications Pt. L was also taking and at a first patient
v'isit. (Dr. Satwicz, Vol. X, 2026-2032, 2035-2036; Vol. XIII, 2593-2594.)

8. Dr. Trescot opined concerning this initial Oxycontin prescription by focusing on the
medical profession’s changing attitude toward the prescribing of Oxycontin. By 2011, the dose
Dr. Ogoke prescribed in 2002 would have been at the high end of an Oxycontin prescription at
an initia-l visit. Although a long-acting opioid, it was considered to be a very risky opioid to
prescribe in a high dose only by about 2005 onward. By then, patients figured out how to
remove the coating on the tablets so that the medication lacked its long-acting release properties.
This made it a \"ery risky opioid for addiction by the patient. It was also not until about 2005 that

Oxycontin was known to have a high street value that would encourage diversion. Dr. Trescot
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opined, that in 2002, Oxycontin was viewed by pain management specialists as a very effective
_ pain control medication that was tolerated well by patients. She found Dr. Ogoke was within the
standard of care for that time period in prescribing Oxycontin at the high dose of 40 mg, at thi_s
first visit because of the great pain Pt. L was experiencing. Dr. Trescot opined that she might
have done the same as Dr. Ogoke did. Pt. L was complaining of 2 pain level as high as 8-10/10
all the time. She told Dr. Ogoke at this visit how those pain symptoms were negatively
impacting her life. Dr. Trescot explained:

My practice has always been to start medicines low and work up when looking at

patients who are in moderate pain. However, this is a patient who by report is in

excruciating pain, and the only person who can make that decision of what dose

to start with is the person who is facing, is face to face with the patient.
Dr. Trescott concluded from the review of Pt. L.’s medical records that Dr. Ogoke was engaging
in on-going monitoring of Pt. L’s condition from this point forward with a treatment plan that he
needed her to agree with. She also had to aéree'to comply with the narcotics agreement and only
take the |medications as he prescribed them. Dr. Trescot concluded that Dr, Ogoke made Pt. L
aware ﬂ}at the Oxycontin 40 mg. was for long-acting pain relieftowa;d getting control of her
high pain level, and that the Vicodin 10 mg. was for her break-through pain. (Dr. Trescott, Vol.
X1V, 2672-73; Vol. XV, 2931-35 & Vol. XVI, 3228-3229.)

9. .On September 27, 2002, Dr, Ogoke gave Pt. L a thoracic ESI #1 with fluoroscopy at
the T12-L1 level. She reported a pain level of 10/10. On October 7, :2002, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. L
a thoracic ESI #2 with fluoroscopy at the T1I-T12 level. She reported a pélin level of 8/10 in her
lower back ar;d left leg. Pt. L received another prescdﬁtion for Vicodin 10 mg. (90). On
October 22, 2002, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. L a thoracic ESi #3 with fluoroscopy at the T5-T6 level.

Pt. L reported pain levels of 8/10 in her low and mid back. She was prescribed Oxycontin 40

mg. (60) and Vicodin 10 mg. (90). (Ex. 43: 92-100/3634-3642; 153-154/3695-3696: 157-
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158/3699-3700; 160/3702; 163-166/3705-3708 & 169-170/3711-3712.)

10. On November 5, 2002, Pt. L was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She complained of a
pain level of 7/10 in her lower back and in her shoulder. She had experienced only a few days of
pain relief from the last thoracic ESI injection. She reported that her leg would give out on‘her,
but that she had not fallen. She reporled not being able to walk without pain and being limited to
walking 10 minutes and sitiing 30 minutes. She reported that the Vicodin and Oxycontin were
helping to control her pain. She had a physical examination and was assessed with: lumbar
radiculopathy; sacroiliitis, lumbar sprain; and, T11-12 mild disc bulging or herniation or spur
formation with mild ligamentous hypertrophy at L4-5 and L5-S1. Pt. L was prescribed Elavil 25
mg. (30), Naprosyn 500 mg. (60), and Skelaxin 400 mg. (90). Physical therapy was ordered.
The treatment plan was for her to have a series of lumbar ESIs. On November 20, 2002, Dr.
Ogoke gave Pt. L a 1umb;1r EST #1 with fluoroscopy at the L3-L4 level. At this visit, she
complained of pain levels of 4-8/10 in her mid and 8/10+n her lower back. Pt. L was prescribed
Oxycontin 40 mg. (60) and Vicodin 10 mg. (90). On- December 4, 2002, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. L a
bilateral SI injection with fluorosopy. Pt. L' complained of a pain level of 8/10 in her back. She
was prescribed Elavil 25 mg. (30), Naprosyn 500 mg. (60), and Zanaflex 4 mg. (90). On
December 18, 2002, Pt. L had a lumbar ESI #2 with fluoroscopy at the L3-S1 level. Pt L
reported a pain level in her back of 8/10 with “about 25% relief” from the lumbar EST #1. She
was prescribed Oxycc.)ntin 40 mg. (60) and Vicodin 10 mg. (90). Dr. Ogoke’s office completed a
disability evaluation form for Pt. L on or about December 20, 2002. Pt. L, was claiming: “LBP
[low back pain], PTSD, depression, anxiety.” Dr. Ogoke’s office offered iﬂomgtion pertaining
only to Pt. L’s physical condition limitations. (Ex. 43: 80-31/3622-3633; 124-131/3666-3673;

134-135/3676-3677; 139-143/3681-3685; 146-149/3688-3691; 151-152/3693-3694 & 157-158/
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3699-3700.)

1. Pt. L was scen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on January 15, 2003. She reported a [;ain level
of 8/1Q level in her lower back, left side and hip, with pain radiating into her lefi leg. She
reported limited pain relief of a few days {rom the lumbar ESI #2 done on December 20, 2002.
A physical exémination was performed. She was assessed with the same conditions of: lumbar
Spra-in; lumbar radiculopathy; sacroiliitis; and, T11-12 mild disc bulging or herniation or spur
formation with mild ligamentous hypertrophy at L.4-5 and L5-S1 levels. The treatment plan for
Pt. L was to have the lumbar ESI #3 done as SOOI’II as possible, and then to consider a facgt
diagnostic injection if necessary to help control the pain. After that, if needed, a radio frequency
lesioning procedure wmljld be considered. Pt. [.’s medications were renewed of Elavil 25 mg,.
(30), Oxycontin 40 mg. (60), Vicodin 10 mg. (90), Zanaflex 4 mg. (90), and Naprosyn 300 mg.-
(60). On February 6, 2003, Pt. L. was prescribed Oxycontin 40 mg. (60), Vicodin 10 mg. (90),
Naprosyn 500 mg. (60), Elavil 25 mg. (30), and Zanaflex 4 mg. (90). In early March 2003, Pt. L
was seeking social security disability benefits. Dr. Ogoke filled out forms to help her with this
claim. On or about March 14, 2003, Pt. L sought a transfer of all her medical records from Dr.
Ogoke to her PCP. On June 26, 2003, Pt. L signed a form to have Dr. Qgoke reccive all her
medical records.'*® (Ex. 43: 78-79/3620-3621; 112/3654 & 114-123/3656-3665.)

Conclusion and Recommendation
- The BORM’s Statement of Allegations charges Dr. Ogoke with‘over-prescribing opioid
medication Ifor Pt. L when she returned to treat with him in Septembe; 2002, specifically

prescribing Oxycontin 40 mg. to take twice a day, renewing the Vicodin 10 mg. she was already

"“* The sending out of Pt. L's medical records with Dr. Ogoke to her PCP in March 2003, and for her -

signing a release of all her medical records in June 2003 to Dr, Ogoke, was not explained in the medical
records or through testimony. How her care ended with Dr. Ogoke does not appear in the medical records
(Exhibit 43), and no testimony was provided to explain the end of her care with Dr. Ogoke.
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laking, and also adding NSA[D, tricyclic anti—de-pressants, and muscle relaxant medications. Pt.
L reported her pain complaints to Dr. Ogoke at this visit to be at an 8-10/10 level. She reported
suffering in her interpersonal relationships, and in her social and work lives due to the pain. She
had returned for care with Dr. Ogoke upon referral by her PCP. This onset of pain had followed
arecent heavy lifting episode in August 2002. The BORM did not prove these charges.

Dr. Satwicz supported the claim of the BORM that the pres.cribing Dr. Ogoke did at this
visit in September 2002 was in violation of the standard of care; that Pt. 1.’s clinical condition
was one of moderate pain not warrantihg a high initial dose of the long-acting opioid, Oxycontin,
along with Vicodin 10 mg. For Dr. Satwicz, Pt. L. should have been tried on justl short-acting
opioids for awhile, and not initially started on the long-acting opioid of Oxycontin at the high
dose of 40 mg. to take twice a day, especially in light of the Vicodin 10 mg. she was already
taking and the large amount of NSAID, muscle relaxant, and tricyclic anti-depressant
medications also being prescribed at this initial evaluation. In addition to his concerns about the
high dose of opioids Pt. L was suddenly prgscribed and the side-effects that could occur from
any of the other medications she was also to be taking, Dr. Satwicz was concerned that
Oxycontin was -a drug of abuse and diversion that should be avoided when not necessary for pain
m&ﬁagement freatment.

In contrast, Dr. Trescot credibly explained that in September 2002, Oxyconiin was not
viewed as a drug too risky to prescribe due to its addictive effects and high street value to sell.
She noted that in 2002, Oxycontin was viewed as an easy to take medication that worked without
troublesome side-effects, and that as a long-acting opioid, it was not carrying the risk of being

very addictive. Dr. Trescot explained that it was not until about 2005 that the addictive and risky

features of Oxycontin emerged with patients figuring out how to remove the outer coating of the
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tablet to make it a fast-acling opi.oid. Only then did the medical profession recognize the risk of
addiction and diversion. Dr. Trescot thought it significant that the medical records showed that
Dr. Ogoke was monitoring Pt. L’s use of her prescribed medications, and that she had signed the
narcotics agreement,

At the time Dr. Ogoke issued the prescription for Oxycontin 40 mg. to take twice a day,
Dr. Trescot opined that this was reasonable foliowing the comprehensive initial evaluation of Pt.
L. Dr. Trescot found support in Pt. L’s medical records that showed Dr. Ogoke’s assessment of
" her pain complaints as high with no adequate pain control achieved on her existing medications.
Dr. Trescot noted that her PCP referred her to Dr. Ogoke for pain management care.

The prescription of Oxycontin is the only allegation made against Dr. E)goke that
involved a chargé that he violated a standard of care with Pt. L. Dr. Trescot focused on Pt. L
having severe pain complaiﬁts that gave her a diminished quality of life, and thus concluded that
it was appropriate for Dr. Ogoke to have prescribed a long-acting opioid that would provide not
spikes in pain control, but ongoing pain control for Pt. L’s 8-10/10 unabéted pain levels.
Although Dr. Satwicz’s assessment was of Pt L. having moderate pain, Dr. Trescot opined that
she might well have prescribed as Dr. Ogoke had at that September 2002 evaluation given Pt. L’s
severe, umeleﬁting pain. Dr. Trescot emphasized that it is the specialist pain management
physician who is best able to determine the patient’s need forr pain control.

The incident that triggered Pt. L returning to see Dr. Ogoke on September 19, 2002 for
pain management care was about one month earlier when she moved and lifted fumniture. She
had troublesome lower back pain by the next day. At the September 19, 2002 initial evaluation,
Pt. L reported to Dr. Ogoke a pain level of 9/10 with sharp shooting and constaﬁt pain. She

explained that at best the pain was at the 8/10 level, and at worse at the 10/10 level. She reported
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feeling pins and needles in her low back area, and that the pain would go into her legs. She
reported that the pain medicine she was taking made the pain better, but miid activities worsened
the pain such as walking, lifting, or sitting. She was having trouble sleeping. She reportedvthat
her social interactions and family relationships had become strained.

Alter giving Pt L a review of symptoms and a physical examination, nothing in the
report of this initial evaluation includéd any findings by Dr. Ogoke that Pt. L was.exaggerating
her pain, or that her clinical examination did not correlate with the severity of her pain
complaints. The report of this evalualion does not mention that Pt. L had previously treated with
Dr. Ogoke for 16w back pain in 1998, but the report included findings from the August 1998
lumbar CT scan done while Pt. L was in Dr, Ogoke’s care. Also included in the report of this
September 2002 evaluation were the results of CT scans of the abdomen and pelvis done in
August 2002, The carlier treatments Pt. L had with Dr. Ogoke in 1998 went well. Pt. L was
compliant with her treatment 'plan. She ended up getting good pain control and having no further
need for Dr. Ogoke’s expert pain management care.

In the September 2002 evaluation report, Dr. Ogoke discussed his review of systems and
examination results, and the patient interview and questionnaire answers. Dr. Ogoke prescribed
Pt. L, not only the Oxycorltin.-‘fO mg. to take twice a day, but he continued her on the short-acting
Vicodin 10 mg. she was already taking when she came to him. He also added NSAIDs, muscle
relaxants and tricyclic anti-depressants. The treatment plan with this médication regimen was to
review her condition on them and titrate them.as needed. Dr. Ogoke also wanted Pt. L. to have
physical therapy, bioelectric treatments, and to ha}ve a lumbar MRI. He wanted to schedule her
for an SI injection, and to consider giving her lumbar ESIs. The medical records show that Pt. L

was seen again by Dr. Ogoke as soon as September 27, October 7, and October 22, 2002, and she
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received intervemi-onal procedures. The Oxycontin and Vicodin prescriptions were continued at
the same dases with no changes made to them after this initial September 20, 2002 evaluation.

A review of Pt. L’s course of care with Dr. Ogoke from 1998 and then from September
2002 until February 2003 showed that she took not just opioid and other pain medications, but
had interventional procedures and physical therapy treatments that were reported in her medical
records as providing her with pain relief. The medical records did not show a change in her pain
medications, including no increases in the Vicodin or Oxycontin doses.

Against this background, [ was persuaded by Dr. Trescot that in 2002, Oxycontin was
viewgd as a useful drug to prescribe for strong pain symptoms, and that the great risks associated
with the drug only became clearer by 200S. Dr. Satwicz never addressed what the medical
profession knew in 2002 about Oxycontin prescribing. He also did not explain why, if there was
no reason to doubt Pt. L had a high pain level upon coming to Dr. Ogoke in September 2002,
Dr. Ogoke’s prescription of a long-acting opioid that was known to be effective and easy to take,
was prescribing in violation of the standard of care at that time. The dose was high at 4Q meg.,
but the pain level Pt. L be?ievably reporied was also very high and negatively impacting her
mobility and her quality of life.

Dr. Satwicz’s expert testimony failed to address whether Dr. Ogoke’s continuing
treatment of Pt. [ had any bearing on the question of the propriety of his initial prescription of
Oxycontin. Dr. Ogoke saw Pt. L a number of tim;as soon after September 20, 2002 to review
whether interventional procedures were reducing her pain level, whether the prescription
regimen was reducing her pain leve!, and whether the prescripticn regimen needed to be titrated.
This course of events, showing Dr. Ogoke was aware that he needed to monitor Pt. L’s

medication treatment regimen, and in light of Dr. Trescot’s persuasive information concerning
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the use of Oxycontin in 2002 for pain management, has overcome Dr. Satwicz’s opinion that the
initial prescription of Oxycontin was inappropria_te. The BORM has failed to meet its burden of
proof that Dr. Ogoke violated the standard of care in his prescription in September 2002 of
Oxycontin to be taken twice a day.

The course of care that Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. L starting in 1998 and then covering
September 2002 through prescriptions written in February 2003, showed that Pt.-L was
compliant in meeting her treatment plan obligations, and that Dr. Ogoke made no clinical
findings questioning her high pain complaints. There were no medical records I could locate
about why Pt. L’s care with Dr. Ogoke ended or exactly when it ended. There was no proof that
Pt. L was found to have violated her narcotics agreement, for instance, or that she refused further
interventional treatments as a reason why her care with Dr. Ogoke ended. Nothing in Pt. L’s
medical record or in the testimony presented showed that Pt. I. became addicted to ‘her opiold
medication, diverted it, or developed a dangerous tolerance to the medication while she was in
Dr. Ogoke’s care. No evidence showed that Pt. L was engaged in drug-seeking behavior or ever
became addicted to Oxycontin, and thus, no reason on these grounds to question Dr. Ogoke’s

prescription of Oxycontin at her return visit with him in 2002.
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Paticnt M

Summary

Patient (P1.) M did not testify. No complaint by Pt. M to the Board of Registration in
Medicine was presented. {Ex. 83.)

In the Statement of Allegations, Dr. Ogoke was charged with practicing medicine in
violation of the standard of care as follows:

At Pt. M’s first visit, Dr. Ogoke inappropriately prescribed high doses of opioids

for Pt. M’s clinical condition.

Dr. Ogoke failed 1o identify the doses and adjustments 1o opioid prescriptions he
-gave Pt. M in the reports of Pt. M’s office visits.

The facts the BORM alleged to support its allcgations included the following;

I Patient M was born in November 1969. He suffered a fall on January 21, 2001 as a

truck driver while “trying to raise a trailer to get his truck under.” After this fall, Pt. M continued

Pt. M treated with Dr. Ogoke from May 2002 into October 2003 for back
and hip pain complaints.

Dr. Ogoke’s diagnoses for Pt. M included: post-laminectomy syndrome
lumbar spine; sacroiliitis; lumbar radiculopathy; cervical strain; and,
myofascial pain syndrome.

Dr. Ogoke treated Pt. M with a combination of pain medications.
Included were the opioids; Percocet, Duregesic "(Fentanyl) Patch, and
Vicodin. He also treated Pt. M with interventional procedures, including
epidural steroid injections, sacroiliac joint injections, and transforaminal
injections.

Pt. M came to Dr. Ogoke not taking any opioid medications. As a result
of the initial evaluation, Dr. Ogoke prescribed Duregesic (Fentanyl) Patch
at 50 mcg., Vicodin, non-steriodal anti-inflammatory drugs (NSAID),
muscle relaxants, and tricyclic anti-depressant medications.

Based on Pt. M’s clinical condition at the time of Pt. M’s initial
evaluation, it was excessive to prescribe the Duregesic (Fentanyl) Patch at
50 mcg., in combination with Vicodin, non-steroidal anti-inflammatory
drugs, muscle relaxants, and tricyclic anti-depressant medications.

Dr. Ogoke did not identify the doses and adjustments of opioids he
prescribed for Pt. M within his reports of visits.

Findings of Fact
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driving, and experienced pain and weakness in his lower extremities. He collided into an object
al a toll booth. In May 2001, he had a surgical decompression LS-Sl’ discectomy with fusion,
Conservative management for his subsequent continuing pain symptoms did not help. He had
some injection treatments and took Vicodin. On December 26, 2001, Pt. M had a lumbar spine
MRI due to about six weeks of bilateral leg pain and numbness. The result was cémpared to a
‘March 18,2001 lumbar spine MRI. The resuits showed:

[Tlhere 1s a transitional vertebra, which is thought to represent a partially

lumbarized S1, which is consistent with the prior numbering pattemn. Given this

numbering system the patient is noted to be status-post lefi hemi-laminectomy

and probable partial discectomy at L5-S1 without cvidence of residual or

recurrcnt disc herniation or central spinal stenosis. There is mild [umbar

spnoylosis, degenerative disc changes as well as post-operative changes,
On January 24, 2002, Dr. Arnold J. Rossi, a neurosurgeon, reported his opinion that Pt. M might
reasonably undergo a decompression, discectomy and fusion because conservative treatments
had failed to provide relief from increasing pain following his right L5-S1 discectomy. Dr. Rossi
mentioned in his report that Pt. M was taking “Vicodin three or four times a day.” Pt. M was
referred to Dr. Ogoke for his ongoing pain symptoms by his primary care physician (PCP}, and
Dr. Ogoke evaluated Pt. M on May 1, 2002. He took a medical and social history, became aware
of the accident, the subsequent fusion surgery, the pain management treatments, and the results
of the diagnostic tests done. Dr. Ogoke had Pt. M complete a number of new patient forms,'*’
including a questionnaire revealing his work, social, and medical history along with current pain
‘complaints and medications he was taking. Pt. M described his pain at a 10/10 level and that the

pain level could reach “20/10.” Pt. M reported that he was not taking any medications for his

pain. He denied any drug or alcohol abuse. Pt. M reported back, leg and head pain. Due to his

" I could not locate within Pt, M’s medical records (Exhibit 43) a copy of a Narcotics Prescription Policy

& Agreement (narcotics agreement) signed by Pt. M on May 1, 2002 when he signed other new patient
forms. ‘
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pain Pt. M reported not being able to work, having a very diminished social life, and having
problematic family relationships, including with his children. Dr. Ogoke produced a thorough
report on his evaluation of Pt. M. He did a revicw of systems and gave a physical examination.
He diagnosed: post-lumbarspine laminectomy syndrome; severe sacroiliitis; lumbar spondylosis;
lumbar radiculopathy; lumbar disc bulge at L5-S$1; cervical strain; and, cervical radiculitis with a
need to rule out a herniation. Dr. Ogoke’s treatment plan was to give Pt. M three lumbar
epidural steroid injcctions (ESI) with reviews of how helpful they were for pain relief, and to
give a sacroiliac joint (S1) injection after the lumbar ESI #1. Dr, Ogoke held open the possibility
of giving Pt. M an epidurogram and a lysis of adhesion procedure. He started Pt. M on high dose
NSAIDs, muscle relaxants, and tricyclic anti-depressant medications (Zanaflex 2 mg. (90), Elavil
50 mg. (30), and Bextra 10 mg. (30)). He also prescribed opioids; a Duregesic (Fentanyl) Patch
50 meg. (10)to use every 19 hours for long-actling pain relief, and Vicodin ES (extra strength) |
(90) as needed for break-through pain relief in light of Pt. M’s severe pain complaints. Dr.
Ogoke ordered a physical therapy evaluation with treatment for the low back and neck, including
Bioelectric treatment, followed by a review. This treatment plah was explained- to Pt. M who
agreed to it. The referring physician, Dr. Ramano, was sént a copy of the report of this initial
“visit. (Ex. 43:41-51/3774-3784; 113/3846; 115-126/3848-3859 & 1259/3862.)
2. Dr. Ogoke did not view the medication he prescribed for Pt. M at the May 2,
2002 initial visit as excessive. He conclufded Pt. M was in need of medication that wou?d
alleviate the very high pain level he was experiencing. He was -aware that Pt. M had tried
Vicodin for pain relief. (Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VII, 1451, 1454, 1456.) -
3. Dr. Trescot opined that the medications Dr. Ogoke prescribed for Pt. M at the May 2,

2002 initial visit were not excessive given the severe pain complaints that Pt. M presented. At
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the time Dr. Ogoke saw him, Pt. M had undergone back surgery about one year prior, with no
back pain relief. He-had been taking Vicodin three or four times a day at least as recently as
Tanuary 2002 when he was seen by Dr. Rossi, the neurosurgeon. For Dr. Trescot, even if Pt M
had stopped using the Vicedin or other medications he may have been prescribed belore his visit
with Dr. Ogoke, he came to Dr. Ogoke with pain not sufficiently relieved by that Vicodin or by
any other pain medication he may have taken. In addition, Pt. M reported on-going pain at a
levels of 8-10/10 to as high as 20/10 at times. Dr. Trescot concluded that Dr. Ogoke’s plan was
to get Pt. M’s pain level under control by providing him with the medications he did at this first
visit.  This included providing not just short-acting opioid pain relief, but long-acting slow
release opioid pain relief using the Duregesic Patch, His treatment plan for Pt. M was to monitor
his progress with pain relicf, have Pt. M do physical therapy treatments, and also give Pt. M
interventional procedures. Given Pt. M’s diminished quality of life due to his severe pain, and in
light of Dr. Ogoke’s justified trcatment plan, Dr. Trescot opined that Dr. Ogoke’s prescribing all
the doses and kinds of medications he did, including the Duragesic Patch at 50 mcg. and the
Vicodin-ES, was not a violation of the standard of care. (Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. XV,
2941-2942; Vol. X1, 2600.)

4. Dr. Satwicz opined that the medications Dr..Ogoke prescribed to Pt. M at his first
evaluation que excessive. Dr. Satwicz understood that Pt. M wa.s not taking any medications
when he saw Dr. Ogoke, so that he was opioid naive at the time. Dr. Satwicz maintained this
label as correct for Pt. M, even though Pt. M had been taking Vicodin in January 2002. To Dr.
Satwicz there were too many high dose medications prescribed all at once, including the opioids
of Vicodin at the ES dose, not at the lower level, and the Duragesic Patch at 50 mcg., a higher

than usual initial patch dose. Dr. Satwicz opined that proper prescribing would not have:
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included so many medications at high doses for Pt. M to take suddenly; that doing so was
improper practicing of medicine in violation of the standard of care. Dr. Satwicz opined that it is

proper procedure for pain management specialists to start off a patient with pain medications,

" particularly opioids, at the low dose level. Dr. Satwicz opined:

Opioids are renowned as drugs of use and of diversion. I’s a huge problem

everywhere. The same with muscle relaxants ... drugs of significant potential

abuse. The diversion rate and the abuse rates of those are very, very common,

and these drugs given to a patient all at once in the first ofﬁce visit without trying

the lower-level ones, that is inappropriate to prescribe.
He took issue with prescribing for Pt. M so many other new non-opioid medications at high
doses. Dr. Satwicz opined that nothing in any medical records he saw on Pt.”M provided
sufficient support for the kind of excessive prescribing that Dr. Ogoke did at this initial visit,
even accepting that Pt. M reported he was in “very high” pain. Dr. Satwicz explained:

He [Pt. M] has not been tried on opioids. He has not had an opioid trial at all. He

hasn’t had a trial of anything and he has been prescribed the non-steroidals, the

muscle relaxants. There are many issues surrounding the use of muscle relaxants.

Tricyclic anti-depressants and the two opioids, all in one visit for neck and back

pain. [ think this is gross overdose of medication for this gentleman.
(Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. XII, 2194-2199, 2207-2210; Vol. XIII, 2598-2605 &
Vol. XV, 2937-2942 )

5. Pt. M had lumbar spine x-rays on May 8, 2002 that showed: “Grade I retrolisthesis at
L5 - transitional without instability”, and “normal variant segmentation.” (Ex. 43, 57/3790.)

6. Pt M was again seen by Dr. Ogoke on September 3, 2002.'*® He was complaining

of a pain level of 10/10 in his low back and right hip area with shooting pains. He complained of

numbness in his legs. He reported that his right leg gave way while he was in a store. He went

"“¥ I could not locate any medical records or prescriptions written, between May and September 2002. On
May 6, 2002, Pt. M’s insurer informed Dr. Ogoke that Pt. M was authorized for ten visits between April
23 and October 23, 2002. (Ex. 43, 114/3847)
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to the emergency room, but was not givén any particular treatment there. Dr. Qgoke gave a
physical examination. His impressions were: post-lamincctomy syndrome at L3; sacroiliitis;
lumbar spine radiculopathy and an L35-S1 bulge; lumbar spine spondylosis; cervical strain; and,
cervical radiculitis. The treatment plan was to do a lumbar ESI and then an SI injection. [He
prescribed Bextra and Elavil. Pt, M signed the narcotics agreement. Dr. Ogoke also ordered
physical therapy treatments for the back. He went over the May 2002 lumbar spine x-rays with
Pt. M. Pt.- M had undergone a lumbar ESI in July 2002, but not with Dr. Ogoke. On SCptémbcr
11, 2002, Pt. M signed forms showing hevunderstood what was involved in an ES1 procedure,
signed a consent form, and Dr. Ogoke gave him a lumbar ESI procedure with fluoroscopy at the
L3-S1 levels. Pt. M reported before the p-rocedure that his pain level was 8/10 in the low back
with shooting pains in the hip and leg. Oni September 20, 2002, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. M a bilateral
SI injection with fluoroscopy. He came to the office reporting a pain level of 7/10 in his low
back and legs. At this visit, he was prescribed Vicodin ES (90). By September 20, 2002, Pt. M
was only receiving Elavil, Bextra, and Vicodin ES. (Ex. 43:32-40/3765-3773; 100/3833 & 102-
112/3835-3845)

7. Pt. M did not return for visits to Dr. Qgoke’s office before he underwent back
- surgery on December 9, .2002. On March 3, 2003, he had a lumbar spine MRI that revealed:

A metallic transpedicular posterior plate screw device obsures detail at L4-5 and

L5-S1 ... The remainder of the lumbar spine is normal in appearance. No disc

herniation is demonstrated ... There appears to be partially obscured fluid in the

soft tissue posterior to L4-L5, which although not entirely specific, most likely

represents a pest-operative seroma.
Pt. M saw Dr. Ogoke on March 18, 2003. He reported a 10/10 pain level in his lower back. He

complained that the pain worsened since the surgery. He reported becoming nauseous using

morphine for pain relief. By now, Dr. Ogoke had the results of the March 2003 lumbar MRI that
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to him showed evidence of an L4-5 seroma, possibl.y post-operative. Pt. M was to be seen by his
surgeon on April 21, 2003. Dr. Ogoke did a review of systems and gave a physical examination.
He ordered Sensory Nerve Conduction Threshold Testing for Pt. M to address his lumbar
‘ radiculopathy. s.ymptoms. He diagnosed: post-laminectomy syndrome; sacroiliitis; lumbar
radicutopathy; and, cervical strain resolved. Dr. Ogoke’s treatment plan was to give Pt. M an SI
injection as soon as possible, and wait until the seroma issue resolved before scheduling any
lumbar ESl injections. Dr. Ogoke prescribed lumbar physical therapy treatments. He prescn’béd
Zonegran 100 mg. (45), Ultracet (90), Elavil 50 mg. (30), EC Naprosyn 500 mg. (60), Skeléxin
400 mg. (90), and Percocet 10/325 mg. (90). The trcaln-wnt plan included monitoring Pt. M’s
progress in addressing his pain. On March 21, 2003, Dr. Ogoke gave Pi. M a bilateral SI
injection with fluoroscopy. Pt. M signed the forms that explained the procedure as well as the
consent form to have the procedure. At this visit, he reported a pain leve[_ of 10/10 in his back
with pain radiating into his ankles and toes. On March 24, 2003, with a pain complairﬁ ol 10/10
in the back that sometimes radiated up the back as well as into his lower extremities, Dr. Ogoke
gave Pt. M a lumbar ESI injection with fluoroscopy at the 1.4-5, L5-S1 levels. Pt. M was
prescribed Zydone (90) at this visit. (Ex. 43: 22-31/3755-3764; 84-86/3817-3819, 89-92/3822-
3825 & 94-98/3827-3831.)

8. Pt. M was seen by Dr. Ogoke on April 2, 2003. He complained of a pain level of
$/10 in his neck and a “20/10” pain level in his low back. Pt. M described numbness and
burning in his right big toe as well as numbness in the right late.ral leg “.consistcnt with the L5
dermatome that goes into the right foot.” He reported that the low back pain goes up into the
area between his shoulder blades and into the right side of hils neck. He reported that the Zydone

medication and physical therapy treatments were not helping. He reported suffering no new
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inj-uries or falls. Pt. M was very anxious. Dr. Ogoke did a review of systems and gave a physical
examination. Me diagnosed: post lamineétomy syndrome; sacroiliitis, aggrava'ted cervical strain;
lumbar spine radiculopathy; and, myofascial pain syndrome in the thoracic and cervical muscles.
Dr. Ogoke’s treatment plan was to do a lumbar ESI on April 4, 2003, continue récently started
physical theraéy, take oral medicatioﬁs, and monitor progress. At this visit, Pt. M was prescribed
Percocet 10/325 mg. (90). On April 14, 2003, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. M the lumbar ESI injection
with fluoroscopy at the L5-S1 level. He came to this visit reporting a pain level of 8/10 in his
lower back. At this visit, he was prescribed Percocet 10/325 mg. (90) and lZydone (90). Pt. M
was seen by Dr. Ogoke on April 30, 2003. After reporting h'e had about five days of pain relief
down about 40% from what it had been, Pt. M explained that his pain level was again at a level
of 10/10. He asked for stronger medications for pain relief. Dr. Ogoke explained that his kind of
neuropathic pain does not respond well to-high doses of narcotics that he tried in the past. Dr.
Ogoke’s treatment plan was to do an epidurogram and then a lysis of adhesions procedure at the
lumbar level. Because Pt. M had not kept his physica_l therapy appointments on March 25 and
April 1, 2003, Dr. Ogéke counseled Pt. M on the nced to b¢ compliant in doing the physical
therapy treatments. Dr. Ogoke gave a physical examination. He assessed Pt. M with: post-
laminectomy syndrome; sacroiliitis; lumbar spine radiculopathy; an aggravated cervical strain;
and, a myofascialApain sync%rome in the thoracic and cervical muscles. Pt. M was prescribed
Zydone (90), Zonegran 100 mg. (90), and Elavil 100 mg. (30}, (Ex. 43: 10-12/3743-3745; 13-
21/3748-3754 & 79-83/3812-3816.)

9. Pt. M was seen by Dr. Ogoke on October 13, 2003."° He complained of a pain level

¥ It is not clear whether Pt. M continued his care with Dr, Ogoke between April 30, 2003 and this visit

of October 13, 2003. I could not locate any medicai records (Exhibit 43) covering this time span. In
April 2003, Dr. Ogoke sought insurer authorization for Pt. M to have six visits, but I could not locate any
record showing that this was allowed. (Ex. 43, 13-14/3746-3747.)
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of 10/10 in his low back thal radiated into the lower extremities. Pt. M wondered if something
was wrong with his lumbar spine fusion operation. Dr. Ogoke gave him a physical examination.
- He prescribed Norflex 100 mg. (60), Elavil 50 mg. (60), and Roxicet (Percocet) 5/325 mg. (60).
Dr. Ogoke continued to prescribe lumbar spine pilysicai therapy treatments. On October 16,
2003, Pt. M had a lumbar spine MRI that showed: post-operative decompression and spinal
fusion at L3-S1; post-operative epidural fibrosis at this level (loljsally and particularly to the
right; a post-operative fluid collection in the laminectomy gap nearly resolved representing the
seroma condition; and, no other significant findings. On the same day, Pt. M has a thoracic spine
MRI that showed a minimal generalized disc bulge at T5-6, T8-9 with an otherwise
unremarkable exam. This MRI was compared to a prior March 5, 2Q03 radiograph. On October
20,2003, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. M a lumbar transforminal EST on the right side with fluoroscopy at
the L3, L4 and L5 levels. Pt M complained that day of a 6/10 pain level. He was also very
Aagitated and anxious. He was prescribed Ativan for use for the next procedure. Pt. M saw Dr.
Ogoke on October 22, 2003. He reported low back and shoulder pain. He believed the Roxicet
(Percocet) was not working. He was seeking a note to excuse him from work which Dr. Ogoke
gave him. On October 23, 2003, .Pt. M has a cervical spine MRJ that showed: C3-4 and C4-5
right sided uncinated hypertrophy and right sided neural foramina narrowing; C5-6 disc
osteophyte complex without significant spinal canal stenosis or neural foramin.a narrowing;
spinal canal with a normal diameter; spinal cord with a normal signal and morphology; and, no
parvertebral soft tissue swells. On October 27, 2003, Pt. M had Sensory Nerve Conduction and
Threshold Testing.'® (Ex. 43: 4-9/3737-3742; 55-56/3788-3789; 58-68/3791-3801 & 70-

77/3803-3810.)

P01 found no medical records (Exhibit 43) to address if Pt. M stopped care with Dr. Ogoke after October
27,2003, There were no later dated medical records on Pt. M that I couid locate.
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- 10. Dr. Ogoke’s written reports on Pt. M’s visits did not consistently list the names of the
opioid medications being prescribed at each visit with inclusion of the dose and amount. These
reports did not always explain why particular opicid medications were being prescribed in the
particular doses and amounts. Not to list with specificity the details of each prescription within a
visit report when the prescription was written, was Dr, Ogoke’s practice and not unique to Pt. M,
Instead, he would make a copy of the prescription to keep in the patient’s medical records. (Exs.
C 43 & 84)

1. Dr. Satwicz viewed Pt. M as an opioid naive patient when he first saw Dr. Ogoke and
was prescribed opioid medications. He was particularly concerned that Dr. Ogoke prescribed the
Duregesic (Fentanyl) Patch at 50 meg. at this initial visit. He felt to start this patch should have
been done at the lowest dose and not at this higher level. Dr. Satwicz would not have prescribed
Fentanyl as a first-line opioid drug for Pt. M, especially given the opioid prescription for Vicodin
ES that Pt. M was also given at this first visit. He opined that this was too much narcotic for Pt.
M based on Pt. M’s clinical findings. Dr. Satwicz explained:

[T]he package insert [for the Duragesic Patch] is very clear on this, [to use] after

other oral modalities have failed. And starting at a dose of 50 micrograms in an

opioid-naive person ... is at least twice what would be appropriate. The 25

microgram patch is typically the starting dose ... in 2002 ... The same with

Vicodin ES ... he has not had an opioid trial at all ... and he has been prescribed

the non-steroidals ... all in one visit for neck and back pain. | think this is gross

overdose of medication-for this gentleman.

Dr. Satwicz concluded that Dr. Ogoke did not follow the standard of care in pain management
because he should have started prescribing with lower doses of less strong pain medications to
see if they provided adequate pain relief instead of simply using strong narcotics and a lot of

medications, including the non-opioid medications, all at once. Dr. Satwicz opined that Dr.

Ogoke failed to evaluate the effectiveness of potentially adequate less problematic medications.

407



Bdd. Regisiration in Medicine v. Qgoke, MD . RM-09-663

For Dr. Satwicz: “Any opioid, and this is a key point, is started as a trial. s not an end
treatment in [and] of itself, it’s a trial.” Dr. Satwicz opined:

[W]hen that trial is undertaken, we have to be véry aware of the side effecls or the

issues associated with opioids. And there is a myriad of things that opioids and’

their chronic use can do, and we have to be very aware of those and waich for

those, monitor that and include that monitoring in our follow-up notes when we

see those patients back. '

Dr. Satwicz acknowledged that he did not find another prescription written for the Duragesic
Patch in Pt. M’s medical records. (Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. IX, 1712, 1719-1720; Vol.
XI1, 2195-2200-2210 & Vol. X111, 2598-2605.)

12. Dr. Satwicz opined that Dr. Ogoke violated the standard of care in the practice of
medicine by not providing in his .visit reports, details about the dosage levels and amounts of the
medications he was prescribing to Pt. M. Dr. Satwicz aiso concluded that Dr. Ogoke should
have described the changes made to the medications prescribed at each visit with Pr. M,
including an explanation within the visit reports of why any changes were made. Dr. Satwicz
opined these failures were an issue of importance for any other physician involved in Pt. M’s
care who was trying to learn what occurred at any particular visit with Dr. Ogoke. Dr. Satwicz
opined that continuity of care requires this kind of information within medical records. For Dr.
Satwicz, this meant Pt. M’s medical records had to be legible, even if in handwriting, including
the prescription information. Dr. Satwicz concluded that because Dr. Ogoke was not Pt. M’s
primary care physician (PCP), Pt. M’s actual PCP and Pt. M’s other treating physicians, should
ilave been at all times able to read a visit report and gain the information they needed, including
full prescription information, without having to try to locate a copy of a prescription to match up

to the date of an office visit or report. Dr. Satwicz concluded Dr. Ogoke was not at all times able

to provide legible medical records containing the opioid prescribing history readily discernable
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so other physicians could learn why particular opioids and doses of them were prescribed at any
given time, (Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol IX, 1670-1676, 1689-1692, 1702-1704, 1712,
1719-1723; Vol. XII, 2194-2210, 2292, 2406-2407 & Vol. XI1I; 2598-2605.)
13. Dr. Trescot concluded from the medical records that Pt. M did not comé to Dr.

Ogoke as opioid natve at the first visit in early May 2002. She understood that Pt. M had taken
Vicodin three or four times a day at least in and around January 2002. For Dr. Trescot, Pt. M did
not revert to being opioid naive because he was not on pain medication at his frst visit with Dr.
Ogoke in early May 2002. As support for this assessment, Dr. Trescot noted that Pt. M reported
to Dr. Ogoke that Vicodin had not helped to relieve his pain level, and the medical records
revealed that he had been taking Vicodin in January 2002. For Dr. Trescot, the high degree of
pain Pt. M described and reported to Dr. Ogoke in May 2002 at His mitial visit was a significant
factor in Dr. Ogoke’s decision to prescribe opioids for Pt. M. Dr. Ogoke gave a comprehensive
cvaluation with detailed impressions reached, and only then decided to prescribe Pt. M a number
of medications at this first visit that included two opioids. Pt. M was prescribed anti-
inflammatory medications, muscle relaxants, trycyclic anti-depressants, and a transdermal or
through-the-skin Duregesic (Fentanyl) patch for slow release of pain medication along with
Vicodin for break-through pain. Dr. Trescot concluded that this prescribing was within the
standard of care in the practice of pain management medicine in light of all these factors. To Dr.
Trescot, this careful use of opicids was not overloading Pt. M with short-actiné narcotics. In
addition, the medical records revealed to Dr. Trescot that Pt. M’s treatment with this medication
regimen was well monitored by Dr. Ogoke. Dr. Trescot grounded her Opi’nion as within the
ASIPP Guidelines for prescribing for non-cancer chronic pain. She explained how the long-

acting opioid patch would not have given Pt. M the “buzz” associated with “addiction” that
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shorl—aéting opioids could have. Dr. Trescot maintained that concerns about patients being able
_to remove the long-acting features of these opioids to expericnce that buzz did not begin to be
recognized until about 2005, and this concern was not an issue with the Duregesic Patch because
it was put on the skin. Dr.. Trescot Further opined that when Dr. Ogoke issued the opioid
prescriptions in May 2002 to Pt. M, there werc no fixed tables available for a physician to
determinc Speéitic opioid doses to prescribe. She opined that the particular opioid doéagcs for
patients were, |

extraordinarily variable ... not based on weight but rather based on how the

patient absorbs the medicine, how the body metabolizes the medicine, what type

of pain problem they have. Different pain problems tespond differently to

different opioids. And it depends on the other medications that they are taking.

So there is a genetic component and there is a pharmacologic component and then

there is an absorption and excretion component.
(Ex. 85. Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. XIV, 2661—266é, 2669-2672, 2676-2677, 2685-2688;
Vol. XV, 2937-2946 & Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VII, 1448-36.)

14. Dr. Trescot opined that the failure of Dr. Ogoke to list within cach of his reports on
Pt. M’s visiis the details of an ongoing prescription, .was not practicing medicine below the
' standaArd of care. From her review of the medical records, Dr. Trescot concluded that when Dr.
Ogoke made a prescription change or addition, if significant, the report of the visit explained the
change or addition. Dr. Trescot opined that having a copy of the actual written prescription in Pt.
M’s medical records to line up with the report of a visit of the same date, was sufficient to
provide any needed information to another physician providing care to Pt. M. For Dr, Trescot,
no prescribing guidelines called for the full details of a prescription to always be included within
the report of a visit when the prescription was written, just that the details of the prescription be

available within the patient’s medical records. For Dr. Trescot, there are a number of ways o

organize a patient’s medical records to allow another physician to gain needed background

410



Bd. Registration in Medicine v. Ogoke, MD RA-09-665

information, including a prescription history on a mutual patient. (Ex. 84. Testimony of Dr.
Trescol, Vol. X1V, 2685-2686, 2688 & Vol. XV, 3002, 3074.)
Conclusion and Recommendation

There are two claims brought by the BORM against Dr. Ogoke in the Statement of
Allegations for violating the standard of care w'rtil Pt. M. One claim involved the initial visit and
Dr. Ogoke prescribing extensive pain medications, including higher doses of opio{ds than the
lowest doses of them, despite P1. M at the time not taking opioids. The BORM did not prove this
charge. The other charge involved the lack of essential information in the reports of Pt. M’s
Visits, .including the details of each prescription written, and the reasons for the prescribing
decisions Dr. Ogoke made. The BORM has proven only the latter part of this charge involving
the reasons for prescribing decisions. The BORM has not proven a violation of standard of care
by Dr. Ogoke for not including the details of each prescription written within the report of the
visit when the prescriptions were written.
Charge that Dr. Ogoke Overprescribed Pain Medications at Pt. M's Initial Visit

Dr. Ogoke concluded that Pt. M presented at the initial visit with unrelenting severe pain.
Pt. M had either just receﬁﬂy stopped or a few months prior had stopped, taking Vicodin three or
four times a day as he had been doing in January 2002 based on Dr. Rossi’s report that Dr.
Ogoke kept in Pt. M’s medical records. Dr, Ogoke’s initial visit report with the results of the
detailed physical evaluation Pt. M received along with the background documents Pt. M
provided about his condition and areas of pain, support Pt. M’s need for-effective pain control.
There was no proof that Pt. M had provided a false prior medical history or had over-reported his
high pain levels. No evidence showgd that Dr. Ogoke made errors in the conditions he found Pt.

M had and listed in his initial report. Nothing in the subsequent visits and physical examinations
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and test results showed that Pt. M had been exaggerating his pain complaints.

Dr. Satwicz was concerned about o lack of diSC[..ISSiOH in the visit report of the imitial
evaluation of Pt. M about wh-y Dr. Ogoke prescribed the medications he did, why at the doses he
did, and why so many new medications were prescribed for Pt. M 1o take all at once having come
to Dr. Ogoke being opioid naive. Dr. Satwicz opined that being opioid naive does not mean Pt.
M never took opioids, but at least for a significant time period that he had not been taking opiates
when Dr. Ogoke prescribed them at this initial visit. He opined that proper prescribing w.as not
done by Dr. Ogoke who should have b.een more cauticus and prescribed trial low doses of
oploids, aﬁd not have prescribed so many medications for Pt. M to take for the first time due to
concerns about side-effects. Dr. Satwicz opined that taking the more cautious route would not
have been failing to address Pt. M’s pain Eomplaints.

Regardless of wf.len Pt. M had stopped taking Vicodin, he came to Dr. Ogoke on no pain
medications. The extent of his use of Vicodin prior to this initial visit did not émerge as crucial
to Dr. Ogoke’s assessment of his pain medication needs at this initial visit. Dr. Ogoke did not
address in the report of this initial visit why he prescribed the higher doses and not the lowest
dose levels of four non-opioid and two opioid medications. But, he did make it clear in his
report and confirmed by his testimony, that he wanted to provide Pt. M with adequate pain
control. Given Pt. M’s high level pain complaints and his underlying conditions, Dr. Ogoke
decided this could best be initially achieved by providing the pantic_ular medication regimen he
devised. If that was all Dr. Ogoke was intending to do for Pt. M in his treatment plan, that would
have needed more support in light of Dr. Satwiéz’s concerns about this kind of prescribing for Pt.
M. But, the record shows this was an initial prescribing for Pt. M. Dr. Ogoke was embarking

upon an ongoeing treatment plan for Pt. M that would include more diagnostic tests, and other
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pain reducing measurcs that included a physical therapy evaluation, Bioelectric treatments, and
interventional procedures. Dr. Ogoke was expecting periodic visits with Pt. M going forward
soon afier this initial visit. He wrote in the report of this initial visit that Pt. M agreed 1o his
treatment plan. Dr. Ogoke was not just establishing an ongoing medication regimen with high
dose medications for Pt. M’s pain.

Dr. Trescot suijporred‘the course of prescribing that Dr. Ogoke took at this initial visit by
Pt. M that included a long-acting opioid medication, the Duregesic (Fentanyl) Patch and use of
the Vicedin for break-through pain, noting the significance of not just increasiné the amount of
Vicodin Pt. M would take. Dr. Trescot also supported the overall treatment plan that Dr. Ogoke
developed at this initial evaluation based oﬁ Dr. Ogoke’s thorough evaluation of Pt. M. Dr.
Trescot did not take issue with Dr. Ogoke’s conclusion that Pt. M had severe pain that Dr. Ogoke
was justified in trying to control. Dr. Trescot further explained that the Duregesic Patch releases
the long-acting opioid, Fentanyl, through the skin so it is not taken oraily. She explained that in
2002, there were fewer concerns about prescribing a long-acting opioid for severe and chronic
+ pain, because using such medications avoided the spike in pain control followed by a lack of
pain control the use of the short-acting opioid, Vicodin, would provide. Only in about 2005 did
concerns arise that patients could remove the coating on long-acting opioid oral medicatjons to
‘make them short-acting which would be potentially quite risky if the patient abused the
medication.

I found Dr. Trescot’s opinion persuasive that Dr. Ogoke had not violated the standard of
care in 2002 when he prescribed for Pt. M as he did at his initial visit, especially when this was a
first step for Pt. M toward gaining pain relief to be followed by frequent re-examinations,

interventional procedures, physical therapy treatments, diagnostic tests, and reviews of how well
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the medication regimen was helping with pain relief. The charge against Dr. Ogoke of
inappropriately prescribing high opioid doses of medication for Pt. M’s clinical condition at the
initial evaluation has not been proven by the BORM.

Charge of Prescription Details not in Visit Reports

Dr. Satwicz opined that Dr. Ogoke’s visit reports on Pt. M should have contained the
details of the prescriptions written at each visit to allow other evaluating and treating physicians
to adequately follo.w Dr. Ogoke’s medication treatment decisions for Pt. M. Dr. Satwicz did not
agree that Dr. Ogoke addressed this need by placing copies of the prescriptions written into Pt.
M’s medical records. He contended that the copies of the prescriptions were not always
adequately legible, likely due to difficulties in copying them off a prescription pad, and were not
easy to locate within Pt. M’s medical records to line-up with the particular visit when the
prescriplion was written,

Dr. Satwicz’s concerns are understandable. 1did the best I could to provide in the
findings of fact the course ofcare Pt. M received-from Dr. Ogoke. 1 found some pages in the
medical records were not legible. Some of the footnotes I made demonstrate cautions in my
piceing together the course of cvents. In light of the lack of any chronological or other clear
order for Pt. M’s medical records, it was very time-consuming to produce findings of fact.
Despite how Exhibit 43 was presented for me to use, I'com.:lude insufficient proof was presented
by the BORM that Dr. Ogoke’s medical records on Pt. M were poorly maintaiﬁed so that copies
of the prescriptions were not reasonably accessible within Pt. M’s medical records. The findings
show | was able to line-up prescription details with particular visit reports when they were
written. No specific regulations or guidelines required Dr. Ogoke at the time he cared for Pt. M

to have included details on a prescription within the visit report when it was written.
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Charge of Inadequate Derails in Visit Reports on Why Prescriptions were Written and
Treatments Plans veere Reached

The BORM has proven the charge that Dr. Ogoke’s visit 1'éporls that followed gaps 1n
time when Pt. M did not return to care with Dr. Ogoke, failed contain adequate discussions about
Pt. M’s conduct between visits. This essential information concerned: .\vhether Pt. M received
pain management care with another treating physician; whether he received from another
phystcian different prescriptions for pain relief or received renewals of Dr. Ogoke’s prescriptions
through another physician; and, whether he enge;gcd in no further pain management care even
after his prescriptions from Dr. Ogoke réll out. | found Dr. Satwicz’s opinion to be persuasive to
support this charge. Dr. Ogoke may have had adequate reasons for his_treatment decisions after
these time gaps, but his visit reports once Pt. M returned to his care required more detail to
support them and to e'xp]ain Pt. M’s interim care or lack of care. This was misconduct by Dr.
Oogke in regard to his recordkeeping responsibilities.""

Dr. Satwicz opined that Dr. Ogoke had violated the standard of care regarding the
adequacy of the information within the visit reports. This involved the charge that Dr. Ogoke did
not discuss why he was continuing a certain medication or dose of it, or why he was changing or
adjusting the dose of a prescribed medication, or whether Pt. M was a concern for diverting the
opif)id medication he was receiving. Dr. Satwicz wanted a visit report to explain éverything
about the care and progress Pt. M was making at the time, as well as discussions abouj[ whether
he was being compliant with the medication regimen and with the treatment plan. [ found merit
to this concern when Dr. Ogoke failed to adequately address in the visit reports following long

gaps of time when Pt. M did not see Dr. Ogoke.

! There are three visit reports that address Pt. M’s prescriptions and other treatment plans determined
after these time gaps: September 3, 2002-Ex. 43, 38/337;, March 18, 2003-Ex. 43, 29-30/3762-3763; and,
Seprember 13, 2003-Ex. 43, 9/3742.
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The afttermath of the initial visit for Pt. M involved a time gap of about four months
before Pt. M returned to see Dr. Ogoke. There was a need for information in a subsequent visit
report to address Pt. M’s progress with the initially determined treatment plan, including the
medication regimen, especially given the many high dose medications, including opioids, that Pt.
M had been prescribed to get his pain level under better control as a priority of care. Pt. M did
not return for care with Dr. Ogoke until September 3, 2002. There is a medical record that listed
Pt. M as having had a tumbar ESI procedure in July 2002 by another physician, and there is the
record of Pt. M in May 2002 having lumbar spine x-rays that Dr. Ogoke ordered. But, that is it.
Did another physician take over Pt. M’s care t':iuring this time period and maintain Dr. Ogoke’s
‘medication regimen, and if so why? Nothing in the visit report of September 3, 2002 explained
the care Pt. M received during this time gap and whether after the initial pr‘escribing> Dr. Ogoke
had done on May I, 2002,. Pt. M took no further medication or even if Pt. M filled his
prescriptions. If Pt. M did not communicate with Dr, Ogoke’s office during this time gap, and
said nothing about what medications he took during this time gap, that information was not
found in the September 3, 2002 visit report.

The failure to address this gap in time suppoﬁs Dr. Satwicz’s opinion that Dr. Ogoke did
not maintain Pt.'M’s medical records with adequate information on Dr. Ogoke’s care of Pt. M.
Neither the testimony of Dr. Ogoke nor the opinion evidence of Dr. Trescot provided sufficient
proof to explain what happened with Pt. M’s freatment plan with Dr. Ogoke during those four
months. During September 2002 when };t. M again saw Dr. Ogoke, he received prescriptions for
Bextra and Elavil, two of the prescriptions he had received at the initial visit on May 1, 2002, but
there was no medical record containing the actual prescriptions to determine whether the doses

had been reduced, were the same, or were increased. Also, at.the September 20, 2002 visit, Pt.
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M was prescribed Vicodin ES, which was what he had been prescribed at the May 1, 2002 visit.
L could not locale any medical record to show Pt. M was also prescribed the Duregesic
(Fentanyl) Patch, which he had been prescribed on May 1, 2002. The September _2002 visit
reports did not address if this prescription was discontinued or never renewed after May 1, 2002,
or never [illed by Pt. M. This does show a [ailure of standard of care by Dr. Ogcke; a
combination of prescribing high medication doses of many medications including two opioids at
an initial visit o a new patient who at the time was on no opioid pain medications, with no
medical record demonstrating that over those four months there was any monitoring that was
done in terms of the medication treatment regimen as was expected to have occurred from a
review of the initial evaluation report. In this regard, [ found that Dr. Trescot’s opinion seemed
to assume there 7had been monitoring of the medication regimen that occurred over these four
months. Since there was no such monitoring proven, I do no-t find Dr. Trescot’s opinion can be
fully relied upen as to this important point.

The same lack of sufficient information in a visit report occurred when there were further
time gaps in Dr. Ogoke’s care of Pt. M. After the month of September 2002, Pt. M did not return
to treat with Dr. Ogoke until March 18, 2003, He had further back surgery in December 2002,
but he had left Dr. Ogoke’s care on September 20, 2002 with a detailed treatment plan and
medication regimen. There was no discussion in the March 18, 2003 visit report explaining what
kind of treatments Pt. M received prior to the surgery or after the surgery. Another gap in time
occurred belween'Apri[ 30, 2003 and October 13, 2003. Pt. M had left the April 30, 2003 wvisit
with prescription and other treatment regimens. The October 13, 2003 report did not address
what kinds of prescription and other treatment regimens Pt. M pursued, if any, during this time

gap. The BORM has proven that this lack of adequate discussion within Pt. M’s visit reports
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following these gaps in time was a violation of standard of care regarding Dr. Ogoke’s

recordkeeping practice.
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Patient N
Summary

Patient (Pt.) N did not testify. No complaint by Pt. N to the Board of Registration in
Medicine was presented. (Ex. 83.)

In the Statement of Allegations, Dr. Ogoke was charged with practicing medicine in
violation of the standard of care as follows:

e Dr. Ogoke inappropriately prescribed high doses of optoids based on Pt.. N’s
clinical condition.

e Dr. Ogoke continued to prescribe opioids despite multiple failed urine drug screen
tests.

The facts the BORM alleged to support its allegations included the following:

» Pt N treated with Dr. Ogoke December 2003 into July 2006 for shoulder,
neck, and back pain.

e Dr. Ogoke’s diagnoses for Pt. N included: impingement syndrome in the
shoulder; rotator cuff tendinitis; acromioclavicular joint strain; shoulder
contusion; myalgia of the right arm; and, cervical strain.

e Dr. Ogoke treated Pt. N with a combination of pain medications, including
Percocet, MS Contin, and Oxydocone. He also treated Pt. N with multiple
interventional procedures including epidural steroid, sacroiliac joint, and
facet joint injections. ’

e Pt. N underwent several urine drug screens that tested positive for cocaine
while in care with Dr. Ogoke, who continued to prescribe opioids to Pt. N,
and who failed o address these positive results.

e Pt N also had several urine drug screens that tested negative for opioids

although Dr. Ogoke was prescribing opioids to Pt. N. Dr. Ogoke failed to
address these results in his visit reports and continued to prescribe opioid
medication to Pt. N.
Findings of Fact
1. Pt. N was a thirty year old male working full time in communications when he
started care with Dr. Ogoke on December 19, 2003. He came with a history of an injury from
April 2003 when he swung a golf club and hit a rock causing a sudden onset of pain in his right

shoulder that radiated down his right arm into his right hand. Pt. N came to Dr. Ogoke having

taken Naproxen, Allegra, and Vioxx for pain. At his initial evaluation, Pt. N reported primarily .
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right shoulder area radiating pain that was sharp, shooting, and constant, with a pain level rating
of 10/10 or more with activity, and only rest alleviating the pain down to an 8/10 level, He had
undergone a bone scan in November 2003 to address right hip pain and rule out any [racture.
The bone scan was normal for the whole body, and the right hip findings were unremarkable. Pt.
N had no prior surgeries. Dr._ Ogoke had Pt. N complete a questionnaire providing a medical and
personal history, and he signed various new patient forms, inc'luding the Narcotics Prescription
Policy & Agreement (narcotics agreement). Pt. N rcported that he did not use any illicit or
narcotic drugs. He complained that his pain level was disturbing his sleep and interfering with
his work and personal life. In addition to his right ShOU]dCI; radiating pain, Pt. N reported left
wwbtandhandpﬁn.Ih.Ogokedmanﬁvkuuﬂhymmn&andgaveacmnpmhenﬂvephyﬂcﬂ
examination.'®? He saw a need for a right shoulder MRI, partly 1o rule out a rotator cuff tear. He
ordered left wrist x-rays to rule out a fracture. He assessed Pt. N with: an acromioclavicuiar joint
strain; myofascial pain syndrome; left wrist pain; and, left CMC (carpometacarpal) joint
tenderness. At this initial evaluation, Dr. Ogoke prescribed a high dose NSAID medication,
Skelaxin 800 mg. (120), and Ambien 5 mg. (14) for the sleep issue. He prescribed Percocet
10/325 mg. (90) for pain. (Ex. 43: 362-365/4225-4228; 367-369/4230-4232; 372-375/4235-
4238; 427-431/4290-4294, 433-438/4296-4301 & 441/4304.)

2. Dr. Satwicz opined that prescribing the opioid Percocet for Pt. N at the high dose
level of 10/325 mg. instead of the lowest dose level of 3/325 mg. at this initial visit, was
excessive. Pt. N was not at the time taking any opioids. (Testimony of Dr. Satwicz at Vol. XII,

2218-2221))

132 Although Dr. Ogoke’s physician assistant is the first signer of the comprehensive initial visit report

and Dr. Ogoke the second signer, I concluded Dr. Ogoke and not his physician assistant did the review of
systems, gave the comprehensive physical examination, and reached the diagnoses and treatment plan for
Pt. N.- The record shows it was Dr. Ogoke’s practice to provide this initial visit comprehensive evaluation
and not have his physician assistant do that. (Ex. 43, 362/4225)
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3. Pt. N was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on January 12, 2004, reporting a pain level of
9/10 in the right shoulder. He reported not being able to do the shoulder MRI due to |
claustrophobia, The treatménl plan remained for Pt. N to have a right shoulder MRI and left
hand and wrist x-rays. He received prescriptions at this visit for Elavil 25 mg. (30), Skelaxin 400
mg. (120), and Percocet. 10/325 mg. (90). (Ex. 43: 361/4224; 439-440/4302-4303 & 442-
443/4305-4306.)

4. On February 6, 2004, Pt. N was seen at Dr. Ogoke's office. He reported right
shoulder deep achy pain at a level of 8-9/10 that radiated into his right arm and hand with
numbness in the hand. He also reported left wrist and hand pain. He acknowledged having been
in several motor vehicle accidents. He had not had spinal imaging done. He was given a
physical examination and was assessed with: a cervical strain with radiculopathy; myofascial
pain syndrome; and, a right AC (acromioclavicular) joint strain. The treatment plan was to order
a cervical MRI to rule out any herniation, and left wrist and hand x-rays. Physical theliapy was
ordered for the right shoulder, neck and trap. He wés to have trigger point injections for the
rotator cuff and for the AC joint strain. He signed various consent fc’)rms for having the
procedures. At this visit he was prescribed Flexeril 10 mg. (90), Elavil 25 mg. (60), and Percocet
10/325 mg, (60). (Ex. 43;358-360/4221-4223 & 446-449/4309-4312.)

| 5. Pt. N had a right shoulder MRI on February 11, 2004, No rotator cuff abnormality
was detected. A small inferolateral acromion osteophyte was detected. The rest of the MRI was
unremarkable, although the MRI did not exclude an adhesive capsulitis. On February 25, 2004,
P1. N was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office seeking medication reﬁli;. The treatment plan was for Pt.
N to have a cervical MRI, and left wrist and hand x-rays. He was prescribed Flexeril 10 mg.

(90), Percocet 10/325 mg. (60), and Elavil 25 mg. (60). Also on February 25,2004, Pt. N had a
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cervical MRI showing a C6-7 level small left paracentral hen-liated disk with mild left neural
foramina narrowing. (Ex. 43:335/4218 & 451-456/4314-4319.)

6. Pt. N was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s oflice on March 12, 2004, He reported achy and
severe pain in his right shoulder at an 8/10 lcvel. At this point, Pt. N had no-t had any trigger
point injections. He acknowledged having a fear of needles. His recent cervical MRI was read
as showing arthritis at the C3-6 levél and a hemniation at the C6-7 level. Pt. N reported a recent
exacerbation of low baék pain that was intermittent with a pain range of 0-8/10 levels, and that at
times reached his right leg to the knee. He described the pain as a “pulling sensation.” He was
given a physical examination, and assessed with: lumbar spine radiculopathy and a need to rule
out any hemiation; right shoulder AC joint osteoarthritis based on the recent MRI; cervical facet
arthropathy at the C5-6 level with a herniation at the C6-7 level; left hand and wrist pain with a
need to rule out osteoarthritis or an occult fracture; myofascial pain syndrome; and, a right AC
joint sprain. The treatment plan was to do a lumbar spine MRI and schedule a trigger point
injection for the right AC joint sprain and {or the rotator cuff symptoms. Pt. N received
prescriptions for Percocet 10/325 mg. (60), Ativan 2 mg. (2) for anxiety relating to the
procedures, and Flexeril 10 mg. (90). Pt. N was seen by Dr. Ogoke on March 19, 2004. He
reported a pain level of 8/10 in his right shoulder. Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. N a.right shoulder
acromioclavicular joint injection and a subacromial injection into the rotator cuff on the
infraspinatus and supraspinatus tendons. Pt. N was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on March 25,
2004, He reported his right shoulder pain was at a 10/10 level and no better, and that his low
back pain was at a 5/10 level. He was given a physical examination. The treatment plan was to
start physical therapy as soon as possible. He received a prescription for Percocet 10/325 mg.

(90). (Ex. 43 6/3869; 8-9/3871-3872 & 350-357/4213-4220.)
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7. Pt. N was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on April 22, 2004. He reported that the right
shoulder pain was now signiﬁcanﬂy improved at about 80% from the baseline pain level
following the March 19, 2004 injection. He reported being able to use his right arm more {reely.
He reported low back pain that reached at times into his right leg to his knee. He described this
pain as achy, especially in the morning. He had experienced this pain over sevcral years but he
denied it was due to any specific injury. He had a physical examination. He was assessed with:
‘ cervical strain; cervical radicuiopathy; facet arthropathy at C5-6 and disk herniation a't C6-7;
~lumbar strain and radiculopathy with a need to rule out disk herniation; right shoulder AC joint
osteoarthritis; left hand and wrist pain with a ﬁeed to rule out osteoarthritis or an occult fracture;
myofascial pain syndrome biceps attachrnént sitc of the Coracoid process of the right shoulder;
and, right AC joint sprain. The treatment plan was to have: a lumbar spine MRI and consider
doing a lumbar epidural steroid injection (ESI) series upon review; a cervical EST series as soon
as possible; and, continue physical therapy home exercises. A urine drug screen (UDS) was
done. He was prescribed Percocet 10/325 mg, (90), Ativc;m 2 mg. (2) for procedures, and
Flexeril 10 mg. (90). The April 24, 2004 results of the UDS were negative for opiates, and the
April 30, 2004 result of the Oxycodone (Perr;ocet) screen was positi\lfe. Pt. N was given a note to
excuse him fromi work. (Ex. 43:10/3873; 12;15/3875—3878; 19-21/3882-3884; 34-35/3897-
3898; & 47-49/ 4210-4212.)

8. Pt. N had a lumbar spine MRI on April 23, 2004 that showed:

~ Mild to moderate degenerative changes at L4-5 and L3-S1 ... greatest at L5-S1

where the disc bulge abuts but does not appear to displace the right S5 nerve root
and there is mild bilateral neural foraminal narrowing,

(Ex. 43, 16-17/3879-3980.) .

9. Pt. N had a right shoulder MRI on May 4, 2004 that showed:
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No obvious rotator cuff tear although some fluid is present between the

infraspinatus and supraspinatus proximal to the tendon insertions. Clinical

correlation recommended. Mild DID [degenerative joint discase] AC joint.

This test was “significantly limited” due to Pt. N’s movements during it, and repeating this MRI
was recommended. (Ex. 43; 24/3887 & 32-33/3895-3896.)

10. Pt. N was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on May 21, 2004. He reported right shoulder
pain at a level of 8/10. Although he received some pain relief from the trigger point injections
done in March 2004, the pain returned and was “intermittent and burning,” as well as radiating
into the right anm. Pt. N’s right shoulder MRI was read as showing “AC joint arthritis with mild’
type I acromion as well as inflammation of infraspinatus and supraspinatus tendon.” The source
of the pain was considered as possibly emanating from the neck in light of Pt. N’s “arthrilis ... as
well as cervical disk bulge at C6-C7.” He reported “0/10” low back pain and “1/1%” neck pain.
He was given a physical examination. The assessment remained unchanged. The right shoulder
MRIresults and the treatment plan were discussed with Pt. N. The treatment plan was to do a
cervical ESI series as soon as possible. Pt. N was referred to an orthopedic surgeon concerning
his shoulder condition. A UDS was to be done at the next visit. Pt. N received prescriptions for
Percocet 10/325 mg. (90) and Flexeril 10 mg. (90). These two prescriptions were renewed on
June 17,2004, On July 15, 2004 Pt. N received prescriptions for Percocet 7.5/325 mg. (30),
Ativan 2 mg. (2) for procedures, and Bextra 20 mg. (60). Also on July 15, 2004, a note was
entered into Pt. N’s medical record by Dr. Ogoke’s office staﬁng that Pt. N was non-compliant
with planned treatments and was seeing a chiropractor, The note mentioned that Pt. N requested
Percocet refills. On July 23, 2004, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. N a right-sided subacromial injection into
the rotator cuff of the infraspinarus and supraspinatus tendons. He came to this visit with a pain

complaint of 8-9/10 in the right shoulder. He requested Percocet refills, and received a
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prescription for Percocet 7.5/325 mg. (90). (Ex. 43: 25-26/3888-3889; 36-39/3899-3902 & 341-
346/4204-4209.) -

- 11. On August 16, 2004, Pt. N had a new medical record set up for him in Dr. Ogoke’s
practice, and had a new comprehénsive initial examination done by Dr. Ogoke to address injuries
from a car accident on August 13, 2004. He reported he was struck by a car that was going at a
slow speed. He did not fall but stretchéd out his arms and hands to break a fall. He reported
experiencing “immediate pain of the right wrist and hand ... sharp ... constant ... [m]ovement
worsens the pain ... disturbing his sleep.” The pain level was reported as 10/10 and could
worsen with activity. He also reported right shoulder and neck pain. Pt. N acknowledged
feeling under stress from the pain with his work and social-famity life negatively impacted. Pt.
N completed a set of new patient forms, and again signed the narcotics agreement. He was
taking Percoc'et and Naprosyn. Dr. Ogoke did a review ’of systerns and a comprehensive physical
examination. The impressions reached were: a shoulder contusion; cervical strain aggravated;
upper extremity sympathetically méintained pain; and, mya}gia.of the forearm and aﬁn. Pt. N
was prescribed muscle relaxants, NSAIDs (non-steriodal anti-inflamatory drugs), Doxepin 2 mg.
(30), and Percocet 7.5/325 mg. (90). He was given an elastic bandage for his wrist and hand.
The treatment plan was to have right shoulder and wrist x-rays, and to defer physical therapy.
Also on August 16, 2004, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. N a cervical ESI with flucroscopy at the C3-4
level. On August 18, 2004, Pt. N had right shoulder and right wrist x-rays. Both showed no
fractures. Pt. N was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on August 30, 2004 complaining of a pain level
of 8/10 in the right shoulder and right wrist, but he rated his neck pain level as 0/10. A physical
therapy evaluation was ordered. (Ex. 43: 29-31/3892-3894;.39/3902; 41-42/3504-3905; 191-

199/4054-4062; 222-243/4085-4106; 246-248/4109-4111; 250-251/4113-4114; 253/4116 & 337-

425



Bd. Registration in Medicine v. Ogoke, MDD RM-09-0665

339/4200-4202.)

12, On September 7, 2004, Pt. N was seen at Dr, Ogoke’s office. He reported a pain
level of 10/10 in his right shoulder that caused him trouble with sleep, became worse with
activity, and could be alleviated with rest. He reported a 0/10 pain level in his neck with relief
from his last cervical ESI procedure. He reported low back pain that ranged from levels of 2-
9/10 that was “deep, achy, diffuse,” and at times radiated into his legs. He was given a physical
examination and assessed with: cervical strain resolved; cervical .radiculopathy resotved; cervical
facet arthropathy at C5-6; cervical disk hemiation at C6-7; right shoulder acromioclavicular joint
osteoarthriits; right shoulder rotator cuff tendonitis; right shoulder subacromial bursitis; right
shoulder type Il acromian; lumbar sprain; lumbar radiculopathy; lumbar disk bulging at 1.3
throﬁgh S1; lumbar facet arthropathy; and, lumbar degenerative disk disease at L4-5. The
treatment plan was to have a right shoulder trigger point injection as soon as possible, continue
physical therapy for the right shoulder, and to be seen as needed. Pt. N was prescribed Percocet
7.5/325 mg. (90) and Ativan 2 mg. (2) for procedures. A September 17, 2004 report on his seven
physical therapy treatments for the right shoulder and right wrist showed minimal improvement
with the treatments hdving provided only temporary relief. Nevertheless, the recominendation
was to continue the physical therapy. Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. N aright shoulder acromioclavicﬁlar
joint injection on September 23, 2004, Pt. N was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on September 24,
2004 seeking medication refills and complaining of pain in his right wrist. He received
prescriptions for Percocet 7.5/325 mg. (90) and Ativan 2 mg. (2) for procedures. He received a
-note to keep him out from work. On September 29, 2004, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. N a cervical ESI
with fluoroscopy at the C3-4 level. Pt. N complained at that visit of a pain level of 7/10 in his

neck. On October 6, 2004, Pt. N received a prescription for Ativan 2 mg. (2) for procedure's. On
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October 14, 2004, he received a prescription for Percocet 7.5/325 mg. (90), Ativaﬁ 2 mg. (2) for
procedures, as well as another Ativan 2 mg. (2) prescription not to be filled until October 13,
2004. Also on October 14, 2004, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. N a second right shoulder acromio-
clavicular joint injection. {Ex. 43: 44-45/3907-3908; 200-202/4063-4065; 219-220/4082-4083;
254-260/4117-4123; 262-266/4125-4129 & 331-336/4194-4199.)

13. On November 3, 2004, Pt. N was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office. He was secking
medication refiils and was preécribed Percocet 7.5/325 mg. (90), Skelaxin 800 mg. (60), Elavil
25 mg. (30), and Ati.van 2 mg. (10) for procedures.'”® After completing consent and information
forms on November 4, 2004, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. N a transforaminal lumbar ESI with
fluoroscopy at the L5-S1 level [ur his lumbar radiculopathy. Pt N was prescribed a Lidoderm
Patch 5% (90) that day. Aftef completing consent and information forms, on November 23,
2004, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt.. N a bilateral sacroiliac joint (SI) injection. Also on November 23,
2004, Pt. N sought refills of his prescriptions. He reported having lost the prescription slip f;)r
the Lidoderm Patch. He was prescribed Skelaxin 800 mg. (120), Percocet 7.5/325 mg. (90),
Ativan 2 mg. (2), Elavil 25 mg. (60), and another prescription for a Lidoderm Patch 5% (90). PL.
N had a UDS done at this vi'sit. The results showed that he was positive for Cocaine, negative
for opiates, and negative for Oxycodone following an Oxycodone screen. Dr. Ogoke’s office
circled these results on the UDS results sheet. (Ex. 43:49-54/3912-3917; 56-64/3919-3927,
271-276/4134-4139 & 324-330/4187-4193.)

14. Pt. N was seen by Dr. Ogoke on December 24, 2004, He was complaining of right

shoulder pain at a 9-10/10 level. Dr. Ogoke found Pt. N “definitely very uncomfortable with

153 Although the prescription for Ativan (Ex. 43, 50/3913) explained this was to be taken in connection

with procedures, there was no explanation provided that ] could read in the handwritten report of this visit
to explain this large number of pills which was different from prior prescriptions written for Ativan. Pt.
N received another prescription for Ativan 2 mg. (2) on November 23, 2004 (Ex. 43, 58/3921).
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difficulty with impingement of the shoulder with diminished range of motion of abduction ...
claims compliance with his medications with little relief” Dr. Ogoke confronted Pt. N with the
resutl; of the November 23, 2004 UDS that were positive for Cocaine and negative for opiates
and Oxycodoﬁe. Dr. Ogoke’s report of this visit did not mention Cocaine, or even more
generally, that an. illicit drug was c.ietecled in the November 23, 2004 UDS results. He did not
list in the visit report any reaction by Pt. N to receiving this information about use of an illicit
drug. Dr. Ogoke noted in the visit report that Pt. N claimed he had run out of his prescribed
medication by the time the urine specimen was taken. Pt. N was told he would now be subject to
random UDS testing to ensure compliance in taking medications as prescribed. He was warned
that 1f he was not compliant, he would need to seck evaluation and treatment with an addiction
specialist to continue care with Dr, Ogoke. The name of Dr. Kishore was mentioned in this visit
report as someone he could be given a reference to see. The visit report explained:

[Dr. Ogoke] will be subjecting him to additional random screening to determine if

the patient is staying compliant 1o his current medications or whether it was the

result of his having run out of his medications at the time he had his urine drug .

screen done, according to the patient. | will monitor his overall response and

make that determination as to when the patient can be able to see Dr. Kishore to

be able to evaluate him with respect to the results of the urine drug screen tests.
Dr. Ogoke gave a physical ;'xamination at this visit. He listed Pt. N's assessed conditions as:
right shoulder impingement with a need to rule.out a rotator cuff tear; rotator cuff tendonitis; an
acromioclavicular joint strain; a right shoulder contusion; myalgia of the right forearm and hand;
a cervical strain, aggravated; and, right upper extremity sympathetic maintained pain, improved.
Dr. Ogoke ordered a right shoulder MRI and physical therapy for the shoulder. Dr. Ogoke’s visit
report mentioned that Pt. N would receive “pain medication™ and be maintained “on high-dose

non-steroidal anti-inflammatory drugs.” The visit report listed “other [treatment] options [under

consideration] including repeat acromioclavicular joint and subacromial injections directed to the
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right shoulder region.” At this visit, Pt. N received prescriptions for Percocet 7.5/325 mg. (90)
and Mobic 7.5 mg. (1). These two prescriptions were not listed by name within the report of this
visit. (Ex. 43; 209-211/4072-4074 & 277-280/4140-4143 )

15. It was a violation of the narcotics agreement Pt. N signed to use Cocaine. The
Percocet prescribed was a non-scheduled opiate to take as needed, to provide short-acting pain
relief. As a result, the Oxycodone from the Percocet might not show in a UDS specimen if for
some days prior to the specimen, no Percocet was taken. Dr. Ogoke did not want to mention the
use of Cocaine in the December 24, 2004 report to label Pt. N as an illicit drug user based on this
one UDS result, but did make a reference in the report to Dr. Kishore, an addiction specialist
who Dr. Ogoke might decide to make Pt. N see if Pf. N did not stay compliant in taking his
prescribed medications. For Dr. Ogoke, the UDS results were at least a red flag to requi‘re more
monitoring of Pt. N with more frequent UDS tests. He also accepted Pt. N’s excuse for why no
opiates/Oxycodone were detected in his November 23, 2004 UDS specimen; that he had
accelerated use of the Percocet to help him control his pain. Dr. Ogoke’s protocol was for his
staff to highlight a UDS result showing illicit drug use and to show the result to him 6nce the
result was received. (Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VIII, 1475-1486.)

16. Dr. Trescot agreed with Dr. Ogoke’s approach of addressing the Cocaine positive
UDS result with Pt. N by engaging in increased monitoring of Pt. N’s compliance with his
narcotic agreement, and by providing Pt. N with the name of an addiction medicine specialist he
could see. Dr. Trescot agreed with how Dr. Ogoke addressed this issue in the December 24,
2004 visit report by not specifically mentioning the UDS test was positive for Cocaine or even
fdr an illicit drug to not label with this one UDS result, Pt. N as an illicit drug user. Dr. Trescot

opined that Dr. Ogoke’s counseling Pt. N about a need te stay compliant with his narcotic
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agreement and to see an addictionologist if he needed to, along with increased monitoring
through more UDS testing, was practicing within the standard ol care in addressing Pt. N's red
flag conduct. (Dr. Trescot, Vol. XV, 2948-2952, 2960.)

17. Dr. Satwicz disagreed. He opined that Dr. Ogoke was not justified in continuing to
prescribe the opioid, Percocet, to Pt. N after a UDS result pos;itive for Cocaine. Cocaine has a
short life-span in the urine so that it is likely Pt. N ‘was using cocaine shortly before his UDS
specimen was collected on November 23, 2004. Dr. Satwicz would have expected Dr. Ogoke to
have taken clear action with Pt. N to stop his care with Pt. N until he was detoxed off Cocaine.
Dr. Satwicz also concluded that the lack of the prescribed Oxycodone in the UDS specimen
would mean Pt. N had none in his system at least for a day or two before the specimen was
taken. For Dr. Satwicz, any self-adjustment Pt. N might have engaged in of taking the Percocet
other than as prescribed was another narcotics agreement violation triggering a clear need to stop
prescribing opioids to'Pt. N. He opined that Dr. Ogoke needed to have provided a thorough
explanation in the visit report about the accelerated use of opiates Pt. N claimed he made,
especially since Pt. N clgimed at the December 24, 2004 visit that he was compliant in taking the
medications. Dr. Satwicz summarized his position:

I would not give more opioids to somebody who just had Cocaine in his urine and had
just run out of his Percocet ahead of the time.

(Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. X1, 2224-2234.)

-18. Pt. N was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on January 12, 2005. He reported his neck'_pain
was at a 0/1C level, but his right shoulder pain was at a 7/10 level with intermittent low back pain
from a 3-6/10 level depending on his activity level. Because he had felt “very uncomfortable,”

Pt. N reported taking additional doses of his Skelaxin and Percocet medications. Because of this
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accelerated use of prescribed medications, the treatment plan was to put him on a “longer acting
narcotic” while giving him “an appropriate nerve block to be able to reduce his narcotic
requirements with respect to the short-acting medications especially.” He was prescribed Avinza
60 mg. (30) asa long-acting narcotic medicétion to be taken once a day. This detail on the
Avinza was in the visit report. Pt. N was counseled about the need to be compliant in taking his
medications and that he would be “monitored closely.” He continued to be prescribed Percocet
7.5/325 mg. (90) to take as needed for break-through pain. The hope was that the long-acting
opioid would lead to Pt. N taking less Percocet. He was also prescribed his non-narcotic
medications, including Skelaxin. He was prescribed Ativan 2mg. (2) for procedures. Pt. N was
given a physical examination. He was diagnosed with: sacroiliitis; riéht shoulder impingement
syndrome; acromioclavicular joint strain/arthritis; and, subacromial bursitis. Pt. N’s treatment
plan was to do an AC joint injection, a subacromial injection, an Sl injection, and the lumbar
transforaminal ES[ injection, all as soon as possible. This visit lasied 35-40 minutes. Nothing in
this visit report discussed whether or not Pt. N had seen or was going to see Dr. Kishore.
Nothing in the visit report indicated that a repeat UDS was done as follow-up regarding the
Cocaine found in the November 23, 2004 UDS specimen. (Ex. 43; 75-76/3938-3939 & 320-
323/4183-4186. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VIII, 1487-1450)

19. Dr. Satwicz addressed the January 12, 2005 prescription given Pt. N for Avinza 60
mg. (30), a long-acting morphine typically taken once a day. He opined the prescription was a
fairly dramatic acceleration in the opioid dose of somebody who lacked control over his impulses
who had recently used Cocaine, and who had run out of his Percocet prescription early once
again. (Dr. Satwicz, Vol. XII, 2234-2236.)

20. Pt. N had a right shoulder MRI on January 19, 2005. It showed “no evidence of
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rotator cuff tear” and “mild to moderate AC joint edema” that might connect “to clinical findings
ofan AC joint strain,” and “minimal lateral down-sloping which may contribute to an
impingement-like syndrome.” (Ex. 43, 283-284/4146-4147.)

21. On February 2, 2005, Pt. N was seen by Dr. Ogoke. He complained of right shoulder
pain ata 10/10 level. He reported that the right shoulder injections had helped relieve the pain
for awhile. Dr. Ogoke found him to be very uncomfortable. The MRI right shoulder findings
from January 19, 2005 were discussed. Dr. Ogoke found Pt. N’s clinical findings were
consistent with what the MRI revealed of,

an acromioclavicular joint strain with mild to moderate acromioclavicular joint

edéma ... Minimal lateral down-sloping of the acromion was also noted that may

contribute to impingement-like syndrome, according to the radiologist. The

nature of these findings ... suggested ... a cramped area of the shoulder ... that

had a high predisposition to impingement syndrome of the shoulder, which is his

clinical presentation ... and when he had his accident, resulting in swelling ... in

that ... impingement.

Dr. Ogoke concluded that Pt. N should have,

an initial therapeutic trial with subacromial injection, acromioclavicular joint

injection (repeat) and then consider him, if he still does not improve, for surgical

options, which may include a resection of the acromion to allow for improvement

in the range of motion in that particular area.

Dr. Ogoke assessed Pt. N with: shoulder impingement syndrome with downsloping acromion
confirmed by MRI; rotator cuff tendinopathy; acromioclavicular joint strain; cervica! strain; and,
myalgia of the right forearm and arm area. The treatment plan was for Pt. N to return for another
right shoulder injection, and to consider injection into the subacromial area with special attention
to the supraspinatus tendon and possibly the infraspinatus tendon. In addition, compliance in

1134

taking medications was discussed with Pt. N along with “other issues, and the need to

monitor his overall progress with a re-evaluation. No UDS was done. Pt. N's medications were

'** There is no discussion in the February 2, 2005 visit report about what the “other issues” were, but [
assumed this had to do with the prior UDS that was positive for Cocaine.
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renewed. [He was prescribed Percocet 7.5/325 mg. (90} and Avinza 60 mg. (30). On February 3,
2l005, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. N a lumbar right-sided transforaminal ESI with fluoroscopy for lumbar
radiculopathy at the .4, L5 and SI levels. He reported his low back pain was at an 8/10 level.
No UDS was done. On February 9, 2005, Pt. N complained of; right shoulder pa-in ata 10/10
level, and Dr. Ogoke gave him an AC joint injection to the right shoulder with fluoroscopy. At
this visit, he was prescribed Ativan 2 mg. (2) for procedures and Avinza 9b mg. (15). No UDS
was done. Pt. N was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on February 23, 2005. He reported an 8/10 pain
level in his right shoulder and was sceking medication refills. The recent right shoulder injection
had decreased his pain but the pain was returning. Dr. Ogoke continued to find Pt. N had
genuine pain issues that called for both the long-acting and short-acting opioid medications. He
was prescribed Percocet 7.5/325 mg. (90), Avinza 60 mg. (30), Ativan 2 mg. (2) for precedures,
and Mobic 7.5 mg. (30). No UDS was done. The treatment plan was to have the right shoulder
evaluated by Dr. Chertoff, a surgeon who specializes in shoulder surgeries, and he received an
appointment for May 9, 2005. (Ex. 43: 77-79/3940-3942; 82-83/3945-35946; 203-207/4066-
4070, 285-290/4148-4153; 293/4156; 317-319/4180-4182 & 399/4262. Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VIII,
1501-1504.)

22. On March 3, 2005, Pt. N was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office. He reportéd neck pain at a
7-8/10 level. Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. N a cervical ESI with fluoroscopy at the C3-4 level. At this
visit, Pt. N received prescriptions for Kadian 100 mg. (14)155 and Ativan 2 mg. (2) for
procedures, Pt. N was seen on Mérch 10, 2005 at Dr. Ogoi(e’s office. He reported pain relief
from the cervical ESI. Hé reported low back pain at an 8/10 level that was achy but intermittent

and that radiated at times into his right leg and into his left hip. He was given a physical

examination. He was diagnosed with: lumbar sprain; lumbar radiculopathy; lumbar disk bulge,

"** Googling Kadian showed it to be an opioid, a morphine slow-release pain medication.
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[.3-S1; lumbar facet arthropéthy; lumbar degenerative disk discase, L4-3; cervical strain; cervical
radiculopathy improved,; cervical facet arthropathy; cervical disk herniation; right shoulder
acromioclavicular joint osteoérthritis; right rotator cuff tendonitis; righi shoulder subacromial
bursitis; and, type 2 acromion, right shoulder. Pt. N’s treatment plan was to have another lumbar
transforaminal injection as scon as possible, and to renew his preseriptions. Pt. N agreed to this
plan. No UDS was done. He received prescriptions for MS Contin 100 mg. (60), Actiq 600 mg.
(6) for proc.edurgs, and Percocet 7.5/3 25 mg. (90). The MS Contin was in place of the Avinza
that Pt. N’s insurer was not covering. The MS Contin was, like the Avinza, a scheduled long-
acting opioid medication. Pt. N was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on March 30, 2005. He reported
right shoulder pain at an 8.5 /10 level. e was seeking medication refills. He received a
prescription for Percocet 7.5/325 mg.'*® No UDS was ordered. On April 7, 2005, Dr. Ogoke
gave Pt. N a right-sided lumbar transforaminal ES1 with fluoroscopy at the L4, L5 and S1 levels
for his lumbar radiculopathy. Pt. N complained of a 5/10 low back pain level that day. He was
prescribed MS Centin 100 mg. (60), Actiq 600 mg. (6) for procedures, EII'.ld Percocet 7.5/325 mg.
(90). No UDS was done. He was given a note to stay out from work. On April 28,2005, he was
seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office and reported an 8/10 right shoulder pain level. He was prescribed
Percocet 7.5/325 mg. (120) and MS Contin 100 mg. (60). The treatment plan remained for Pt. N
to have a consult with the orthopedic surgeon, Dr. Chertoff. No UDS was done. On May 3,
2005, Pt. N’s health care insurer denied coverage for the cost of Actiq 600 mg. (8) for use during
interventional injection treatments that would occur over weeks or months, because Pt. N did not

have cancer. There was a right to appeal this denial. (Ex. 43: 84-85/3947-3948; 87-89/3950-

** The amount of the Percocet prescription was not [egible as copied onto the disc, and this prescription
with the amount of Percocet was not included in the visit report. (Ex. 43, 294/4157.) I could not locate
other prescriptions written for Pt. N at this visit.
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3952, 92-93/3955-3956; 95-96/3958-3959; 208/4071; 213/4076; 294-295/4157-4158; 299/4162;
310-312/4173-4175; 316/4179; 399/4262 & 418-426/4281-4289))

23. Dr. Satwicz did not find justifiable, the use by Dr. Ogoke of Actiq for Pt. N to use to
control péin during interventional procedures. He opined that taking this potent cancer pain
medication was excessive given Pt. N's underlying condilion.‘ He opined that prescribing six
Actiq units in one prescription “defies any logic.” Dr. Ogoke and Dr. Trescot disagreed, both
opining that Actiq is a fast-acting oral pain medication that is very useful during an injection
procedure when the patient might be prone to move during the procedure due to discomfort or
some pain, or when the procedure is long. Although two units is the amount typically used, it is
possible a patient would take more units during a procedure. Dr. Trescot opined that even if
Actiq was a pain control drug used primarily with cancer patients, this did not prevent its use by
patients during interventional procedures. The drug did not cause drowsiness. Dr. Ogoke would
at times prescribe Actiq to be used in connection with interventional procedurcs in more than a
usual preseription of two units when there would be a number of upcoming interventional
procedures to spread out use ofthq units. (Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VIII, 1510, 1512,
1514-1519.Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. XII, 2240-41. Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. XVI,
3231-3234.) |

24. Pt N was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on May 27, 2005. He reported pain in his right
shoul-der ata 9/10 level. He reported that rest and use of the pain medications brought the level
down to 5/10. He described the pain as constant, achy, and aggravated by activity. He had been
evaluated by Dr. Chertoff. Pt. N'reported that Dr. Chertoff recommended continuing physical
therapy treatments to the shoulder for another three months before considering any surgery. Pt.

N was given a physical examination. He was assessed with: a right shoulder impingement
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syndrome; right shoulder rotator cuff tendonitis; and, a right side AC joint strain. He received
prescriptions for MS Contin 100 mg. (60) and Percocet 7.‘.5/325 mg. (120). He was to follow-up
with Dr, Chertoff and to return in about three to four weeks to Dr, Ogoke’s o_fﬁce. No UDS was
done. Pt. N had prescriptions written on June 20, 2005 for MS Contin 100 mg. (60) and Percocet
7.5/325 mg. (90). Pt. N was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on June 21, 2005. He reported right
shoulder pain at an 8-9/10 pain level. A UDS was done."”’ The results showed Pt. N was
positive for Cocaine, positive for opiates, and positive for the oxycodone screen. Pt. N was seen
at Dr. Ogoke’s office on July 15, 2005. He reported a pain level of 8/10 in his low back brought
,onl by turning while getting out of a car. He was given a physical examination and the plan was
to have a lumbar facet joint ESI series as soon as possible. He was prescribed MS Contin 100
mg. (60), Percocet 7.5/325 mg. (120), Actiq 600 mg. (2) for use in connection with procedures,
and Valium 10 mg. (2) for use prior to procedures. No UDS was done. Within the note of the
July 15, 2005 visit there was no mention of the UDS results from the June 21, 2005 specimen.
(Ex. 43: 97/3960; 2.14-216/4077-4079; 300/4163; 302-307/4165-4170; 313/4176 & 417/4280.)

| 25. Pt. N was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on August 5, 2005 and reported a pain level in
his back of 8-9/10. Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. N a bilateral lumbar facet joint injection with
fluoroscopy at the L2-3, L3-4, L.4-5, and L5-SI levels for lumbar arthropathy. Pt. N was given
prescriptions for MS. Contin 100 mg. {(60) and Percecet 7.5/325 mg. (120). No report from this
visit addressed the positive Cocaine UDS finding from the June 21, 2005 specimen. On
September 14, 2005, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. N a bilateral lumbar facet joint injection with
fluoroscopy at the L2-3, L3-4, .4-5, and L5-S1 levels. He reported p‘E_liI'l relief from the August

5, 2005 procedure. He came to this visit with a pain complaint of 8/10 in his lower back. Pt. N

"7 pt. N's medical records (Exhibit 43) show that the last UDS had been done on November 23, 2004

when the results showed Pt. N was positive for Cocaine.
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was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on September 22, 2005. He reported an “achy” pain in his back
at an 8/10 level. He was given prescriptions for MS Contin 100 mg-. (60), Percocet 7.5/325 ng.
(120), and Ativan 2 mg. (2) for procedures. e had a UDS done. The results showed Pt. N was
negative for Cocaine and negative for opiates (MS Contin).'*® By this time, there had been no
visit report addressing Pt. N's UDS specimen from June 21, 2005 that was positive for Cocaine.
(Ex. 43: 99-102/3962-3965; 104/3967; 106-107/3969-3970;109-110/3972-3973 & 410-
416/4273-4279.)

20. Pt. N was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on October 19, 2005. He reported low back
pain at an 8/10 level. The report of this visit noted how Pt. N had tested ﬁegative from the
September 22, 2005 UDS for opiates despite béing prescribed MS Contin for months as a
scheduled medication. Another UDS was done with the specimen sent to a different laboratory.
At this visit, Pt. N was prescribed Percocet 7.5/325 mg. (120} and MS Contin 100 mg. (60). The
UDS results from October 20, 2065 showed Pt. N's specimen was negati\}e for Cocaine, opiates,
and Oxycodone, and positive for Benzodiazepine, which would show up if Ativan was present in
the system. Pt. N was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on November 17, 2005. The last UDS results
were discussed with Pt. N, because the opiate and Oxycodone screens would have been expected
to be positive. He had another UDS specimen taken at this visit. He felt his current medications
were helping him, but he reported an 8/10 pain level. There was no discussion in this visit report

concerning Pt. N’s prior use of Cocaine. He was prescribed, Percocet 7.5/325 mg. (120), MS |

' Pt. N’s prescriptions were typically written to cover a month or at least three weeks. The UDS done
on September 22, 2005 was over a month after Pt. N had tast received prescriptions on August 5, 2005
including for Percocet (Oxycodone) and MS Contin (opiate). He may run out of these medications by
then to explain why the opiate test was negative. I could not locate whether an Oxycodone screen was
done. Icould not locate any prescriptions written on September 14, 2005 when Pt. N had an
interventional procedure.
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- Contin 100 mg. (60), EC Naprosyn 375 mg. (60), and Actiq (2} For.procedures. Pt. N was

seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on December 19, 2005. He reportéd a pain level of 8/10. The resuits
from the November 17, 2005 UDS testing were still pending. He was prescribed Percocet
7.5/325 mg,.

(90), MS Contin 100 mg. (60}, and EC Naprosyn 375 mg. (60). {Ex. 43: 67/3930; 111-13/3974- _
5976; 115-116/3978-3979; 308-309/4171-4172 & 407-409/4270-4272. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke,
Vol. VIIL, 1546-1547.)

27. On-Ja-nuary,l 1, 2006, Pt. N received a final report from Dr. Ogoke regarding his
treatment of injuries suffered in his August 2004 motor vehicle accident. The report summarized
the course of care Pt. N received and the impressions reached concerming the conditions that Dr.
Ogoke related tC.J the accident. These conditions involved his right shoulder area and right wrist.
Additional pain complaints were noted in his neck and low back. This report was intended for an

attorney and not‘ to be a treatment ;'ecord. Nothing in this report addressed any of the UDS
results that were positive for Cocaine and negative MS Contin and Percocet. Dr. Ogoke’s report
noted how Pt. N was already taking Percocet and Naprosyn when he first examined him in
August 2004 concerning this accident. The initial impression reached was reported as: a right
shoulder contusion; myalgia forearm; sympathetic maintained pain in the upper right extremity;
and, an aggravated cervical strain. The visit report explainéd: Pt. N had right shoulder and right
WISt X-rays th.at showed no fractures; a right shoulder MRI that was consistent with an
acromiclavicularjoint' strain; and, was prescribed high doses of NSAIDs, muscle relaxants, and
Percocet. Pt. N was described as having a constant and ongoing high pain level. Dr. Ogoke’s

report noted how Pt. N experienced pain relief and an increase in movement in the right shoulder

¥ No dose for the Actig was listed on the copy of the prescription or was legible on the copy. When
Actiq had been written for Pt. N previously, it had been at a 600 mg. level. (Ex. 43, | 15/3978).
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area following a trigger point injection treatment. The report listed Dr. Ogoke’e treatment plan
from an August 30, 2004 evaluation “to continue the patient on oral medications.” The report
noted that on September 23, 2004, Pt. N had a right ac1'omieclavicularjoint injection that
“reduced” Pt. N’s right shoulder area pain, and that this injectio.n was repeated on October 14,
2004. Due to Pt. N’s anxiety during such procedures, 'Dr. Ogoke’s report addressed how he
prescribed Ativan for Pt. N to take prior to an injection proeedure, Dr. Ogoke explained that in
October 2004, he increased the dose of Pt. N's Avinza medication due to the ongoing pain
complaints. By the end of December 2004, the report noted that Dr. Ogoke had assessed Pt. N
with: right shoulder impingement syndrome; r’ight rotator cuff tendonitis; acromioclavicular joint
strain; right shoulder contuston; myalgia of the right forearm; an aggravated cervical strain; and,
a right upper extremity sympathetic maintained pain that had improved. Dr. Ogoke discussed in
the report that by March 2005, he referred Pt. N for physical therapy and to an orthopedic
surgeon for consideration of surgery to the right shoulder area. Dr. Ogoke noted in the report
that Pt. N did not liave shoulder surgery but did llave physical therapy treatments. Dr. Ogoke’s
report explained that Pt. N’s condition had improved by June 21, 2005. Dr. Ogoke opined in the
report that the right shoulder condition was caused by the motor vehicle accident in August 2004.
He wrote:

The patient’s Iast visit was June 21, 2005, and the patient reports, that as of this

time his pain has essentially resolved in the shoulder area completely He is no

longer on any medication for that spemﬁcall
This report closed out Dr. Ogoke’s treatment of Pt. N for injuries from the motor vehicle
accident. The medical records relating to this carc were maintained apart from the medical

records kept on Pt. N for treatment of his other conditions, including his back condition and

residuals from having'swung the golf club and hittil]g the rock in April 2003, (Ex. 43,397-
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400/4260-4263. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VIII, 1533~1539.)

28, Dr. Ogoi{e thought that when Pt. N°s motor vehicle accidént medical records were
closed out, the results of the UDS done on Junc 21, 2005 may have been placed into the closed
file on this motor vehicle accident to explain why this UDS result that was positive for Cocaine
was not addressed at any suBsequent visits. Dr. Ogoke also explained that he often had to wait
for months to receive UDS results from the outside laboratories he used. Although the final
report was produced on the motor vehicle-accident-related treatments in January 2006, the record
for this accident could have been closed nearer the time of the June 21,2005 UDS specimen
being taken. (Testimony of Dr. Ogol<‘e, Vol. VIII, 1523-1539; Vol VII, 1458-1466.)

29. On January 11, 2006, Pt. N had a UDS done. The fanuary 30, 2006 UDS results
were negative for opiates and Oxycodone.'®® QOn February 9, 2006, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. N a
bilateral S1 injection with flucroscopy for sacroiliitis. Pt. N came to this visit reporting a pain
level of 8/10 in Bis lower back. He was prescribed MS Contin 100 mg. (60), EC Naprosyn 375
mg. (60) and Percocet 10/325 mg. (90). This was a higher dose of Percocet. A UDS was done.
The results of that UDS screen were negative for opiates (MS Contin), Oxycodone, and Cocaine.
No discussion was included concerning the negative opiate and Oxycodone results from the
January 11, 2006 UDS tests. On March 9, 2006, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. N a bilateral lumbar facet
joint injection with fluoroscopy for lumbar arthropathy at the L2-3, L3-4, L4-5 and L5-S1 levels.
He came to this visit reporting a pain level of 7.5-8/10. He was prescribed MS Contin 100 mg.

(60), EC Naprosyn 375 mg. (60), and Percocet 10/325 meg. (60).161 He was prescribed Valium

I could not locate or decipher whether the UDS was negative for Cocaine. The laboratory was asked to
test for Cocaine, (Ex. 43, 69/3932.)

161

Although hard to decipher, I concluded that Ex. 43, 137/4000 showed this prescription for Percocet on
March 9, 2006,
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10 mg. (2) for preparation for his next procedure. A UDS was done. The results were negative
for opiates and Cocaine, and positive for Oxycodone. (Ex. 43: 69-72/3932-3935; 119-122/3982-
3985; 125-131/3988-3994; 134/3997; 136-143/3999-4006; 394-396/4257-4259 & 402-404/4265-
4267.) |

30. Pt. N was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on April 6, 2006. He reported that the prior
week he fell using a four wheel all-terrain vehicle, re-injuring his right shoulder area that had
recovered well. He also complained of back pain. He had a physical examination. The
assessment reached was: impingement syndrome in the right shoulder with downsloping
acromium, rotator cuff tendonitis; acromioclavicular joint strain; shoulder contusion; myalgia in
the right forearm; cervical strain (aggravated); and, right uppér extremity sympathetic maintained
pain (improved). A UDS was done. The treatment plan was to: do a lumbar spine MRI; stop the
Percocet due to GERD (gastroesophageal reflux disease); renew his other medications; and, have
a left lumbar facet joint injection. Pt. N agreed to this plan. A prescription was written for
Oxycodone 10 mg,. (90) for break-through pain to be in place of Percocet. This prescription
could not be filled by Pt. N’s pharmacy and Pt. N requested to stay on Percocet. He returned the
Oxycodone prescription and received a prescription for Percocet 7.5/325 mg. (90). 'Pt. N was
also prescribed MS Contin 100 mg. (60), EC Naprosyn (60), and Ativan 2mg. (2) for procedures.
The UDS results were reached on April 14, 2006.'% (Ex. 43: 144/4007; 146-147/4009-4010 &
390-393/4253-4256.)

31. Pt. N was seen on May 1, 2006 at Dr. Ogoke’s oftice. He reported pain symptoms in

' Only one not fully legible page of the UDS results from April 14, 2006 was found in Pt. N’s medical
records (Ex. 43, 144/4007).
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the lower back. He was prescribed MS Contin 100 mg. (60), Oxycodone (180),'" and Ativan 2
mg. (2) for procedures. X-rays of the left hand were ordered. A UDS was done. The UDS
results from May 10, 2006 were negative for Cocaine and negative for both opiates and the
Oxycodone screen. Pt. N was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on June 2, 2006. He had not undergone
the planned lumbar facet joint injection for His low back pain. He reported shoulder and left
hand pain. He had not had the x-rays of his lef‘t hand. Pt N had a physical examination. He was
assessed with; lumbar pain and radiculopathy; sacroiliitis; carpometacarpal joint strain; left hand
pain, rule out any fracture; and, cervical pain. He was prescribed Oxycodone 5 mg. (180), EC
Naprosyn 500 mg. (60), MS Contin 100 mg. (60), and Ativan 2 mg. (2) for procedures. Pt. N
reported that his pharmacy could not fill the 180 count of Oxycodone and only filled a 141 count.
He did not also receive a prescription for Percocet. The results of the May 1, 2006 UDS
specimen testing were not discussed within the report of the June 2, 2006 visit, but a UDS was
done at this visit. The UDS results from June 3, 2006 were positive for the Oxycodone screen,
and negative for opiates and Cocaine. On June 20, 2006, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. N a bilateral SI
injection with fluoroscopy. He had not had the left hand x-rays or the lumbar facet joint
injection as had been planned. He was prescribed Oxycodone 5 mg. (39). Blood work was
ordered. A UDS was done. Nothing in the report of this visit addressed UDS results from his
prior tests that showed non-compliance issues to resolve about how he was taking his MS Contin
and Oxycodone or Percocet. Pt. N was seen on July 3, 2006 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. He reported
a “50%” improvement in his low back pain following the SI injection. He was given a physical
examination and assessed with: sacroiliitis; lumbar strain; lumbar radiculopathy: cervical strain;

and, carpal/metacarpal joint strain. He was preseribed Elavil 25 mg. (60), Oxycodone 5 mg.

"** The dose level of the Oxycodone was not legible on the copy of the prescription, and the prescription

was not detailed in the report of the May 1, 2006 visit. (Ex. 43, 156/4019.)
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(180), MS Contin 100 mg. (60), EC Naprosyn 375 mg. (60), and Ativan 2 mg. (2) for
procedures. The treatment plan was for Pt. N to have the lumbar facet joint injection and a CMC
Joint injection as soon as possiblc. A UDS was done. The July 5, 2006 UDS results were
negative for opiates and the Oxycodone screen, and positive for Cocaine. (Ex. 43: 151-158/
4014-4021; 160-164/4023-4027; 167/4030; 170-171/4033-4034; 173/4036; 175-176/4038-4039;
178/4041; 180/4043; 182-186/ 4045-4049; 376-380/4239-4243; 382/4245 & 385-389/4248-
4252)

32. Pt. N had signed the narcotics agreement when he was receiving care with Dr.
Ogoke. He tested positive for Cocaine from his UDSs on November 23, 2004, June 21, 2005,
and July 3, 2006. Dr. Ogoke did not end his care of Pt. N for taking illicit drugs as a result of
any of the first two UDS results showing Cocaine, but he likely terminated Pt. N’s care after
learning of the July 5, 2006 result. Dr. Ogoke concluded that he would have seen the positive for
Cocaine resuft from July 5, 2006 even if there was a long delay in his receipt of the results from
the outside laboratory. Dr. Ogoke opined that he would not have continued Pt. N in his care
once aware of this further illicit drug use without stopping opioid prescribing for Pt. N until he
was cleared by an addiction medicine specialist. No further medical records were found on Pt. N
after the July S, 2006 UDS results.'®" (Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. V1II, 1570-1577.)

33. Pt.N had UDS results that were negative for opiates despite ongoing prescriptions
for them, including at times for MS Contin, which was a scheduled medication and expected to
be found in a UDS specimen. But, if the UDS specimen was taken at a time when the MS
Contin prescription had ended a few days prior, Dr. Ogoke opined that this could explain some
of the negative UDS results for opiates. When Dr. Ogoke received the UDS results even after

months of delay, the visit reports never showed that he or his physician assistants questioned Pt.

' No termination of care letter was found for Pt. N in his medical records (Exhibit 43).
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N about his use of the MS Contin. The UDS results also showed Pt. N was negative for the
Percocet and Oxycodone he took for break through pain as shown by the negative Oxycodone
screen results. These UDS results occurred on: April 22, 2004; April 30, 2004; November 23,
2004; September 23, 2005; October 19, 2005; March 9, 2006; April 5, 2006, May 1, 2006; June
2, 2006; and, July 3, 2006. Dr. Ogoke was less concerned with those negative UDS results
because those opioids were for break-through pain and not scheduled medications. He opined
that such medications might not have been taken by Pt. N at and around the time of the UDS
tests that often occurred at the times of scheduled visits when medications would have needed to
be renewed. Dr. Ogoke was not able to get his paticnts to come to his office for frequent UDS
tests within their monthly prescription cycles when UDS results might have been able to show
clear non-compliance by Pt. N in taking his medications as prescribed. (Ex. 43: 15/3878; 20-
21/3883-3884; 34-35/3897-3898; 110/3973; 126-127/3989-3990; 140-144/4003-4007; 152-
155/4015-4018; 161-164/4024-4027; 183-186/4046-4049; 271-276/4134-4139 & 308-309/4171-
4172. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VIII, 1559-1571.)

34. Atand around the time that the UDS results for Pt. N were negative his opioid
medications, the following opioid prescriptions for them were written by Dr. Ogoke’s office. He
was prescribed Percocet for break through pain on: March 12, 2004; March 25, 2004; April 22,
2004; May 21, 2604; June 17, 2004, July'IS, 2004; August 16, 2004; September 7, 2004;
September 24, 2004; October 14, 2004; November 3, 2004; November 23, 2004; and, December
24,2004, On March 3, 2005, the opioid Kadian was prescribed. Dr. Ogoke added to the on-
going prescription for Percocet, the long-acting scheduled opioid of Avinza on January 12, 2005
and February 23, 2005. The on-going prescription for Percocet continued, but added was the

long-acting opioid of MS Contin in place of the Avinza on: March 10, 2005; March 30, 2005;
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April 7, 2005; April 28, 2005; May 27, 2005; June 20, 2005; July 15, 2005; August 5, 2005;
September 22, 2005; October 19, 2005; November 17, 2005; December 19, 2005; January 11;
2006; February 9, 2006; March 9, 2006; April 6, 2006; and, April 16, 2006. Dr. Ogoke
substituted Oxycodone for the Percocet prescription to address break-through pain on: May 1,
2006, June 2, 2006; June 20, 2006; and, July 3, 2006. (Ex. 43: 6/3869; 9/3872; 13/3876:
25/3888; 36/3899; 37/3900; 39/3902; 49/3912; 58/3921; 64/3927; 67/3930; 71/3934: 75/3938;
89/3952; 95/3958; 97/3960; 104/3967; 109/3972; 111-112/3974-3975; 121/3984; 137/4000;
147/4010; 156/4019; 175-176/4038-4039; 180/4043; 254/4117; 268/4131; 280/4143; 286/4149;
289/4152; 293-294/4156—4157; 299-300/4162-4163 & 313/4176.)

35. Pt-N had injection treatments that covered at least a two year time period. He had
an acromioclavicular joint injection on March 19, 2004. te had another one on July 23, 2004.
He had a cervical ESI to the C3-4 level on August 16, 2004. He had another acromioclavicular
joint injection on September 23, 2004, and a cervical ES1 at C3-4 on September 29, 2004. Pt. N
had another acromioclavicular joint injection on October 14, 2004, He had a lumbar ESI at L5-
S1on November 4, 2004, and a bilateral SI injection on November 23, 2004. e had a lumbar
transforaminal joint injection at the L4 through the S1 levels on February 3, 2005, and an
acromioclavicular joint injection on February 9, 2005. On April 7 and 16, 2005, he had lumbar
ESls at the L4 through the S1 levels. On August 5, 2005, Pt. N had a bilateral facet joint
injection at the L.2-3 through the 1.5-S1 levels. On February 9, 2006, he had a bilateral Sl
injection, and on March 9, 2006, he had another bilateral lumbar facet joint injection at the L2-3
through the L5-S1 levels. He had a bilateral SI injection on June 20, 2006. (Ex. 43:44-45/ 3907-
3908; 51-54/3914-3917; 60-62/3923-3925; 93/3956; 99-102/3962-3965: 170-171/4033-4034;

201/4064; 203/4066; 265-266/4128-4129; 317-319/4180-4182; 337/4200; 341-342/4204-4205;
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351/4214; 394-396/4257-4259; 402-404/4265-4267; 414-416/4277-4279; 418-420/4281-4283 &
425-426/4288-4289.)
Conclusion and Recommendation

The findings show that Dr. Ogoke violated the standard of care in the practice of
medicine with Pt. N as alleged by the BORM, for failing to terminate care of Pt. N for his use of
Cocaine on more than one occasion over a significant time span. Pt. N was first found to have a
positive UDS test for Cocaine in November 2004. Dr. Ogoke addressed this issue with Pt. N,
although he did not require Pt. N to first be cleared by an addiction medicine specialist before he
would receive further op‘ioid pres;riptions. Dr. Ogoke only provided a resource to Pt. N of the
name of an addiction medicine specialist. The second time Pt. N had a UDS finding positive for
Cocaine was in June 2005. The findings show that Dr. Ogoke may not have seen this result
_because the document may have been placed into a closed Pt. N file. The medical records and
Dr. Ogoke’s persuasive testimony supports him not seeing this UDS result for this reason. There
is no medical record information in any document or visit report acknowledging this UDS result
with Dr. Ogoke determining despite it, that Pt. N would have no need to see an addiction
medicine specialist to be cleared to receive further opioid medicine, or that Dr. Ogoke did not
find that result significant. The third time Pt. N had a UbS finding positive for Cocaine was in
July 2006 after which there are no further medical records on Pt. N. Dr. Ogoke’s testimony is
persuasive that this third UDS result that was positive for Cocaine likely led to an end of care for
Pt. N; at least an end to his receiving opioid prescriptions. This means that from the end of
November 2004 through the start of July 2006, Pt. N continued to receive significant opioid
medications on an on-going basis. Even if Dr. Ogoke did not intentionally ignore the second

UDS result positive for Cocaine, he is responsible for this error. The BORM has proven a
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violation of the standard of care in Dr. Ogoke’s practice of pain management medicine due to
this error that resulted in no adequate attention paid to Pt. N’s use of Cocaine after the June 2005
UDS result. The main monitoring being done to check on Pt. N*s compliance in taking no illicit
drugs were the UDS tests he received.

The findings also show that Dr. Ogoke continued to prescribe opioids to Pt. N, even in
accelerated doses, after having a number of UDS results that showed Pt. N may not have been
compliant in taking his opiate medication such as the long-acting MS Contin and the Percocet for
break through pain. Pt. N reported at a few times that he had accelerated his use of the Percocet
to gain better pain control to explain the negative Oxycodone UDS results. This reasoning, in
light of the visit evaluations determining Pt. N had genuine high level pain complaints, led Dr.
Ogoke to prescribe a long-acting opioid on an on-going basis so that hopefully Pt. N would not
need to use as much of the break through opioid for pain control. The long-acting opioid
medication was a scheduled medication for Pt. N to routinely take so that it was more likely than
not to show up in UDS results as a positive finding from the opiate test. This was often not what
was shown in the UDS test results. At times, the visit reports contained information that Pt. N
was counseled about the importance of being compliant in taking his medications as prescribed.
Dr. Ogoke explained that depending on when the UDS specimen was taken, Pt. N might have
been days beyond the time his prescription for the long-acting opioid was finished to explain a
negative opiate UDS result. [t is unlikely though, that Pt. N was never out of compliance in
taking both the long acting and the break through opioids given the many UDS tests done that
were negative for one or the other or for both. This kind of red ﬂag was never addressed within
the visit reports with any specificity to be able to determine whether Dr. Ogoke always addressed

this narcotics agreement violation; that the only times Dr. Ogoke determined that Pt. N engaged
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in non-compliant use of opioid medication was when a visit report discussed giving him
counseling. That is just not credible. The findings show some likely narcotic agreement
violations continued to occur even after Pt. N was talked to by Dr. Ogoke (and his physician
assistants) about the need to take opiate medication only as prescribed.

It may have been that UDS results were never timely addressed. There were too many
instances in Pt. N’s medical records, as shown in the findings, when Pt. N’s UDS results from
the outside laboratories seemed never to have been received. No visit reports included
information that this issue was pursued with the outside laboratory even though doing UDS tests
was an important monitoring tool used to determine whether Pt. N was being compliant in taking
his medications as prescribed, and after that November 2004 use of Cocaine, if he was further
using illicit drugs. It also seemed that when UDS results were received showing potential out of
compliance use of the prescribed opioids, that the subsequent visit reports only rarely addressed
Pt. N receiving counseling about the need to be compliant. It is not credible that unless a visit
report addressed that Pt. N received counseling, that all the other red flag UDS results were
resolved with Pt. N having had the UDS test done after he had run out of his prescription opioid
medication for a few days to explain a negative result. 1 conclude that the BORM has proven
this fatlure to adequately address Pt. N’s compliance issues as a violation of the narcotics
agreement and as a violation of the standard of care in the practice of pain management
medicine.

The other allegation made by the BORM is that Dr. Ogokc violated the standard of care
by inappropriately prescribing high doses of opioids to treat Pt. N’s pain complaints that were
due to un&er[ying conditions that did not merit treatment with such high doses of narcotics. In

making this allegation, the BORM relied on Dr. Satwicz’s expert opinion,
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Dr. Satwicz opined that prescribing Avinza was accelerating Pt. N’s use of opioids for no
sufficient reason. He explained why Avinza was too powertul an opioid for Pt. N and not
needed for treatment of Pt. N's pain. Avinza was prescribed as a long-acting opioid with the
opioid Percocet continuing to be prescribed for break through pain. The Avinza was prescribed
for a short time span that followed the November 24, 2004 UDS result showing Pt. N positive for
Cocaine. Avinza was only prescribed in January and February 2005, but was the first time a
long-acting opioid medication had been prescribed. After Avinza was no longer prescribed, Pt.
N continued thereafter to be taking Percocet for break through pain along with MS Contin as Pt.
N’s long-acting opioid medication. I did not find sufficient proof from Dr. Satwicz’s opinion to
find that prescribing Avinza for Pt. N was accelerating Pt. N’s use of opioids for no sufficient
reason. In terms of Pt. N being prescribed an on-going long-acting opioid throughout most of his
care with Dr. Ogoke into July 2006, the visit reports contained Pt. N’s complaints of most often
chronic high pain levels. His complaints were evaluated at these visits with physical
examinations that resulted in no findings that Pt. N was exaggerating his pain complaints to
make them not credible. To prescribe a long-acting opioid against that ongoing background does
not show Dr. Ogoke was overprescribing opioids for Pt. N by prescribing long-acting and short-
acting opioid medications. Further support for not finding Dr. Ogoke was overprescribing with
Avinza or with MS Contin, is that Pt. N’s treatment plan continued to include interventional
procedures to also help alleviate the pain. And, in general, the dose levels of these long-acting
opioids did not change over.the course of care.

Dr. Satwicz also opined that prescribing Actiq, a pain drug for cancer, even if for use by
Pt. N during interventional procedures, was done in violation of the standard of care by Dr.

Ogoi(e and his physician assistants. In particular, Dr. Satwicz found no logic and no justification
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for ever including in one prescription for Pt. N, six Actiq units at 600 mg. each. Dr. Ogoke and
Dr. Trescot, opined the Actiq was apbropriate for use to help Pt. N get through .interventional
injection procedures without moving or to get through longer procedures. Both Dr. Ogoke and
Dr. Trescot opined that typically two units per procedure would be sufficient, and just
prescribing two units ifor an upcoming procedure is what Dr. Ogoke typically prescribed. But,
they also opined that sometimes using more than just two units during a procedure would be
appropriate. To use Actiq during injection procedures this way was not proven to have been a
violation of standard of care.

There were two visits, one following the other, when each time six units of the Actiq 600
mg. were prescribed. Dr. Ogoke testified that he would provide the estimated number of Actiq
units he would be prescribing over a particular time period, over weeks or months, to the
patient’s insurer to get approval for coverage of the cost of the Actiq. That was credible. But,
here, Pt. N was receiving within a few months, twelve units of Actiq 600 mg. Even though they
were known by Pt. N to be used only during his interventional procedures, Pt. N by the time the
six units were prescribed at two consecutive visits, had red ﬂagsl concerning his.staying
compliant in taking his opioid medications, and had already been known to have used Cocaine.
Against this background it is not understandable why Pt. N would have been prescribed quite so
many powerful pain killer Actiq units over so short a time. No visit reports addressed how Pt. N
used up those twelve Actiq 600 mg. units during the procedures he had.

The findings show Pt. N was prescribed Actiq 600 mg. (6) on March 30, 2005 with his
treatment plan from March 10, 2005 to have a lumbar transforaminal injection as soon as
possible. He had this procedure on April 7, 2005. He also received another prescription for

Actig 600 mg. (6) on April 7, 2005. There is a document in Pt. N’s medical record that on May
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5, 2005, his insurer would not cover the Actiq, at least as prescribed. There is a medical record
showing the treatment plan for Pt. N on July 15, 2005 was to do a lumbar facet joint ESI as soon
as possible. On that date Pt. N was prescribed Actiq 600 mg. (2). This bilateral procedure at
levels L2-3 through L5-S1 was done on August 5, 2005. Without another Actiq prescription, Pt
N had another such procedure on September 14, 2005. The next prescription for Actiq 600 mg.
was on November 17, 2005 for two units. The next interventional procedure, an SI injection,
was done on January 11, 2006.

Dr. Satwicz’s concerns are persuasive that Pt. N received an excessively larpe dose of
six units of Actiq 600.mg. in one prescription. All three physicians acknowledge Actiq is a fast-
acting powerful pain killer. The medical records show Actiq 600 mg. was prescribed in six units
at two consecutive visits to a patient who had shown himself to have red flags due to his use of
Cocaine and due 1o his inconsistent compliance in taking his opioid medications as prescribed.
No visit report contained information that explained why these high number of units of Actiq
600 mg. were prescribed so close in time. The BORM has proven its claim regarding the Actiq
600 mg. (6) prescriptions as being over prescribing of powerful opioids to a patient with non-
compliance issues and a patient who had used Cocaine with no clearance to receive further
opioid prescriptions from an addiction medicine specialist to provide at least some reassurance
that he would likely only use the Actiq during procedures. 1 conclude the BORM has proven that
at least at to the time period when six units of Actiq were prescribed at two consecutive visits,
that this was overprescribing opioids to Pt. N. I conclude this appreciating that this prescribing
occurred when Pt. N had a number of planned interventional procedures when taking two units
of Actiq during them would not have been a violation of standard of care. | conclude this even

though Pt. N was counseled that the Actiq was to be taken only during procedures.
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Patient O
Summary

Patient (Pt.) O did not testity. No complaint by Pt. O to the Board of Registration in
Medicine was presented. (Ex. 83.)

In the Statement of Allegations, Dr. Ogoke was charged with practicing medicine in
violation of the standard of care as follows:

¢ Dr. Ogoke inappropriately prescribed high doses of opioids in light of
Pt. O’s history of opioid abuse.

* Dr. Ogoke inappropriately prescribed high doses of opioids despite
Pt. O’s ongoing drug seeking behavior.

The facts the BORM alleged to support its allegations included the following;

¢ Pt O treated with Dr. Ogoke 2001 through 2004 for low back and leg
pain, and atypical facial pain.

* Dr. Ogoke’s diagnoses for Pt. O included: lumbar strain; lumbar
radiculopathy; grade [ spondylolisthesis of the 13-4 spine level; lumbar
degencrative disk disease; lumbar degenerative joint disease; lumbar
spinal canal stenosis at the L3-4 level; post-lumbar laminectomy
syndrome; right knee and right hip osteoarthritis; sacroiliitis; and, atypical
facial pain. ‘

* Pt. O had a documented history of opioid abuse.

* Pt. O showed signs of drug seeking behavior while under Dr. Ogoke’s
care. '

* Dr. Ogoke treated Pt. O with a combination of pain medications, including
Oxycontin, Methadone, and Duragesic Patch.

¢ Dr. Ogoke treated Pt. O with multiple interventional procedures including
epidural steroid injections, sacroiliac joint injections, and facet joint
injections,

Finding; of Fact
. Pt. O, born in 1950, was initially evaluated by Dr. Ogoke on November 16, 2000.
She was referred to Dr. Ogoke by Dr. Kirinkumar Chauhan to address her left jaw arca pain. Pt.
O was forty-nine years old, unemployed and on disability. She had temporomandibular joint

disorder (TMJ). She had an initial TMJ surgery in 1975 in which her left mandible was broken
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and reuntted to provide her with a new alignment. Pt. O lacked a sufficient union post-surgery,
and had further surgeries with the same surgeon. In the course of having these further surgeries,
Pt. O experienced “a left facial nerve palsy and ... had metal implants in the jaw.” After one of
the further surgeries, she was unable “to control her eyelid on one side, requiring ... eye drops in
the eye which was covered with a patch.” Pt. O’s pain was described by Dr. Ogoke in his report
of her initial visit with him:

Burning, sharp pain, aching pain, cramping, sensitive and shooting pain that is

always present since her problem started. The left jaw area pain is associated

with chronic swelling. The patient believes she has lost mandibular bone during

multiple surgeries and now has facial asymmetry. Pain tends to radiate into the

left side of the mandible as well. Her painis ... at... 10/10. Chewing apparently

does not make the pain better. Pain tends to disturb the patient’s sleep every

night. She has done multiple radiologic studies, including one scheduled CT scan

to be done next week, according to the patient, at the request of one of her

providers.

The patient no longef engages in social activities due to her pain. Family

relationships have become strained and she is unable to work. Her interpersonal

relationships have become almost nonexistent.
Dr. Ogoke understood Pt. O was scheduled to have another facial surgery with Dr. Cottrell. She
told Dr. Ogoke she had hypertension, quit smoking about six months ago, and had no history of
“drug, alcohol or caffeine abuse.” Dr. Ogoke did a review of systems and gave a physical
examination. He noted Pt. O’s “depressed affect ... appears to be in some modcrately acute
distress ... appears quite anxious.” He made diagnoses of: atypical facial pain; facial neuritis
with neuropathic pain possibly secondary to scar tissue and compression; and, left facial nerve
palsy, rule out iatrogenic etiology. Dr. Ogoke’s treatment plan for Pt. O was to treat her with
tricyclic anti-depressant and anti-inflammatory medications;

Elavil 50 mg. p.o.q.h.s. and tritrate upwards ... [S]tart ... Mobic 7.5 mg. p.o.q.d.

and Percocet 5 mg. to be taken every 6 hours p.r.n. ...Neurontin 600 mg. p.o. to

be taken three times daily as well as Norflex 100 mg. p.o. t.i.d., and Oxycontin 20
mg. p.0.q12h. and be monitored. She started Oxycontin only in the past few days
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{less than two weeks).

Dr. Ogoke encouraged her “to keep her appointment with the maxitlofacial surgeon,” and to do a
follow-up visit with him in two weeks “for review and other considerations.” PT. O was seen by
Dr. Ogoke on November 29, 2000. She was prescribed Neurontin 600 mg. (90), Percocet 5 mg.
(120), Relafen 500 mg. (60), Elavil 75 mg. (30), and Skelaxin 400 mg. (240). (Ex. 43, 191-
192/4510-4511. Ex. 108. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol VIII, 1578-1580.)

2. Dr. Trescot noted that Pt. O had a long history of intractable facial pain that was
constant and included swelling. The pain occurred when talking, chewing or yawning. She had
also sustained facial nerve damage from complications during her surgeries. She viewed Pt. O’s
neuropathic pain as related to scar tissue wrapping around the nerves and/or from compression of
the nerves that caused her facial nerve palsy, or drooping of her facial muscles. In light of her
on-going high pain levels, Dr. Trescot opined that Dr. Ogoke acted appropriately in prescribing
as he did for Pt. O at her initial visit. (Testimony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. XV, 2966-2971.)

3. On December 7, 2000, Pt. O reported to the police that her pocketbook was missing
or lost. She came to Dr. Ogoke’é office on or about December 8, 2000 seeking a prescription for
a medication that had been in her pocketbook that she claimed was now lost. A police report
was completed based on her claim. She signed Dr. Ogoke’s Narcotics Prescription Policy &
Agreement (narcotics agreement) on December 8, 2000. Dr. Ogoke’s policy of requiring a
police report to help explain a need for an carly refill of a medication, was to address a red
flag/caution that Pt. O might be showing drug-seeking behavior. To provide a police report
when prescriptions are lost or stolen is a term in the narcotics agreement. Providing a police
report does not entitle the patient to another prescription for the missing medication. It is one

factor to consider when determining whether or not another prescription will be written for the
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patient. At the December 8, 2000 visit, P1. O was prescribed Oxycontin 20 mg. (42) to cover use
of this medication until the time when her medication needs would be addressed. She was also
prescribed Neurontin 600 mg: (180). On December 9, 2000, Pt. O had two chest x-rays taken at
Baystate Medical Center (not ordered by Dr. Ogoke). On December 27, 2000, Dr. Ogoke
prescribed non-opioid medications for Pt. O; Elavil 100 mg. (30), Relafen 500 mg. (60), and
Neurontin 600 mg. (120). (Ex. 43, 184-190/4503—4509. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VIII,
1582-1584 & Dr. Satwicz, Vol. X1, 2263-2268.)

4. Pt. O was seen at Dr. Ogoke's office on January 30, 2001 with a left jaw area pain
comptlaint of 2-3/10, improved from prior pain levels since she began use of a Duragesic Patch
(25 mcg.).165 At this visit, Dr. Ogoke’s office learned that Pt. O had been hospitalized twice in
the last month for overdosing on tricyclic anti-depressant medication. She did not have suicidal
ideation. She was treating with Dr. Sewell, a psychiatris‘t for depression, and was being
prescribed Effexor XR. Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. O a physical examination and assessed her with:
atypical facial pain; facial neuritis with neuropathic pain; and, facial nerve palsy, rule out
iatrogenic injury left side. Dr. Ogoke secured a list of medications Pt. O was being dispensed
daily at Pt. O’s home by a visiting nurse with Loving Care Staft Builders. The list was dated
January 30, 2001 and included; Effexor XR (150 mg.), Paxil (10 mg.), Neurontin (400 mg.),
Duragesic Patch (25 mcg.), Trazodone (100 mg.), Klonadine (0.1 mg.), Prozac (20 mg.), and
Norvasc (10 mg.). These medications included the medications Dr. Sewell was prescribing.'®®

Pt. O was prescribed Neurontin 600 mg. (90), Effexor XR 225 mg. (90), a dose increase from

"5 [ could not locate or decipher in Pt. O’s medical records (Exhibit 43) when or who prescribed a

Duregesic Patch.

*** The list of medications being dispensed daily to Pt. O, produced by Kimberly Diaz, RN of Loving Care
Staff Builders, referred to a hospital discharge summary that | could not locate in Pt. O’s medical records
(Exhibit 43).
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150 mg., a Duragesic Patch 25 mcg. (5), and nutrition drink supplements such as Ensure or Boost
due to Pt. O’s difficulty with chewing solids because of jaw pain. Pt. O was to return for a
follow-up visit in two weeks and to continue to treat with her psychiatrist. Pt. O was
discontinued on Elavil. The psychiatrist had stopped that prescription and replaced it with
Effexor. Effexor is an anti-depressant medication and a serotonin norepinephrine re-uptake
inhibitor preventing the body {rom breaking down serotonin and norepinephrine in the brain and
spinal cord. This blocks pain. Depression decreases serotonin and norepinephrine levels. Dr.
Ogoke’s office had not previously prescribed Effexor for Pt. O. (Ex. 43; 74-76/4393-4395 & |
181-182/4500-4501. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VI, 1581-1384 & Dr. Trescot, Vol. XV,
2975-2988 & Vol. XVII, 3292-3294.)

3. Dr. Satwicz opined, that Pt. O having been hospitalized for overdosing on medicines,
showed she was not in control of taking her medications properly. This was also why she needed
the extraordinary help of daily dispensing of her prescribed medications by a home healthcare
nurse.  With this history, Dr. Satwicz would not have further prescribed Pt. O opioid
medications. Even the Duragesic Patch, which releases the opioid Fentanyl through the skin for
seventy-two hours at a time, requires assurance that the patch- was used properly with good skin
contact and without bubbling or peeling under the patch. Dr. Satwicz expected Pt. O’s medical
records to have addressed this issue through a finding from a physical examination whether the
patch was properly on the skin. There is no information in Pt. O’s medical records to show this
monitoring was done. (Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. XII, 2269-2271 & 2606-2610.)

6. Pt. O was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on February 21, 2001, She reported the pain in
her left jaw was down to a 3/10 leve!l due to improvements from her current medication regimen

of Effexor, Neurontin, and the Duragesic Patch. She was still having the home healthcare
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provider nurse distribute daily her medications 1o her. Pt. O received a physical examination.
The impression reached was: atypical facial pain; facial neuritis with neuropathic pain; and,
facial nerve palsy, rule out iatrogenic injury left side. The treatment plan was to wean Pt. O off
the Duragesic Patch and switch her to Oxycontin 20 mg. (28) with the goal of weaning her off
narcotics. She was to come for a follow-up evaluation in two weeks. (Ex. 43; 70/4389 &
72/4391.)

7. On March 7, 2001, the visiting nurse who had been dispensing daily to Pt. O her
prescribed medications, called.Dr. Ogoke’s office. She explained that, in cleaning out Pt. O’s
medicine cabinet, shevaccidentally threw out 1. O’s script for Oxycontin 20 mg. (28) from
February 21, 2001. Accordiné to Dr. Ogoke’s protocol, the content of this call was entered into
Pt. O’s medical record. Dr. Ogoke’s staff told the visiting nurse to secure a police report
concerning this lost prescription script before Dr. Ogoke’s office could consider re-issuing a
substitute prescription to Pt. O. Pt. O was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on March 9, 2001,
complaining of jaw pain that was at a 9/10 level. She reported that further jaw surgery was
scheduled for April 30, 2001. She was given a physical examination. She had not been using
the Duragesic Patch for about two weeks. The time that had elapsed from the date the Oxycontin
prescription had been written, meant this original prescription was too old to be filled. The new
treatment plan was to prescribe an increase in the dose of Oxycontin from 20 mg. to 40 mg.
given Pt. O’s high level pain complaint. She was instructed to continue taking her other
medications, and to follow-up with her oral surgeon. (Ex. 43; 66-69/4385-4388 & 211/4530.
Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VIII, 1585-1587.)

8. Pt. O was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on April 6, 2001. She reported a pain level in

her jaw area of 2-3/10. She reported her surgery was scheduled for May 15, 2001 to involve
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“harvesting bone from her hips to make a new condyle of the left jaw, in the temporomandibular
joint.” Pt. O had been unable to chew solids. Her pain symptoms were being [airly well
controlled \‘vith the Oxycontin 40 mg. Pt. O was seeking prescription renewals. She was given a
physical examination. The treatment plan was to continue her medication regimen, and the
Oxycontin was renewed at 40 mg, (60). She was to be seen again in about one month. (Ex. 43;
63/4382 & 65/4384.)

9. Pt. O was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on May 4, 2001. Her surgery was re-scheduled
tor June 29, 2001. Her reported jaw pain was 2-3/10, and she sought renewals of her pain
medications. She was given'a physical examination and was assessed with: atypical facial pain;
factal neuritis with neuropathic pain; and, left facial palsy, rule out iatrogenic injury. She was
prescribed Oxycontin 40 mg. (60), Neurontin 600 mg. (90), and Effexor XR 75 mg. (90). She
was to return for follow-up in one month. Pt. O was seen by Dr. Ogoke on June 1, 2001,
complaining of jaw pain at a 2-3/10 level. Her surgery had been postponed to July 27, 2001. Pt.
O was given a physical examination, Her assessment was unchanged. Pt. O’s medications were
changed and a verbal order was given about the changes to Pt. O’s visiting nurse who daily
dispensed Pt. O’s medicationsA to her. The Oxycontin dose was reduced to 20 mg., the Neurontin
was discontinued with Zonegraln 100 mg. prescribed instead, with the plan to titrate up as
needed. The Effexor XR dlose was reduced to 150 mg. from 225 mg. Dr. Ogoke spent about
fitteen minutes with Pt. O discussing the need to be compliant in properly taking her
medications. Dr. Ogoke explained his medication changes as follows:

['am concerned ... that the patient’s pain control can be better achieved with a

lower dose of Oxycontin and also a need to change the Neurontin to Zonegran and

titrate up as needed. The Effexor dose is currently at a dose of 225 mg. and [ have

been reducing it to 150 mg. and titrating the dose of the anti-convulsant,
Zonegran, accordingly.
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On June 18, 2001, the visiting nurse reported to Dr. Ogoke’s office that Pt. O had been nauseous
with diarrhea for about ten days, and that she had an increase in her pain level} from 4/10 to 9/10.
The caregiver was told to discontinue the Zonegran and increase the Oxycontin to a 40 mg. dose
level. Pt. O was seen by Dr. Ogoke on June 26, 2001, Pt. O reported a pain level in the jaw of
9/10. He gave her a physical examination. The following note appeared within the report of this
visit under the treatment plan:

Discontinue Zonegran as the patient is not able to tolerate the medication from a

GI standpoint and restart Neurontin ... to 800 mg. #90, 1 p.o.t.i.d. [three times a

day.] Increase Oxycontin from 20 mg. to 30 mg. and prescriptions ... written for

Oxycontin 20 mg. #60 and Oxycontin 10 mg. #60 for a total of Oxycontin 30 mg.

p-o. every 12 hours. Will also increase Eftexor back to 225 mg. per day and a

prescription was renewed for Effexor XR 75 mg. #90.
On June 28, 2001, the visiting nurse was given another verbal order to give Oxycontin at 30 mg.,
Neurontin at 800 mg,., and Effexor XR at 225 mg. On July 11, 2001, Dr. Ogoke’s office wrote
Pt. O prescriptions for Neurontin 800 mg. (21) and Effexor XR 225 mg. (21). (Ex. 43: 56-
59/4375-4378; 61—62/4380-4381; 174-176/4493-4495; 178-180/4497-4499 & 213-214/4532-
4533.)

10. Pt. O was seen in follow-up by Dr. Ogoke on July 24, 2001. She reported her left
Jaw area pain at a level of 7/10 with an inability to chew solids. She had been using nutrition
drinks. Her surgery had been postponed until the end of August 2001, which she did not like.
Pt. O had found that the Neurontin at 800 mg. was “tremendous with pain control,” but the pain
was determined not to be “totally™ controlled at 800 mg. A physical examination was done. No
changes were made to her assessed conditions. The treatment plan was to increase the Neurontin
dosage t0 1600 mg. p.o.t.i.d. [three times a day.] The Effexor XR was to be at 150 mg., and the

Oxycontin dose was to stay at 30 mg. p.o.q. [every] 12 hours. Pt. O was to be seen again in one

month and to follow-up with her oral surgeon. Pt. O received prescriptions on July 24, 2001 for
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Oxycentin 10 mg. (60) and 20 mg. (60), Neurontin 800 mg. (180), and Effexor XR 150 mg. (30).
Pt. O was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on August 22, 2001. She complained of left jaw area pain
ata 7-8/10 level. She reported that the increase in the Neurontin dose dulled the neuropathic
pain, but she continued to experience “throbbing” pain at times. She wanted an increase in the
Oxycontin strength to 40 mg, for that. Pt. O appeared “tearful” and “depressed” at this visit. She
had a new oral surgeon with an appointment in September 2001. She was given a physical
examination. The impressions were unchanged. She was prescribed Neurontin 800 mg. (180),
OxyContin 20 mg. (60), and 10 mg. (60), and Effexor XR 150 mg. (30). Her request for the
increase in the Oxycontin dose 1o 40 mg. was to be reassessed in one month. Pt. O was seen at
Dr. Ogoke’s office on September 25, 2001. She reported a lefl jaw area pain of 6/10. She had
seen ihe new oral surgeon who recommended a tomogram and panoramic dental films. She had
a follow-up appointment with the oral surgeon on October 19, 2001. She also felt she had an eye
infection, and she was instructed to see an ophthalmologist for evaluation and care. Pt. O
reported that she had been compliant in taking her medications. She wanted refills. She was
given a physical examination. The assessments remained unchanged. Her medication regimen
was continued, and she was prescribed OxyContin 20 mg. (60) and 10 mg. (60), Neurontin 800
mg. (180), and Effexor XR 150 mg. (30). (Ex. 43: 44-52/4363-4371; 209-210/4528-4529 &
212/4531.)

1. Pt. O fell in a pothole while walking her dog and had a twisting injury. She had right
knee and ankle x-rays on October 18, 2001 that showed no acute fractures or dislocations. She
was fitted with an air cast. She had a mild soft tissue swelling injury. Pt. O saw Dr. Ogoke on
October 25, 2001. She complained of left jaw area pain at a 6/10 level, had not had the oral

surgery, but had an appointment scheduled with the surgeon. She reported right ankle and knee
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10 mg. (2) for preparation for his next proceduré. A UDS was done. The results were negativc
for opiates and Cocaine, and positive for Oxycodone. (Ex. 43: 69-72/3932-3935; 119-122/3982-
}985; 125-131/3988-3994; 134/3997; 136-143/3999-4006; 394-396/4257-4259 & 402-404/4265-
4267.) |

30. Pt. N was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on April 6, 2006. He reported that the prior
week he fell using a four wheel all-terrain vehicle, re-injuring his right shoulder area that had
recovered well. He also compiained of back péin. He had a physical examination. The
assessment reached was; impingement syndrome in the right shoulder with downsloping
acromium,; rotator cuff tendonitis; acromioclavicular joint strain; shoulder contusion; myalgia in
the right forearm; cervical strain (aggravated); and, right uppér exiremity sympathetic maintained
pain (improved). .A UDS was done. The treatment plan was to: do a lumbar spine MRI; stop the
Percocet due to GERD (gastroesophageal reflux disease); renew his other medications; and, have
a left lumbar facet joint injectbion. PL. N agreed to this plan. A prescription was written for
Oxycodone 10 mg. (90) for break-through pain 1o be in place of Percocet. This prescription
could not be filled by Pt. N’s pharmacy and Pt. N requested to stay on Percocet. He returned the
Oxycodone prescription and received a prescription for Percocet 7.5/325 mg. (90). Pt. N was
also prescribed MS Contin 100 mg. (60), EC Naprosyn (60), and Ativan 2mg. (2} for procedures.
The UDS results were reached on April 14, 2006.' (Ex. 43: 144/4007; 146-147/4009-4010 &
390-393/4253-4256.)

31. Pt N was seen on May 1, 2006 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. He reported pain symptoms in

"2 Only one not fully legible page of the UDS results from April 14, 2006 was found in Pt, N's medical
records (Ex. 43, 144/4007).
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the lower back. He was prescribed MS Contin 100 mg. (60), Oxycodone (1 80),'®® and Ativan 2
mg. (2) for procedures. X-rays oftﬁe left hand were ordered. A UDS was done. The UDS
results from May 10, 2006 were negative for Cocaine and negative for both opiates and the
Oxycodone screen. Pt. N was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on June 2, 2006. He had not undergone
the planned lumbar facet joint injection for His low back pain. He reported shoulder and left
hand pain. He had not had the x-rays of his leﬁ hand. Pt. N had a physical examination. e was
assessed with: lumbar pain and radiculopathy; sacroiliitis; carpome;acarpal joint strain; left hand
pain, rule out any fracture; and, cervical pain. He was prescribed Oxycodone 5 mg. (180), EC
Naprosyn 500 mg. (60), MS Contin 100 .mg. (60), and Ativan 2 mg. (2) for procedures, Pt. N
reported that his pha;rmacy could not fill the 180 count of Oxycodone and only ﬁl]ed a 141 count.
He did not also receive a prescription for Percocet. The results of the May 1, 2006 UDS
specimen testing were not discussed within the rebort of the June 2, 2006 visit, but a UDS was
done at this visit. The UDS results from June 3, 2006 were positive for the Oxyéodone screet,
and negative for epiates and Cocatne. On June 20, 2006, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. N a bilateral SI

-inj ection with flucroscopy. He had not had the left hand x-rays or the lumbar facet joint
injection as had been planned. He was prescribed Oxycodone 5 mg. (39). Blood work was
ordered. A UDS was done. Nothing in the report of this visit addressed UDS results from his
prior tests that showed non-compliance issues to resolve about how he was taking his MS Contin
and Oxycodone or Percocet. Pt. N was seen on July 3, 2006 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. He reported
a “50%” improvement in his tow back pain foilowing the SI injection. He was given a physical
examination and assessed with: sacroiliitis; lumbar strain; lumbar radiculopathy; cervical strain;

and, carpal/metacarpal joint strain. He was prescribed Elavil 25 mg. (60), Oxycodone 5 mg.

'* The dose level of the Oxycodone was not legible on the copy of the prescription, and the prescription
was not detailed in the report of the May 1, 2006 visit. (Ex. 43, 156/4019.)
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(180), MS Contin 100 mg. (60), EC Naprosyn 375 mg. (60), and Ativan 2 mg. (2) for
procedures. The treatment plan was for Pt. N to have the lumbar facet joint injection and a CMC
joint injection as soon as possible. A UDS was done. The July 3, 2006 UDS results were
negative for opiates and the Oxycodone screen, and positive for Cocaine. (Ex. 43: 151-158/.
4014-4021; 160-164/4023-4027; 167/4030; 170-171/4033-4034; 173/4036; 175-176/4038-4039;
178/4041; 180/4043; 182-186/ 4045-4049; 376-380/4239-4243; 382/4245 & 385-389/4248-
 4252)

32. Pt. N had signed the narcotics agreement when he was receiving care with Dr.
Ogoke. He tested positive for Cocaine from his UDSs on November 23, 2004, June 21, 2005,
and July 3, 2006. Dr. Ogoke did not end his care of Pt. N for taking illicit drugs as a result of
any of the first two UDS results showing Cocaine, but he likely terminated Pt. N°s care after
learning of the July 5, 2006 result. Dr. Ogoke concluded that he would have seen the positive for
Cocaine result from July 5; 2006 even if there was a long delay in his receipt of the results from
the outside laboratory. Dr. Ogoke opined that he would not have continued Pt. N in his care
once aware of this further illicit drug use without stopping opioid prescribing for Pt. N until he
was cleared by an addiction medicine spe(.:ialist. No further medical records were found on Pt. N
after the July 5, 2006 UDS results.'®* (Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VIII, 1570-1577.)

33. Pt. N had UD'S results that were negative for opiates despite ongoing prescriptions
for them, including at times for MS Contin, which was a scheduled medication and expected to
be found in a UDS specimen. But, if the UDS specimen was taken at a time when the MS
Contin prescription had ended a few dajfs prior, Dr. Ogoke opined that this could explain some
of the negative UDS results for op;iates. When Dr. Ogoke received the UDS results even after

months of delay, the visit reports never showed that he or his physician assistants questioned Pt.

' No termination of care letter was found for Pt. N in his medical records (Exhibit 43).
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N about his use of the MS Contin. The UDS results also showed Pt. N was negative for the
Percocet and Oxycodone he took for break through pain as shown by the negative Oxycodone
screen results. These UDS results occurred on: April 22, 2004; April 30, 2004; November 23,
2004; September 23, 2005; October 19, 2005; March 9, 2006; Apri[ 5, 2006, May 1, 2006; June
2, 2006; and, July 3, 2006. Dr. Ogoke was less concerned with those negative UDS results
because those opioids were for break-through pain and not scheduled medications. He opined
that such medications might not have been taken by Pt. N at and around the time of the UDS
tests that often occurred at the times of scheduled visits when medications would have needed to
be .renewed. Dr. Ogoke was not B‘.b[C to get his patients to come to his office for frequent UDS
tests within their monthly prescription cycles when UDS results might have been able to show
clear non-compliance by Pt. N in taking his medications as prescribed. (Ex. 43: 15/3878; 20-
21/3883-3884; 34-35/3897-3898; 110/3973; 126-127/3989-3990; 140-144/4003-4007; 152-
155/4015-4018; 161-164/4024-4027; 183-186/4046-4049; 271-276/4134-4139 & 308-309/4171-
4172. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VIIL, 1559-1571.)

34. At and around the time that the UDS resulis for Pt. N were negative his opioid
medications, the following opicid prescriptions for them were written by Dr. QOgoke’s office. He
was prescribed Percocet for break through pain on: March 12, 2004; March 23, 2004; April 22,
2004; May 21,‘2'004; June 17, 2004; July' 15, 2004; August 16, 2004; September 7, 2004;
September 24, 2004; October 14, 2004; November 3, 2004; November 23, 2004; and, December
24,2004, On March 3, 2005, the opioid Kadian was prescribed. Dr. Ogoke added to the on-
going prescription for Percocet, the long-acting scheduled opioid of Avinza on January 12, 2005
and February 23, 2005. The on-going prescription for Percocet continued, but added was the

long-acting opioid of MS Contin in place of the Avinza on: March 10, 2005; March 30, 2005;
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April 7, 2005; April 28, 2005; May 27, 2005; June 20, 2005; Jul); 15,2003; August 5, 2005,
Septermnber 22, 2005, October 19, 2005; Novembér 17, 2005; December 19, 2005; January 1 1;
2006; February 9, 2006; March 9, 2006; April 6, 2006; and, April 16, 2006. Dr. Ogoke
substituted Oxycodone for the Percocet prescription to address brcak—;hrou‘.g,h pain on: May 1,
2006, June 2, 2006, June 20, 2006; and, July 3, 2006. (Ex. 43: 6/3869; 9/3872; 13/3876;
. 25/3888; 3‘6/3899; 37/3900; 39/3902; 49/3912; 58/3921; 64/3927; 67/3930; 71/3934; 75/3938;
89/3952; 95/3958; 97/3960; 104/3967; 109/3972; 111-112/3974-3975; 121/3984; 137/4000;
147/4010; 156/4019; 175-176/4038-4039; 180/4043; 254/4117; 268/4131; 280/4143; 286/4149;
289/4152; 293-294/4156-4157; 299-300/4162-4163 & 313/4176.)
35. Pt N had injection treatments that covered at least a two year time period. He had

an acromioclavicularjoim injection on March 19, 2004. He had another one on July 23, 2004.
He had a cervical ESI to the C3-4 level on August 16, 2004. He had another acromioclavicutar
joint injection on September 23, 2004, and a cervical ESI at C3-4 on September 29, 2004. Pt. N
had another acromioclavicular joint injection on October 14, 2004. He had a lumbar ESI at L5-
Slon November 4, 2004, and a bilateral SI injection on November 23, 2004. He had a lumbar
transforaminal joint injection at the L4 through the S1 levels on February 3, 2005, and an
acromioclavicular joint injection on February 9, 2005. On April 7 and 16, 2005, he had lumbar
ESIs at the L4 through the S1 levels. On August 5, 2005, Pt. N had a bilateral facet joint
injection at the L2-3 through the L5-S1 levels. On February 9, 2006, he had a bilateral St
injection, and on March 9, 2006, he had another bilateral lumbar facet joint injection at the 1L.2-3
through the L5-S1 levels. He had a bilateral SI injection on June 20, 2006. (Ex. 43:44-45/ 3907-
3908; 51-34/3914-3917, 60-62/3923-3925,; 93/3956; 99-102/3962-3963; 170-171/4033-4034;

201/4064; 203/4066; 265-266/4128-4129; 317-319/4180-4182; 337/4200; 341-342/4204-4205,;
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351/4214; 394-396/4257-4259; 402-404/4265-4267, 414-416/4277-4279; 418-420/4281-4283 &
425-426/4288-4289.)
Conclusion and Recommendation

The ﬁndings show th.at Dr. Ogoke violated the standard of care in the practice of
medicine with Pt. N as alleged by the BORM, for failing to terminate care of Pt. N for his use of
Cocaine on more than one occasion over a significant time span. Pt. N was first found to have a
positive UDS test for Cocaine in November 2004, Dr. Ogoke addressed this issue with Pt. N,
although he did not require Pt. N to first be cleared by an addiction medicine specialist before he
would receive further opioid prescriptions. Dr. Ogoke only provided a resource to Pt. N of the
name of an addiction medicine spectalist. The second time Pt. N had a UDS finding positive for
Cocaine was in June 2005. The findings show that Dr. Ogoke may not have seen this result
because the document may have been placed into a (;losed Pt. N file. The medical records and
Dr. Ogoke’s persuaéive testimony supports him not seeing this UDS result for this reason. There
15 no medical record information in any document or visit report acknowledging this UDS result
with Dr. Ogoke determining despite it, that Pt. N would have no need to see an addiction
medicine specialist to be cleared to receive further opioid medicine, or that Dr. Ogoke did not
find that result significant. The third time Pt. N had a UDS finding positive for Cocaine was in
July 2006 after which there are no further medical records on Pt. N. Dr. Ogoke’s testimony is
persuasive that this third UDS result that was positive for Cocaine likely led to an end of care for
Pt. N; at least an end to his receiving opioid prescriptions. This means that from the enc-i of
November 2004 through the start of July 2006, Pt. N continued to receive significant opioid
medications on an on-going basis. Even if Dr. Ogoke did not intentionally ignere the second

UDS result positive for Cocaine, he is responsible for this error. The BORM has proven a
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violation of the standard of care in Dr. Ogoke’s practice of pain management medicine due to
this error that resulted in no adequate attention'paid to Pt. N’s use of Cocaine after the June 2005
UDS result. The main monitoring being done to check on Pt. N’s compliance in taking no illicit
drugs were the UDS tests he received.

The findings also show that Dr. Ogoke continued to prescribe opioids to Pt. N, even in
accelerated doses, after having a number of UDS results that showed Pt. N may not have been
compliant in taking his opiate medication such as the long-acting MS Contin and the Percocet for
break through pain. Pt. N reported at a few times that he had accelerated his use of the Percocet
to gain befter pain control to explain the negative Oxycodone UDS results. This reasoning, in
light of the visit evaluations determining Pt. N had genuine high level pain complaints, led Dr.
Ogoke to prescribe a long-acting opioid on an on-going basis so that hopefully Pt. N would not
need to use as much of the break through opioid for pain control. The long-acting opioid
medication was a scheduled medication for Pt. N to routinely take so that it was more likely than
not to show up in UDS results as a positive finding from the opiate test. This was often not what
was shown in the UDS test results. At times, the visit reports contained information that Pt. N
was counseled about the importance of being.compliant in taking his medications as prescribed.
Dr. Ogoke explained that depending on when the UDS specimen was taken, Pt. N might have
been days beyond the time his prescription for the long-acting opioid was finished to explain a
negative opiate UDS result. It is unlikely though, that Pt. N was never out of compliance in
taking both the long acting and the break through opioids given the many UDS tests done that
were negative for one or the other or for both. This kind of red ﬂaé was never addressed within
the visit reports with any specificity to be able to determine whether Dr. Ogoke always addressed

this narcotics agreement violation; that the only times Dr. Ogoke determined that Pt. N engaged
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it non-compliant use of opioid'medication was when a visit report discussed giving him
counseling. That is just not credible. The findings show some likely narcotic agreement
violations continued to occur even afier Pt. N was talked to by Dr. Ogoke (and his physician
assistants) about the need to take opiate medication only as prescribed.

It may have been that UDS results were never timely_addl'essea. There were too many
instances in Pt. N’s medical records, as shown in the findings, when Pt. N's UDS results from
the outside laboratories seemed never to have been received. No visit reports included
information that this issue was pursued with the outside laboratory even though doing UDS tests
was an important monitoring tool used to determine whether Pt. N was being compliant in taking
his medications as prescriqu, and after that November 2004 use of Cocaine, if he was further
using illicit drugs. It also seemed that when UDS results were received showing potential out of
comphliance use of the prescribed opioids, that the subsequent visit reports only rarely addressed
Pt. N receiving counseling about the need to be compliant. It is not credible that unless a visit
report addressed that Pt. N received counseling, that all the other red flag UDS results were
resolved with Pt. N having had the UDS test done after he had run out of'his prescription opioid
medication for a few days to explain a negative result. I conclude that the BORM has proven
this fgilure to adequately address Pt. N’sl compliance issues as a violation of the narcotics
agreement and as a violation of the standard of care in the practice of pain management
medicine.

The other allegation made by the BORM is that Dr. Ogoke violated the standard of care
by inappt;opriately prescribing high doses of opioids to treat Pt. N’s pain complaints that were
due to unaerlying conditions that did not merit treatment with such high doses of narcotics. In

making this allegation, the BORM relied on Dr. Satwicz’s expert opinion.
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Dr. Satwicz opined that prescribing Avinza was accelerating Pt. N’s use of obioids for no
sulficient reason, He explained why Avinza was too powerful an opioid for Pt. N and not
needed for treatment of Pt. N's pain. Avinza was prescribed as a long-acting opioid with the
opioid Percocet continuing to be prescribed for break through pain. The Avinza was prescribed
for a short time span that followed the November 24, 2004 UDS result showing Pt. N positive for
Cocaine. Avinza was only prescribed in Januar); and February 2005, but was the first time a
long-acting opioid medication had been prescribed. After Avinza was no longer prescribed, Pt.
N continued thereafter to be taking Percocet for break througﬁ pain along with MS Contin as Pt.
N’s long-acting opioid medication. Idid not find sufficient proof from Dr. Satwicz’s opinion to
find that prescribing Avinza for Pt. N was accelerating Pt. N's use of opioids for no sufficient
reason. In terms of Pt. N being prescribed an on-going long-acting opioid throughout most of his
care with Dr. Ogoke into July 2006, the visit reports contained Pt. N’s complaints of most often
chronic high pain ievels, His complaints were evaluated at these visits with physical
examinations that resulted in no findings that Pt. N was éxaggeratiné his pain complaints to
make them not credible. To prescribe a long-acting opioid against that ongoing background does
not show Dr. Ogoke was overprescribing obioids for Pt. N by prescribing long-acting and short-
acting opioid medications. Further support for not finding Dr. Ogoke was overprescribing with
Avinza or with MS Contin, is that Pt. N’s treatment plan continued to include interventional
procedures to also heli) alleviate the pain. And, in general, the dose [evels of these long-acting
opioids did not change over.the course of care.

Dr. Satwicz also opined that prescribing Actiq, a pain drug for cancer, even if for use by
Pt. N during interventional procedures, was done in violation of the s‘;andard of care by Dr.

Ogoke and his physician assistants. In particular, Dr. Satwicz found no logic and no justification
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for ever including in one prescription for Pt. N, six Actiq units at 600 mg. eacl_l. Dr. Ogoke and
Dr. Trescot, opined the Actiq was apF.)rOpriatce for use to help Pt. N get through .interventional
injection procedures without moving or to get through longer procedures. Both Dr. Ogoke and
Dr. Trescot opined.that typically two units per procedure would be sufficient, and just
prescribing two units for an upcoming procedure is what Dr. Ogoke typically prescribed. But,
they also opined that sometimes using more than just two units during a procedure would be
ap;;ropriate. To use Actiq during injection procedures this way was not proven to have been a
violation of standard of care.

There were two visits, one following the.other, when each time six units of the Actiq 600
mg. were prescribed. Dr. Ogoke testified that he would provide the estimated number of Actiq
units he would be prescribing over a particular time period, over weeks or months, to the
patient’s insurer to get approval for coverage of the cost of the Actiq. That was credible. But,
here, Pt. N was receiving within a few months, twelve units of Actiq 600 mg. Even though they
were known by Pt. N to be used only during his interventional procedures, Pt. N by the time the
six units were prescribed at two consecutive visits, had red ﬂags'conceming hjs'staying
compliant in taking his opioid medications, and had already been known to have used Cocaine.
Against this backgroungl itis not understandable why Pt. N would have been prescribed quite so
many powerful pain killer Actiq units over so short a time. No visit reports addressed how Pt. N
used up those twelve Actiq 600 mg. units during the procedures he had.

The findings show Pt. N was prescribed Actiq 600 mg. (6) on March_SO, 2005 with his
treatment plan from March 10, 2005 to have a lumbar transforaminal injection as soon as
possible. He had this procedure on April 7, 2005. He also received another prescription for

Actiq 600 mg. (6) on April 7, 2005. There is a document in Pt. N°s medical record that on May
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5, 2005, his insurer would not cover the Actiq, at least as prescribed. There is a medical record
showing the treatment plan fo'r Pt. N-on July 15, 2005 was to do a Jumbar facet joint ESI as soon
as possible. On that date Pt. N was prescribed Actiq 600 mg. (2). This bilateral procedure at
levels L.2-3 through L.5-S1 was done on August 5, 2005. Without another Actiq prescription, Pt.
N had another such procedure on September 14, 2005. The next prescription for Actig 600 mg. |
was on November 17, 2005 for two units. The next interventional procedure, an SI injection,
was done on January 11, 2006.

Dr. Satwicz’s concerns are persuasive that P1. N received an excessively Lérge dose of
six units of Actig 600‘mg. in one prescription. All three physicians acknowledge Actiq is a fast-
acting powerful pain killer. "[;he medical records show Actiq 600 mg. was prescribed in six units
at two consecutive visits to a patient who had shown himself to have red flags due to his use of
Cocaine and due to his inconsistent compliance in taking his opioid medications as prescribed.
No visit report contained information that explained why these high number of units of Actig
600 mg. were prescribed so close in time. The BORM has proven its claim regarding the Actiq
600 mg. (6) prescriptions as being over prescribing of powerful opioids to a patient with non-
compliance issues and a patient who had used Cocaine with no clearance to receive further
opioid prescriptions from an addiction medicine specialist to provide at least some reassurance
that he would likely only use the Actiq during procedures. [ conclude the BORM has proven tha;[
at least at to the time period when six units of Actiq were prescribed at two coﬁsecutive visits,
that this was overprescﬂging opioids to Pt. N. [ conclude this appreciating that this prescribing
occurred when Pt. N had a number of planned interventional procedures when taking tweo units
of Actiq during them would not have been a violation of standard of care. 1 conclude this even

though Pt. N was counseled that the Actig was to be taken only during procedures.
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Patient O

Summary

Patient (Pt.) O did not testify. No complaint by Pt. O to the Board of Registration in
Medicine was presented. (Ex. 83.)

In the Statement of Allegations, Dr. Ogoke was charged with practicing medicine in
violation of the standard of care as follows:

Dr. Ogoke inappropriately prescribed high doses of opioids in light of
Pt. O’s history of opioid abuse.

Dr. Ogoke inappropriately prescribed high doses of opioids despite
Pt. O’s ongoing drug seeking behavior.

The facts the BORM alleged to support its allegations included the following:

Pt. O treated with Dr. Ogoke 2001 through 2004 for low back and leg
pain, and atypical facial pain. .

Dr. "Ogoke’s diagnoses for Pt. O included: lumbar strain; lumbar
radiculopathy; grade I spondylolisthesis of the 1.3-4 spine level; lumbar
degenerative disk discase; lumbar degenerative joint disease; lumbar
spinal canal stenosis at the L3-4 lcvel, post-lumbar laminectomy
syndrome; right knee and right hip osteoarthritis; sacroiliitis; and, atypical

* facial pain.

Pt. O had a documented history of opioid abuse.

Pt. O showed signs of drug seeking behavior while under Dr. Ogoke’s
care.

Dr. Ogoke treated Pt. O with a combination of pain medications, including
Oxycontin, Methadone, and Duragesic Patch.

Dr. Ogoke treated Pt. O with multiple interventional procedures including
cpidural steroid injections, sacroiliac joint injections, and facet joint
injections.

Findings of Fact

1. Pt. O, born in 1950, was initially evaluated by Dr. Qgoke on November 16, 2000.

She was referred to Dr. Ogoke by Dr. Kirinkumar Chauhan to address her left jaw area pain. Pt.

O was forty-nine years old, unemployéd and on disability. She had temporomandibularjoint

disorder (TMJ). She had an initial TMJ surgery in 1975 in which her left mandible was broken
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and reunited to provide her with a new alignment. Pt. O lacked a sufficient union post-surgery,
and had further surgeries with the same surgeon. In the course of having these further surgeries,
Pt. O experienced “a lefi facial nerve palsy and ... had metal implants in the jaw.” After one of
the further surgeries, she was unable “to control her eyelid on one side, requiring ... eye drops in
the eye which was covered with a patch.” Pt. O’s pain was described by Dr. Ogoke in his report
of her initial visit with him:

Buming, sharp pain, aching pain, cramping, sensitive and shooting pain that is

always present since her problem started. The left jaw area pain is associated

with chronic swelling. The patient believes she has lost mandibular bone during

multiple surgeries and now has facial asymmetry. Pain tends to radiate into the

left side of the mandible as well. Her painis ... at ... 10/10. Chewing apparently

does not make the pain better. Pain tends to disturb the patient’s sleep every

night. She has done multiple radiologic studies, including one scheduled CT scan

to be done next week, according to the patient, at the request of one of her

providers.

The patient no longef engages in social activities due to her pain. Family

relationships have become strained and she is unable to work. Her interpersonal

relationships have become almost nonexistent.
Dr. Ogoke understood Pt. O was scheduled to have another facial surgery with Dr. Cottrell. She
told Dr. Ogoke she had hypertension, quit smoking about six months ago, and had no history of
“drug, alcohol or caffeine abuse.” Dr. Ogoke did a review of systems and gave a physical
examination. He noted Pt. O’s “depressed affect ... appears to be in some moderately acute
distress ... appears quite anxious.” He made diagnoses of: atypical facial pain; facial neuritis
with neuropathic pain pessibly secondary to scar tissue and compression; and, left facial nerve
palsy, rule out iatrogenic etiology. Dr. Ogoke’s treatment plan for Pt. O was to treat her with
tricyclic anti-depressant and anti-inflammatory medications;

Elavil 50 mg. p.o.q.h.s. and tritrate upwards ... {S]tart ... Mobic.7.5 mg. p.o.q.d.

and Percocet 5 mg. to be taken every 6 hours p.r.n. .. Neurontin 600 mg. p.o. to

be taken three times daily as well as Norflex 100 mg. p.o. t.i.d., and Oxycontin 20
mg. p.0.q12h. and be monitored. She started Oxycontin only in the past few days
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(less than two weeks).

Dr. Ogoke encouraged her *to keep her appointment with the maxillofacial surgeon,” and to do a
follow-up visit with him in two weeks “for review and other considerations.” PT. O was seen by
Dr. Ogék_e on November 29, 2000. She was prescribed Neurontin 600 mg. (90), Pefcocet 5mg.
(120), Relafen 500 mg. (60), Elavil 75 mg. (30), and Skelaxin 400 mg. (240). (Ex. 43, 191-
192/4510-4511. Ex. 108, Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. V111, 1578-1580.)

2. Dr. Trescot noted that Pt. O had a long history of intractable facial pain that was
constant and included-swelling. The pain occurred when talking, chewing or yawning. She had
also sustained facial nerve damage from complications during her surgeries. She viewed Pt. O’s
neuropathic pain as related to scar tissue wrapping around the nerves and/or from compression of
the nerves that caused her facial nerve palsy, or drooping of her facial muscles. In light of her
on-going high pain leve-ls, Dr. Trescet opined that Dr. Ogoke acted appropriately in prescribing
as he'did for Pt. O at her initial visit. (Testitnony of Dr. Trescot, Vol. XV, 2966-2971.)

3. On December 7, 2000, Pt. O reported to the police that her pocketbook was missing
or lost. She came to Dr. Ogoke’s office on or about December 8, 2000 seeking a prescription for
a medication that had been in.her pocketbook that she claimed was now lost. A police report
was completed based on her claim. She signed Dr. Ogoke’s Narcotics Prescription Policy &
Agreement (narcotics agreement) on December 8, 2000. Dr. Ogoke’s policy of requiring a
police report to help explain a need for an early refill of a medication, was to address a red
flag/caution that Pt. O might be showing drug-seeking behavior. To provide a police report
when prescriptions are lost or stolen is a term in the narcotics agreement, Providing a police
report does not entitle the patient to another prescription for the missing medication. It is one

factor to consider when determining whether or not another prescription will be written for the
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patient. At the December 8, 2000 visit, Pt. O was prescribed Oxycontin 20 mg. (42) to cover use
of this medication until the time when her medic;lllion needs would be addressed. She was also
prescribed Neurontin 600 mg: (180). On December 9, 2000, Pt. O had two chest x-rays taken at
Baystate Medical Center (not ordered by Dr. Ogoke). On December 27, 2000, Dr. Ogoke
prescribed non-opioid medications for Pt. O; Elavil 100 mg. (30), Relafen 500 mg. (60), and
Neurontin 600 mg. (120). (Ex. 43, 184-190/4503-4309. Testimony of Dr'. quke, Vol. VIII,
1582-1584 & Dr. Satwicz, Vol. XII, 2263-2268.)

4. Pt. O was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on January 30, 2001 with a left jaw area pain
complaint of 2-3/10, improved from prior pain levels since she began use of a Duragesic Patch

(25 meg.).'®

At this visit, Dr. Ogoke’s office learned that Pt, O had been hospitalized twice in
the last month for overdosing on tricyclic anti-depressant medication. She did not have suicidal
ideation. She was treating with Dr. Sewell, a psychiatriﬁ for depression, and was being
prescribed Effexor XR. Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. O a physical examination and assessed her with:
atypical facial pain; facial neuritis with neuropathic pain; and, facia! nerve palsy, rule out
iatrogenic injury left side. Dr. Ogoke secured a list of medications Pt. O was being dispensed
daily at Pt. O’s home by a visiting nurse with Loving Care Staff Builders. The list was dated
January 30, 2001 and included; Effexor XR (150 mg.), Paxil (10 mg.), Neurontin (400 mg.),
Duragesic Pa.tch (2.5 mcg.), Trazodone (100 mg.), Klonadine (0.1 mg.), Prozac (20 mg.), and

Norvasc (10 mg.). These medications included the medications Dr. Sewell was prescribing.'®®

Pt. O was prescribed Neurontin 600 mg. (90), Effexor XR 225 mg. (90), a dose increase from

' 1 could not locate or decipher in Pt. O’s medical records (Exhibit 43) when or who prescribed a
Duregesic Patch.

" The list of medications being dispensed daily to Pt. O, produced by Kimberly Diaz, RN of Loving Care
Staff Builders, referred to a hospital discharge summary that I could not locate in Pt. O’s medical records
(Exhibit 43).
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150 mg., a Duragesic Patch 25 meg. (5), and nutrition drink supplements such as Ensure or Boost
due to Pt. O’s difficulty with chewing solids because of jaw pain. Pt. O was to return for a
follow-up visit in two weeks and (o continue to treat with her psychiatrist. Pt. O was
discontinued on Elavil. The psychiatrist had stOpp;ed that prescription and replaced it with
Effexor. Effexor is an anti-depressant medication and a serotonin norepinephrine re-uptake
inhibitor preventing the body from breaking down serotonin and norepinephrine in the brain and
spinal cord. This blocks pain. Depression decreases serotonin and norepinephrine levels. Dr.
Ogoke’s office had not previously prescribed Effexor for Pt. O. (Ex. 43; 74-76/4393-4395 & |
181-182/4500-4501. Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VIII, 1581-1584 & Dr. Trescot, Vol. XV,
2975-2988 & Vol. XV, 3292-3294)

5. Dr. Satwicz opined, that Pt. O having been hospitalized for overdosing on medicines,
showed she was not in control of taking her medications properly. This was also why she needed
the extraordinary help of daily dispensing of her prescribed medications by a home healthcare
nurse.  With this histéry, Dr. Satwicz would not have further prescribed Pt. O opioid
medications. Even the Duragesic Patch, which releases the opioid Fentanyl through the skin for
seventy-two hours at a time, requireé assurance that the patch was used properly with good skin
contact and without bubbling or peeling under the patch. Dr. Satwicz expected Pt. O’s medical
records to have addressed this issue through a finding from a physical examination whether the
patch was properly on the skin. There is no information in Pt. O’s medical records to show this
monitoring was done. (Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. XII, 2269-2271 & 2606-2610.)

6. Pt O was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on February 21, 2001. She reported the pain in
her left jaw was down to a 3/10 level due to limprovements from her current medication regimen

of Effexor, Neurontin, and the Duragesic Patch. She was still having the home healthcare
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provider nurse distribute daily her medications to her. Pt. O reccived a physical examination.
The impression reached was: atypical facial pain; facial neuritis with neuropathic pain; and,
facial nerve palsy, rule out iatrogenic injury left side. The treatment plan was to wean Pt. O off
the Duragesic Patch and switch her to Oxycontin 20 mg. (28) with the goal of weaning her off
narcotics. She \.was to come for a follow-up evaluation in two weeks. (Ex. 43; 70/4389 &
72/4391.)

7. On March 7, 2001, the visiting nurse who had been dispensing daily to Pt. O her
prescribed medications, called Dr. Ogoke’s office. She ‘explained that, in cleaning out Pt. (’s
medicine cabinet, she 'accidentally threw out Pt. O’s script for Oxycontin 20 mg. (28) from
February 21, 2001. Accordin.g to Dr. Ogoke’s protocol, the content of this call was entered into
Pt. ’s medical record. Dr. Ogoke’s staff told the visiting nurse to secure a police report
concerning this lost prescription script before Dr. Ogoke’s office could consider rf:—issuing a
substitute prescription to Pt. O. Pt. O was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on March 9, 2001,
complaining of jaw pain that was at a 9/10 level. She reported that further jaw surgery was
scheduled for April 30, 200.1' She was given a physical examination. She had not been using
the Duragesic Patch for abbut two weeks, The time that had elapsed from the date the Oxycontin
prescription had been written, meant this original prescription was too old to be filled. The név;f
treatment plan was to prescribe an increase in the dosé of Oxycontin from 20 mg. to 40 mg.
given Pt. O’s high level pain complaint. She was instructed to continue taking her other
medications, and to follow-up with her oral surgeon. (Ex. 43; 66-69/43 85—;&388 & 211/4530.
Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VIII, 1585-1587.)

8. Pt O was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on April 6, 2001. She reported a pain lé\fel i.n

her jaw area of 2-3/10. She reported her surgery was scheduled for May 15, 2001 to involve
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“harvesting bone from her hips to make a new condyle of the left jaw, in the temporomandibular
joint.”™ Pt. O had been unable to chew solids. Her pain symptoms were being fairly well
controlled with the Oxycontin 40 mg. Pt. O was seeking prescription renewals. She was given a
physical examination. The treatment plan was to continue her medication regimen, and the
Oxycontin was renewed at 40 mg. (60). She was to be seen again in about one month. (Ex. 43;
63/4382 & 65/4384.)

9. Pt. O was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on May 4, 2001. Her surgery was re-scheduled
for June 29, 2001. Her reported jaw pain was 2-3/10, and she sought renewals of her pain
medications. She was given a physical examination and was assessed with: atypical facial pain;
facial neuritis with neuropathic pain; and, left facial palsy, rule out iatrogenic injury. She was
prescribed Oxycontin 40 mg. (60), Neurontin 600 mg. (90), and Effexor XR 75 mg. (90). She
was to return for follow-up in one month, Pt. O was scen by Dr. Ogoke on June 1, 2001,
complaining .ofjaw pain at a 2-3/10 level. Her surgery had been postponed to July 27, 2001. Pt.
O was given a physical examination. Her assessment was unchanged. Pt. O’s medications were
changed and a verbal order was given about the changes to Pt. O’s visiting nurse who daily
dispensed Pt. O’s medicationsl to her. The Oxfcontin dose was reduced to 20 mg., the Neurontin
was discontinued with Zonegran 100 mg. prescribed instead, with the plan to titrate up as
needed. The Effexor XR dlose was reduced to 150 mg. from 225 mg. Dr. Ogoke spent about
fifteen minutes'with P1. O discussing the need to be compliant in properly taking her
medications. Dr. Ogoke explained his medication changes as follows:

I am concerned ... that the patient’s pain control can be better achieved with a

lower dose of Oxycontin and also a need to change the Neurontin to Zonegran and

titrate up'as needed. The Effexor dose is currently at a dose of 225 mg. and | have

been reducing it to 150 mg. and titrating the dose of the anti-convulsant,
Zonegran, accordingly,
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On June 18,2001, ¥he visiting nurse reported to Dr. Ogoke’s office that Pt. O had been nauseous
with diarrhea for about ten days, and that she had an increase in her pain level from 4/10 to 9/10.
The caregiver was told fo discontinue the Zonegran and increase the Oxycontin to a 40 mg. dose
level. Pt. O was seen by Dr. Ogoke on June 26, 2001, Pt. O reported a pain level in the jaw of.

9/10._ He gave her a physical examination. The following note appeared within the report of this
visit under the treatrﬁent plan:

Discontinue Zonegran as the patient is not able to tolerate the medication from a

Gl standpoint and restart Neurontin ... to 800 mg. #90, | p.o.t.i.d. [three times a

day.] Increase Oxycontin from 20 mg. to 30 mg. and prescriptions ... written for

Oxycontin 20 mg. #60 and Oxycontin 10 mg. #60 for a total of Oxycontin 30 mg.

p.o. every 12 hours. Will also increase Effexor back to 223 mg. per day and a

prescription was renewed for Effexor XR 75 mg. #90.

On June 28, 2001, the visiting nurse was given another verbal order to give Oxycontin at 30 mg.,
Neurontin at 800 mg., and Effexor XR at 225 mg. On July 11, 2001, Dr. Ogoke’s office wrote
Pt. O prescriptions for Neurontin 800 mg, (21) and Effexor XR 225 mg. (21). (Ex. 43: 56-
59/4375-4378; 61-62/4380—4381; 174-176/4493-4495; 178-180/4497-4499 & 213-214/4532-
4533)

10. Pt. O was seen in follow-up by Dr. Ogoke on July 24, 2001, She reported her left
jaw area pain at a level of 7/10 with an inability to chew solids. She had been using nutrition
drinks. Her surgery had been postponed until the end of August 2001, which she did not like.

Pt. O had found that the Neurontin at 800 mg. was “tremendous with pain control,” but the pain
was determined not to be “totally” controlled at 800 mg. A physical examination was done. No
changes were made to her assessed conditions. The treatment plan was to increase the Neurontin
dosage to 1600 mg. p-.o.t.i.d. [three times a day.] The Effexor XR was to be at 150 mg., and the

Oxycontin dose was to stay at 30 mg. p.o.q. [every] 12 hours. Pt. O was to be seen again in one

month and to follow-up with her oral surgeon. Pt. O received prescriptions on July 24, 2001 for
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Oxycontin 10 mg. (60) and 20 mg. (60), Neurontin 800 mg. (180), and Effexor XR 150 mg. (30).
Pt. O was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on August 22, 2001. She complainéd of left jaw area pain
ata 7-8/10 level. She reported that the increase in the Neurontin doée dulled the neuropathic
pain, But she continued to experience “throbbing” pain at times. She wanted an increase in the
Oxycontin strength to 40 mg. for that. Pt. O appeared “tearful” and “depressed” at this visit. She
had a new oral surgeon with an appointment in September 2001. She was given a physical
examination. The impressions were unchanged. She was prescribed Neurontin 800 mg. (180),
OxyContin 20 mg. (60), and 10 mg. (60), and Effexor XR 150 mg. (30). Her request for the
increase in the Oxycontin dose 10 40 mg. was to be reassessed in one month, Pt. O was seen at
Dr. Ogoke’s office on September 25, 2001. She reported a left jaw area pain of 6/10. She had
seen ‘;he new oral surgeon who recommended a tomogram and panoramic dental films. She had
a follow-up appointment with the oral surgeon on October 19, 2Q01. She also felt she had an eye
infection, and she was instructed to see an ophthalmologist for evaluation and care, Pt, O
reported that she had been compliant in taking her medications. She wanted refills. She was
given a physical examination. The assessments remained unchanged. Her medication regimen
was continued, and she was prescribed OxyContin 20 mg. (60) and 10 mg. (60}, Neurontin 800
mg. (180), and Effexor XR 150 mg. (30). (Ex. 43: 44-52/4363-4371; 209-210/4528-4529 &
212/4531)

11. Pt. O fell in a pothole while walking her dog and had a twisting injury. She had right
knee and ankle x-rays on October 18, 2001 that showed no acute fractures or dislocations. She
was fitted with an air cast. She had a mild soft tissue swelling injury. Pt. O saw Dr. Ogoke on
October 25, 2001. She complained of left jaw area pain at a 6/10 level, had not had the oral

surgery, but had an appointment scheduled with the surgeon. She reported right ankle and knee
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pain at a 9/10 level from her twisting injury. Pt. O wanted pain medicine to help with this new
pain. - She was given a physical examination. She was again found to have atypical facial pain
and facial neuritis with neuropathic pain. She was also assessed with an acute ankle sprain and a
knée contusion with a need to rule out a meniscal injury. Dr. Ogoke continued Pt. O on her
medications for her left jaw area pain of Oxycontin, Neurontin and Effexor XR up to 150 mg.167
He was aware that she would be having physical therapy for her ankle and knee injuries, and that
no MRIs would be done until that process had run its course. He opined that high dose non-
steriodal anti-inflammatory medications were useful for those injuries. Pt. O was seen at Dr.
Ogoke’s office on November 20, 2001, She reported a pain level in her left jaw area of 5/10.
She had surgery scheduled in February 2002. Pt. O was seeking a refill of her prescriptions. She
was prescribed Oxycontip 20 mg. (16), Neurontin 80068 mg. (180), and Effexor XR 150 mg.
(30). Pt. O reported ankle and knee pain. She was now having physical therapy and care with an
o.rthopedic specialist. According to Pt. O, a recent MRI of her knee sl.lowed cartilage damage.
She was still wearing an air cast. She was told to continue care with the orthopedist, (Ex. 43;
38-43/4357-4362 & 208/4527.)

12. Pt. O was seen by Dr. Ogoke on December 26, 2001. She reported left area jaw pain
at a 7/10 level, and pain so bad that at one point she went to the Mercy Hospital emergency room
where she was prescribed Pércocet. Dr. Ogoke was concerned thE‘lt he had not been contacted
before she received the Percocet prescription. Pt. O was weaning off narcotics and expressed

concerns about withdrawal symptoms although not relating them to her jaw pain. Dr. Ogoke

1 could not locate copies of prescriptions written on October 25, 2001 in Pt. O’s medical records
(Exhibit 43).

** The visit report listed Neurontin 80 mg., but based on Pt. O’s receipt of this medication, [ believe this
was a typo and she received a dose of 800 mg. 1 could not locate copies of the prescriptions written on
November 20, 2001 in Pt. O’s medical records (Exhibit 43),
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provided her with prescription refills for her jaw pain. She was prescribed Oxycontin to reach 30
mg., Neurontin, and Effexor XR.' (Ex. 43: 32/435] & 36-37/4355-4356.)

13. Pt. O was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s o'fﬁce on January 23, 2_002. She reported left area jaw
pain at a level of 9/10 as she awaited jaw surgery likely to occur in early March 2002. She was
tearful at the start of her visit while describing her pain, but her mood improved by the close of
the visit. She wanted refills of her prespriptions of Effexor, OxyContin, and Neurontin. She
reported that she tolerated the medications well. She was given a physical examination. The
impressions reached were the ongoing conditions of; atypical facial pain; facial neuritis with
neuropathic pain; and facial neuritis, rule out iatrogenic injury. Her current medications were
renewed af the same doses despite her request that the Oxycontin dose be increased. She was
prescribed Effexor XR 150 mg, (30), dxycontin 10 mg. (60} and 20 mg. (60) for a total of 30
mg. to take every 12 hours and to be filled January 25, 2002, and Neurontin 800 mg. (42). The
decision was made to “defer increasing the Oxycontin dose as requested by the patient due to the
chronic nature of her pain and potential improvement with surgical intervention.” Pt. O was seen
on February 21, 2002 at Dr. Ogoke’s office. Two weeks prior, she had been hospitalized for an
infection in her left jaw area. Due to this infection, her surgery was postponed. She reported a
pain level of 7/10 and was seeking refills of her medications. She had a physical examination.
The impressions remained unchanged. She was instructed to follow-up with her oral surgeon.
Her medications were renewed. .She was prescribed Neurontin 800 mg. (42), Effexor XR 150
.mg. (30), and Oxycqnﬁﬁ 10 mg. (60) and 20 mg. (60) to be filled on February 24, 2002. She was
scheduled to return in a month. (Ex. 43: 29-31/4348-4350; 33-35/4352-4354 & 206-207/4525-

4526.)

** Leould not locate copies of prescriptions written on December 26, 2001 in Pt. O’s medical records
(Exhibit 43) :
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14. On March 7, 2002, Dr. Ogoke’s office issued an instruction to Pt, Qs visiting nurse
about the ability to keep the Oxycontin available to Pt. O, independent from only being given her
daily dose of it by the visiting nurse. The visiting nurse had asked that this oceur. Dr. Ogoke
opined that at this point Pt. O.was able to be more independent in taking her medications. On
March 26, 2002, Pt. O received preseriptions from Dr. Ogoke’s office for OxyContin 10 mg. (60)
and 20 mg. (60), Effexor XR 150 mg. (30), and Neurontin 800 mg. (84). Dr. Richard Listerud,
Pt. O’s Itreating psych@atrist, wrote to Dr. Ogoke on March 26, 2002, Dr. Listerud remarked that
he saw Pt. O on March 19, 2002 after not having seen her for four months. He noted his
understanding that Pt. O in the interim had been prescribed Paxil 10 mg., which he had
previously discontinued in July 2001, Trazadone 100 mg., and Effexor 150 mg., despite her
taking 225 mg. in the past, Dr. Listerud noted that he would now be taking over management of
these medications. He wanted all questions about her psyc_hjatric medications to be referred 1o
him. He understood that her visiting nurse was ending daily dispensing of Pt. O’s medications as
of March 22, 2002. Dr. Listerud agreed to this plan. On April 11, 2002, Dr. Listerud spoke to
Dr. Ogoke. He discussed a new development. Pt. O had taken too many medications without
supervision, was hospitalized over this, and was now back having a visiting nurse dispensing
daily all of her medications. Dr. Listerud and Dr. Ogoke agreed to the arrangement of Dr.
Listerud prescribing the psychiatric medications and Dr. Ogoke prescribing the pain medication.
(Ex. 43;26-28/4345-4347 & 203-205/4522-4524, Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VIII, 1590-
1593.)

15. Pt. O was seen by Dr. Ogoke on April 23, 2002. She reported left jaw pain at a 9/10
level. Her most recent hospitalization was referred to as a drug overdose ingident. She denied

having suicide ideation at that time. She explained that she had taken someone else’s medication
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with aleohol to get pain relief. She presented at this visit with a depressed affect and was tearful
discussing her circumstances. She was seeking medication renewals. Dr. Ogoke noted in the
report of this visit that Dr. Listerud would be monitoring Pt. O’s compliance in taking her
psychiatric medications. Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. O a physical examination. His impressions were
unchanged: atypical facial pain; facial neuritis with neuropathic pain; and, facial neuritis, rule out
tatrogenic injury. Dr. Ogeke prescribed Effexor XR 150 mg. (30), Neurontin 800 mg. (60),
Duragesic Patch 50 meg. (10), and Oxy IR 5 mg. (100) for use until the Duragesic Patch dosage
was titrated. She had been taking Oxycontin at the 30 mg. strength. He explained his treatment
plan:

[R]enew the patient’s medication including Effexor XR, Neurontin at 800 mg. to

be taken 3 or 4x daily-using 2 tablets at a time, meaning 1600 mg. 3x a day.

Duragesic Patch will also be made available ... at 50 mcg. level and titrated as

tolerated. Oxy IR 5 mg. will'also be made available 1o the patient for pain control

in the interim. Lastly, the patient has been asked to continue care with

psychiatrist who will be monitoring her overall compliance with oral medication

and situation.
Pt. O was seen by Dr. Ogoke on April 26, 2002. Pt. O complained of a pain level of 8-9/10 with
the Duragesic Patch not helping her enough, but that her oral pain medications had helped her to
control her pain. Dr. Ogoke decided to increase the dosage of the Duragesic Patch to 100 mcg,
and to wean Pt. O off Oxycontin. (Ex. 43: 25/4344; 108-112/4427-4431 & 200-201/4519-4520)

16. Dr. Satwicz opined that the Duregesic Patch, going from 50 mcg. to 100 mcg. was
now at a very high dose of Fentanyl, and the Duregisic Patch still held a risk for abuse of the
Fentanyl by Pt. O. Dr. Satwicz opined this was not a sound decision to prescribe for Pt. O who
was not opioid naive and had shown poor self-control in using her prescribed medications having

had another hospitalization for a medication overdose since starting care with Dr. Ogoke.

(Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. X1, 2275-2278.)
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17. Pt. O was seen by Dr. Ogoke on May 8, 2002. Pt. O reported a pain level of 8/10
with the Duragesic Patch helping her pain control except for her break-through pain. She had
changed oral surgeons because of all the delays in getting the surgery done. Pt. O seemed
“slightly depressed.” Dr. Ogoke gave her a physical examination. The impressions reached
were: atypical facial pain; facial neuritis with neuropathic pain; right knee pain, rule out meniscal
tear; and, right ankle sprain acute, resolved. Dr. Ogoke decided to add Methadone at 10 mg. (60}
to her medications and discontinue the other medications other than the Duragesic Patch at 100
meg. Dr. Ogoke’s plan was to monitor Pt. O’s use of this new medication regimen with a
follow-up visit in two weeks, He wrote in the report of this visit;

Proper dose adjustments will be made thereafter regarding the actual dose of

methadone that she requires for her pain control. It isimportant to note that the

patient does not have a history of intravenous drug use and that methadone is used

purely for chronic pain control.

Dr. Ogoke testified that the use of Methadone was a precautionary measure for Pt. O. He opined
that the Methadone and the Duragesic Patch would not likely lead Pt. O to overdose on them.
Methadone would'not provide Pt. O any “high,” but it would address well her nerve pain issues.
Methadone “kicks in” slowly and stays in the body longer. Nevertheless, it was not to Be used as
a scheduled medication, but as a medication for b.reak—th_rough pain. Pt. O was seen on May 22,
2002 by Dr. Ogoke with a pain complaint in the jaw area of 8-9/10 despite what éhe reported was
good pain contrdl using the Duragesic Patch, She was wearing her last Patch at this visit. Dr. -
Ogoke concluded that Pt. O had made progress with her new pain medication regimen that had
her discontinuing Oxy IR due to being on Methadone. Pt. O appeared teary and depressed at this
“visit. She depied suicidal ideation. She wanted full pain control from her medications. Dr.
Ogoke gave a physical examination. He assessed her with: atypical facial pain; facial neuritis

with neuropathic pain; right knee pain, rule out meniscal tear; and, right ankle sprain acute,
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resolved. Dr. Ogoke prescribed Methadone 10 mg. (45), Effexor XR 150 mg. (30}, Duragesic
Patch 100 meg. (10), and Neurontin 800 mg. (120). He wrote in the report of this visit;

Will hold off on tricyclic antidepressant (Doxepin) and continue the patient on

Effexor XR, since the patient is also receiving Effexor XR from her psychiatrist at

this point for treatment of her ongoing depression.

(Ex. 43: 104-107/4423-4426; 196/4515 & 198-199/4517-4518. Testimony of Dr. Ogcke, Vol.
VIIT, 1604-1606.)

18. Dr. Trescot opined that under the circumstan;:es, Dr. Ogoke was practicing pain
management medicine within the standard of care for treating chronic pain patients like Pt. O by
adding for break-through pain the Methadone and discontinuing the Oxy IR. In particular, Dr.
Trescot opined that Methadone was a belter choice for ‘the nerve/neuropathic pain Pt. O suffered
from. She thought that Dr. Ogoke and Dr. Listerud were working together sufficiently on
prescribing Pt. O her needed medications. (Testimony of Dr., Trescot, Vol. XV, 2995-2998 )

15. Pt. O was seen by Dr? Ogoke on June 13, 2002. She was given a physical
examination. Dr. Ogoke found Pt. O to be “anxious blut cooperative.” She reported a left jaw
pain level of 8-9/10. She had run out of Methadone. Dr. Ogoke put in the report of this visit, his
opinion that, because Pt. O could take the Methadone for blreak-through pain, that she could have
been out of the Methadone for a few days by this time if she had been taking the it properly. She
received prescription refills of Methadone 10 mg. (60), Neurontin 800 mg. (120), Duragesic
Patch 100 meg. (10), and Effexor XR 150 mg. (30). The Effexor XR, Neuronﬁn, and Duragesic
Patch were to be filled on June 19,2002. Pt. O also complained at this visit of some hip and
knee pain. She was being followed for these conditions by another physician. Dr. Ogoke told
her to continue care wit_h that physician. She was to be seen in follow-up at —Dr. Ogoke’s office

in about a month to monitor her prescription pattern and to have her pain medications filled on a
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month to month basis. Dr. Ogoke remarked in the report of this visit that Pt. O was having good
pain control on her medication. regimen. Pt. O was seen in follow-up on July 1, 2002 by Dr.
Ogoke. H;e remarked in the report of this visit:

[Pt O] ... feels that her current medication seems to allow her to function at near

normal capacity with improvement of her pain control. She has stopped taking

Effexor from me and is.getting all her psychothropic medications from her

psychiatrist, and I agree with this plan. She is still taking Methadone, Neurontin

and Duragesic Patch. Methadone is used for p.r.n. fas needed] pain relief,

At this v.isit, Dr. Ogoke wrote her prescriptions for Neurontin 800 mg. (120), Duragesic Patch
100 meg. (10), and Methadone 10 mg.-(60). Pt. O was seen on July 23, 2002 by Dr. Ogoke. Pt
O reported pain in her jaw area at a 7-8/10 level. She needed a refil] of her Methadoue. Dr.
Ogoke gave a physical examination and prescribed Methadone 10 mg. (90) to take for her break-
through pain, Neurontin 800 mg. (120) to take 3 times a day, and Duragesic Patch 100 meg. (10),
All the prescriptions, except the Methadone, were not to be filled until July 30,2002, (Ex. 43:
98-103/4417-4422; 194-195/ 4513-4514 & 197/4516.)

20. Pt. O was seen by Dr. Ogoke on August 21, 2002 although she was scheduled for the
follow-up visit on August 27, 2002. She had run out of Methadone again. Pt. O told Dr. Ogoke
that she had a visiting nurse dispensing daily all her medications. She described pain when
chewing solid foods. Pt. O reported that she was receiving Effexor XR 75 mg., to take 2 per day,
from Dr. Listerud. Dr. Ogoke gave her a physical examination. He ‘pt'escribed one week’s worth
of Methadone 10 mg. (21) to take every 8-12 houré_. to reach the August 27th follow-up visit.” At
her August 27, 2002 visit with Dr. Ogoke, Pt O reported a pain level in her jaw area of 10/10.
Dr. Ogoke wrote in the report of this visit that the goal was to have the medications all needing

refills in one month’s time to coincide with her follow-up visits. Dr, Ogoke gave a physical

examination and found her cooperative and not anxious. He prescribed a Duragesic Patch 100
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mceg. (10), Neurontin 800 mg. (120) and Methadone 10 mg. (90), her on-going medication
regimen. (Ex. 43;93-97/4412-44 16 & 243-244/4562-4563.)

21. Pt. O was seen by Dr. Ogoke on September 27, 2002. She had found that the
medication regimen for her left jaw area was good for controliing her pain, but she was
experiencing a 10/10 pain ieve] in.her right hip and right knec. She was going for x-rays for the
hip and knee ordéred oy her primary care physician (PCP). She informed Dr. Ogoke that she had
not suffered any new injury or fall impacting her knee and hip. Dr. Ogoke gave a physical
examnation and detected “some tenderness™ in the knee and hip. He diagnosed: right hip and
right knee art-hritis; right ankle sprain; atypical facial pain; and, facial neuritis with neuropathic
pain. Once the radiographic studies were reviewed, if conservative care was not resolving Pt.
Os pain, Dr. Ogoke wrote in his report of this visit that a knee MR and other treatments could
be done such as “intra-articu!a.r knee injection using steroids or hyaluronic acid preparation ...
Hyalgan.” Dr. Ogoke renewed Pt. O’s medications. He prescribed Neurontin 800 mg. (120),
Duragesic Patch 100 micg. (10), and Methadone 10 mg. (90), Pt. O’s on-going medication
regimen. Right hip x-rays donc on September 27th were negative. The right knee x-rays showed
“slight narrowing oth-e medial aspect of the femorotibial joint. No other abnormalities noted.”
Pt. O was seen by Dr. Ogoke on October 28, 2002. She reported jaw pain at a 7/10 level
although well controlled on her oral medications. Dr. Ogoke gave her a physical examination.
He diagnosed: atypical facial pain; facial neuritis with neuropathic pain; right hip and right knee
arthritis; and, right ankle sprain. He renewed her prescription-s for Methadone 10 mg. (90),
Neurontin 800 mg. (120) and Duragesic Patch 100 meg. (10). Dr. Ogoke had not yet received
the résults from the x-rays done on the right hip and knee. Pt. O was seen by Dr. Ogoke on

November 27, 2002. She complained of a pain level in her jaw at a 6-7/10 level, and reported
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that the medication prescribed for this pain was good for contrelling the pain. She reported a
pain level in her right knee of 9/10, the condition that now an orthopedist, Dr. Kane, was
addressing for her. She reported having had a recent fall, and Dr. Kane was ordering a bone
scan. Dr. Ogoke gave a physi.cal examination, and made no changes in his diagnoses. He
renewed her prescriptions for Methadone 10 mg. (90),-Neurontin 800 mg. (120), and Duragesic
Patch 100 meg. (10). He did not mention what the right hip and knee x-rays from September 27,
2002 had shown. Pt. O was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on December 24, 2002. She reported
jaw pain at a 7/10 level with the medications helping to contro! the pain. She was given a
physical examination. The assessments listed in the report of this visit were: atypical facial pain;
facial neuritis with neuropathic pain; right hip osteoarthritis and right knee arthritis; and, right
ankle sprain. Pt. O’s medications were renewed. She was prescribed Neurontin 800 mg. (120),
Duragesic Patch 100 meg. (10) and Methadone 10 mg. (90). (Ex. 43: 84-92/4403-4411; 226/
4545 & 239-242/45358-4561)

22. Pt. O was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on January 23, 2003 complaining of jaw area
pain at a 7/10 level, and right knee pain at an 8-9/10 level. She was seeking renewals of her pain
medicine. Dr. Kane continued to be treating her knee, e-lnd had-determined that she might be a
candidate for surgery. She was given a physical examination. Tendemess was detected at the
left jaw area and at the right knce. Her medications for the jaw pain were renewed of Methadone
10 mg. (90), Neurontin 800 mg. (120}, and Duragesic Patch 100 mcg. (10). She was also given a
prescription for a knee brace for osteoarthritis. Pt. O was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on February
19, 2003. She soﬁght refills of pain medication for her jaw pain that was at a 7/10 level. She
alse complained o.fa pain level of 8/10 in her right knée. She was scheduled to see Dr. Kane

‘about having knee surgery. She further complained of low back right sciatica pain, something
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she had not experienced before. She had not suffered any recent injury or fall. She was given a
physical examination. She had tenderness over the left jaw area and Thé right knee. No sciatica
related clinical findings were made from this physical examination. The assessments reached
were: atypical facial pain; facial neuritis with neuropathic pain; right hip and right knee
osteoaftllritis; right ankle sprain; and, possible sciatica. Her pain medications were renewed of
Methadone 10 mg. (90), Neurontin 800 mg. (120) and Duragesic Patch 100 meg. (10). She was
also prescribed Celebrex and Zanaflex 4 mg. (90). She was instructed to do follow-up with Dr.
Kane. Pt. O was seen by Dr. Ogoke on March 17, 2063. éhe complained of jaw pain at a 6-7
level that was now on both sides of her face. She reported her current medications were not
doing as well as they had been in controlling her pain. She was given a physical examination,
Dr. Ogoke found her jaw condition remained meh.ang,e'd. Straight leg raising was positive to 45
degrees, both sides, in a'siting position. Pt. O’s medications were renewed, and she was
prescribed Methadone 10 mg. (90), Neurontin 800 mg. (190), Duragesic Patch 100 még. (10),
and Zanaflex 4 mg. (90). For her per‘sisting knee and sciatica complaints, Dr. Ogoke considered
prescribing her a walker to use if the sciatica symptoms continued. (Ex. 43; 77-83/4396-4402 &
233-238/4554-4557)) .

23. Pt O was seen by Dr. Ogoke on April 16, 2003 with the same complaints ab;)ut her
Jaw pain, and with no new findings on physical examination. She continued to complain of right
knee and right sciatica pain at an 8/10 level. Dr. Ogoke wrote in this report;

[Pt. O has] low back area pain ... which has been persistent for some time now.

The initial complaint came ... in March. Despite the patient being on narcotics,

she still continues to complain of low back area pain. It has gotten progressively

worse. She denies any new fall, accidents or injuries ... [T]he patient had lumbar

surgery about seven years ago ... Further workup appears to be indicated at this
point.
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Dr. Ogoke did a review of systems and géve a physical examination. He made the following
dssessments: new onset of lumbar radiculopathy, rule out herniation versus epidural scarring
with post taminectomy syndrome; sacroiliitis; right hip and right knee osteoaﬁbritis; fight ankle
sprain; atypical facial pain; and, facial neuritis with neuropathic pain. Dr. Ogoke ordered an
MRUof the lumbar spine, and scheduled Pt. O for a sacroiliac joint (SI) injection along with
consideration of lumbar epidural steroid injections (ESI). He prescribed Ativan 2 mg. (2) for the
Sl injection, Methadone 10 mg. (90), Neurontin 800 mg. (120), Duragesic Patch 100 mcg. (10},
gmd Zanaflex 4 mg. (90). Pt. Qhada lumbar spine MR on May 12, 2003 1ha‘1t showed no
fractures or dislocations. The impression reached was:

New Grade I spondylolisthesis of L3-4 and well established degenerative end-

plate, disc and facel joint changes including a moderate-size pseudo-disc bulge.

Overall there is mild central spinal canal stenosis as well as inferior neural

foraminal narrowing without definite impingement on the neural foramina

without definite impingement on the nerve roots within the neural foramina.
Pt. O was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on May 16, 2003. She continued to complain of jaw area
pain at a 7-9/10 level, although she acknowledged that the pain medications helped control the
pain, especially the Duragesic Natch. She 1'ep;'31'ted low back pain at a 9/10 level that had
worsened and now radiated to the right side and right leg above the knee with no numbness and
tingling. She was given a physical examination. Tenderness was detected to palparion in the
lumbar spine and along the sacroiliac joints bilaterally. The results of the May 12, 2003 MRI
were not known at this time.. The impressions regched were: new onset lumbar radiculopathy,
rule out herniation versus epidural scarring with post laminectomy syndrome; sacroiliitis; right
hip and right knee osteoénhritis; right ankle spréin; atypical facial pain; and, facial pain with
neuritis and neuropathic pain. Physical thérapy reatments were ordered for the lumbar region.

Pt. O’s medications were renewed of Methadone 10 mg. (90), Neurontin 800 meg. {120},
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Duragesic Patch 100 meg. (10). and Zanaflex 4 mg. (90). Ata May 29, 2003 \fiéi[ at Dr.
Ogoke’s oftice, Pt. O continued 1o complain of jaw area pain at a level of 7/10, but also of low
back and left hip area pain at a level of 9/10. The treatment plan was to have the SI injection and
lumbar ESIs. At this visit, she was prescribed a Duragesic Patch 25 mcg. (10) and Percocet
5/325 mg. (90). (Ex. 43:134-140/4453-4459; 224-225/4543-4544 & 227-234/4546-4553)

24. Pt. O was seen by Dr. Ogoke’s office on June 16, 2003. She reported a 10/10 pain ‘
level in the back and hips. She was given a physical examination that detected tenderness in the
hips, lumbar spine, and sacroiliac joints. She was assessed with a new condition to add to her
existing conditions, frochanteric bursitis on the right more than the left. At this visit, Dr. Ogoke
gave Pt. O a lumbar ESI with fluoroscopy at the L4-5 level. The treatment plan was to continue
physical therapy and to schedule an SI injection. She was prescribed Duragesic Patch 100 mcg.
(10). Methadone 10 mg. (90), Neurontin 800 mg. (120), Zanaflex 4 mg. (90), and Percocet 5/323
mg. (90). On June 24, 2003, Dr. Ogoke’s office prescribed Oxcarbazipine 150 mg. (14) and 300
mg. (14). On June 28, 2003, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. O a bilateral SI injection with fluoroscopy for
sacroiliitis. She reported a pain level of 8/10. On July 14, 2003, Pt. O called Dr. Ogoke’s office
to report her back pain felt worse. Dr. Ogcke’s office explained that it would take a few
injection treatments to experience significant improvement in pain. Pt. O received a refill
prescription for her Percocet.'”® On July 16, 2003, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. O a lumbar ESI with
fluoroscopy at the L5-S1 level. At this visit, she reported that the first lumbar ESI had helped
her pain, but reported Eer current low back pain was at a 9/10 pain level. Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. O a
lumbar ESI with fluoroscopy at the L5-S1 level. Pt. © was seen on August 6, 2003 at Dr.

Ogoke’s office. She reported a pain level of 9/10 in the low back. She received a lumbar

*’* The visit report for July 14, 2003 notes that Pt. O received a refill for Percocet, but I could not locate a
copy of a prescription written on July14, 2003 in Pt. ’s medical records (Exhibit 43},
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physical therapy order.. Pt. O was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on August 14, 2003. She reported
that since her last lumbar LS|, her pain was at an 8/10 level in her low back with pain that
radiate.d into her right leg to her ankle, although the last lumbar ESI had helped with pain relief.
She was given a physical examination. The assessments made were: lumbar strain; lumbar
radiculopathy; spondylolisthesis at L3-4; lumbar facet arthropathy; disc bulge at L3-4; spinal
stenosis; osteoarthritis in the right hip and right knee; a resolved right ankle sprain; and, atypical
facial pain and facial neuritis with neuropathic pain. "Pt. O received prescriptions at this visit for
Ox'carbazepine 300 mg. (60) and Methadone 10 mg. (90). The treatment plan was to schedule
Pt. O for a lumbar facet joint injection, continue physical therapy, and consider doing a lysis of
adhesion treatment. Pt. O was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on August 28, 2003. She reported a
pain level 9/10 in the right low back with pain radiating into the right leg. Dr. Ogoke gave her a
lumbar bilateral facet joint injection with fluoroscopy at levels L2-3, L3-4, [.4-5 and L5-S1. (Ex.
43:24/4343; 114-120/4433-4439; 122'—1 33/4441-4452; 221-223/4540-4542 & 278-288/4597-
4607.)

25. Pt. O was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on September 12, 2003. Although the low back
radiating pain symptoms had improved by about 20% since her injection procedure on August
28th, Pt. O complained of a pain level of 8/10. S.he was given a physical examination, and the
assessments made were: trochanteric bursitis right greater than left; lumbar strain; [umbar
radiculopathy, lumbar spondy[olisthesis; lumbar stenosis at 13-4; lumbar disc bulge at 1.3-4;
lumbar degenerative disc and joint disease; post laminectomy syndrome of the lumbar spine;
sacroiliitis; osteoarthritis in the right hip and right knee; a resolved right ankle sprain; and,
atypical facial pain and facial neuritis with neuropathic pain, both improved. The treatment plan

was to start lumbar spine physical therapy treatments and to do another lumbar facet joint
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injection if needed. Pt. O was prescribed Roxicet (Percocet) 5/325 mg. (240), EC Naprosyn 375
mg. (60), Zanaflex 4 mg. (90), Duragesic Patch 25 meg. (10) and 100 meg. (10), and LidAOdCI'm
Patch 5% (15)."7" Pt. O was seen at Dr..Ogoke’s office on October 10, 2003. She reported a
pain level of 8/10 in her low back that radiated down her right leg. S_he was given a physical
examination, and the same impressions were reached. She was prescribed a Duragesic Patch 100
mcg. (10), Zanaflex 4 mg. (90), M-etha\done 10 mg. (90), EC Naprosyn 375 mg. (6). (Ex. 43: 20-
23/4339-4342 & 267-269/4586-4588.)

26. On October 14, 2003, Pt. O’s visiting nurse who was dispensin-g daily to Pt.. O her
medications, called Dr. Ogoke’s office to learn which of her medications were discontinued.
This was because Pt. O seemed to have a lot of narcotics, but had diminishing pain symptoms.
The Duragesic Patch 25 mcg. was discontinued as was the Roxicet (Percdcet). Pt. O was still
taking Methadone for break-through pain. In a note in Pt. O’s medical records about this call,
Dr. Ogoke’s office mentioned that there might be a need to address addiction and dependence
issues with Pt. O, and to use intf:rventional treatments instead of narcotics for pain relief. Dr.
Ogoke’s office provided a revised list of Pt. O’s medications to the visiting nurse. On October
20, 2003, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. O a lumbar epidurogram with fluoroscopy due to her persisting
back pain and radiating pain complaints. At this visit, Pt. O was given a referral to Dr. Kishore,
an addiction specialist, and prO\./ided medical records to Dr. Kishore to assess Pt. O’s long-term
use of narcotics for pain control and concerns about addiction or dependeﬁce. Dr, Ogoke
remarked on the treatﬁlent plan in the visit report:

The patient will be followed up and reviewed ... and be seen at addiction

medicine for her to be considered for detoxification and re-evaluation for possible
drug addiction in view of increasing drug seeking behavior.

"I The report of this visit did not provide an explanation within the visit report for why the Lidoderm

Patch was prescribed.
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Pt. O was seen on October 29, 2003 by Dr. Kishore, the addiction specialist. Dr. Kishore
reported back to Dr. Ogoke. Dr. Kishore did not Iind Pt. O to be at “an exceptional risk for
abuse™ of her prescribed medications, noting she had a visiting nurse who was dispensing daily
to Pt. O all her medications, and also, because Pt. O was seeking further interventional injection
treatments because they helped her. Dr. Kishore relied on Pt. O’s statements as being accurate,
but checked with her pharmacy to learn the medications she was taking. Pt. O told Dr. Kishore
over the prior two weeks, she had not experienced any withdrawal symptoms. Pt. O reported
having more right hip and leg break-through pain, “relieved by laying down.” Pt. O reported to
Dr. Kishore that she had the visiting nurse dispensing daily to her all her medications, not
because she had abused her medications, but because she could not easily leave her home. Pt. O
reported that her mother would agree with her account. (Ex. 43: 15-19/4334-4338; 259-260/
4578-4579 & 262-266/4581-4585.)

27. Based on a review of Pt. O’s medical records up to this point, Dr. Satwicz opined
that Pt. O was at risk for opioid-abuse. He explained his concerns about Dr. Kishore’s
assessment:

This note baffles me. You have in the consultant’s note ... she has not abused

any medications. Well, we have two in Dr. Ogoke’s notes ... two prescription

overdoses. And then its underlined, “If she has been honest.” I just don’t know

how to interpret that ... [A]nd how {Dr. Kishore concludes], “I don’t believe she

is at exceptional risk for abuse.” This is a woman who has demonstrated very

poor self-control, hospitalized with two overdoses, yet gets continued on high

dose opioid prescriptions. This [assessment] doesn’t make sense to me.

Dr. Satwicz thought it was a lack of adequate monitoring by Dr. Ogoke that Pt. O’s medical
records until the end of her care, did not show she was subject to on-going urine drug screen

(UDS) tests. (Testimony of Dr. Satwicz, Vol. XII, 2282-2289.)

28. Dr. Ogoke and Dr. Trescot agreed with Dr. Kishore’s opinion that Pt. O was not at an
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exceptional risk for addiction because: Dr. Ogoke was monitoring Pt. O’s use of her medications;
she was having interventional procedures for her pain control; a visiting nurse was coming daily
to her home to dispense her medications; and, Pt. O’s mother acknow]edéed Pt. O was following
this treatment plan. Dr. Ogoke understood that the hospitalizations for overdoses had not
in\.folved his prescriptions, but he wanted a second opinion from Dr. Kishore whether Pt. O was a
“full-blown addict or whether ... [she was] just dependent on medication, has taken it for a long
time, and the body has adjusted to it.” Dr. Trescot did not think Dr. Kishore was shirking from
his responsibility as an addict‘ion expert in his assessment. She testified that pain management
specialists rely on the honesty of their patients in addressing their pain complaints. She opined
that Dr. Ogoke had not violated the standa‘rd of care in the practice of pain management
_medicine by continuing to prescribe the opioid medications he did for Pt. O. He relied,
appropriately, on Dr. Kishore’s assessment and his own on-going monitoring of Pt. d’s use of
her prescribed medications. (Testimony of Dr. Ogoke, Vol. VIII, 1602-1612 & Dr. Trescot,
Vol. XV, 2998-3002, 3015-3019.)

29. Pt. O was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on November 14, 2003. She continued to
report low back pain at a 9/10 level that radiated down the right leg to the knee. She was seeking
medication refills, | A physical ekaminat_ion was given. The treatment plan was to discontinue
the Duragesic Patch and to schedule a lysis of adhesion procedure. She was prescribed
Methadone 10 mg. (84), EC Naprosyn 375 mg. (60), and Zanaflex 4 mg. (90). On December 2,‘
2003, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. O a bilateral lumbar facet joint injection with fluoroscopy at levels L3-
4, L4-5 and L5-S1. She came to this visit with a 10/10 pain level in her back radiating down her

-right leg. She was prescribed EC Naprosyn 375 mg. (60), Zanaflex 4 mg. (90), and Methadone

10 mg. (180). (Ex. 43; 11-14/4330-4333 & 253-258/4572-4577.)
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30. On December 8, 2003, Pt. O’s visiting nurse again contacted Dr. Og.oke’s office
concerning Pt. O’s medications. Her concerns that Pt. O was engaging in drug secking behaviors
was described in Pt. O’s medical records. The discussion involved what the nurse referred to as
Pt. O engaging in‘ narcotic seeking behavior.'”” On December 18, 2003, Pt. O was seen at Dr.
Ogoke’s office. She reported iow back and right leg pain at a 10/10 level. The treatment plan
was to schedule a lysis of adhesion procedure and after that a lumbar transforaminal procedure,
increase the dose of the Methadone, and do TPI injections -for the bursitis and in the right knee.
Pt. O was prescribed Ativan 2 mg. (2} for interventional procedureé, Zanaflex 4mg. (90), EC
Naprosyn (60), and Melhadone 40 mg. (60). There was no discussion within this visit report in
reaction to the nurse’s concern that Pt. O had shown drug seel;ing behaviors. (Ex. 43; 10/4329 &
251-252/4570-4571.) |

31. On January 9, 2004, Pt. O was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office with a pain level at 10/10
in her lower back and right knee. The lysis of adhesion procedure planned for today had to be
rescheduled. Pt. O was given a physical examination. In addition to the lysis of adhesion
procedure, Pt. O’s treatment plan included consideration of further lumbar injection treatments.
She was prescri_bed EC Naprosyn 500 mg. (60), Zanaflex 4 mg. (90), and Methadone 40 mg. (60)
to be filled on January 17, 2004. She was also given an order for physical therapy. On January
15, 2604, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. O the lysis of adhesion procedure with fluoroscopy. The
indications for doing this procedure were; the post-lumbar laminectomy syndrome, lumbar
radiculopathy, and epic.iural fibrosis in the lumbar spine region. She received prescriptions that

day for Trileptal (Oxcarbazepine) 300 mg. (60)'” and a Lidoderm Patch 5% (30). Pt. O was

" The note of the visiting nurse’s cali was hard to decipher. (Ex. 43, 13/4332.)

*" Tripeltol and Oxcarbazepine appear to be the same medication from my- google search.
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seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office on January 27, 2004. She reported better mobility aft-cr having the
lysis of adhesion procedure, but no lessening of the low back area pain. She reported that the
visiting nurse-found only onc Methadone tablet left. The plan was for scheduling a second lysis
of adhesion procedure and to continue physical therapy. At this visit, she was prescribed

MSIR 15 mg. (60)'™ and Ativan 2mg. (2) for the procedure. (Ex. 43: 5-8/4324-4327: 166-168/
4485-4487; 170-]73/4489-4492 & 249-250/4568-4569.)

32. On February 12, 2004, Pt. O was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office complaining of back
pain at an 8/10 level. She was prescribed MSIR 15 mg. (60), Ativan 2 mg. (2), Trilepto! 300 mg.
(60}, Zanaflex 4 mg. (90), Methadone 40 mg. (60) to fill February 17, 2004, EC Naprosyn 500
mg. (60}, and a Lidoderm Patch 5% (30). On February 19, 2004, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. O another
lysis of adhesion procedure with fluoroscopy. (Ex. 43; 4/4323; 152-154/4471-4473 & 163-
165/4482-4484.)

33. On February 20, 2004, Pt. O reported to the local police that her visiting nurse lost
her Methadone medication. Pt. O had secured a police report. She came to Dr. Ogoke office
with the police répon asking for a substitute Methadone prescription. She acknowledged the
narcotics agreement would not permit a narcotic prescription to be replaced without a police

report. Dr. Ogoke’s office wrote Pt. O a prescription for Methadone 40 mg. (20). (Ex. 43, 323-
325/4642-4644.)

34, Pt. O was seen by Dr. Ogoke on February 25, 2004. Pt. O reported back pain at a
'level of 8/10 that radiated down the right leg, and “significant” right knee pain that was recurrent
after she stepped into a pothole two years ago. She reported a good result from the recent lysis
of adhesion procedure, with an ability to engage in activities she had not been able to do

previously, although she still had back pain radiating down her right leg. Dr. Ogoke remarked in

" A google search labeled MSIR as a morphine based short-acting opioid medication.
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this visit report that Pt. O might benefit from a discogram, something she had not undergone. He
opined that it would be a diagnostic procedure “to make a determination as to whether there is a
degenerative disc disease or discogenic pain that is contributing to her current pain problems in -
the low back. The low back pain remains significant.” He opined that the two lysis of adhesion
procedures had helped her. Dr. Ogoke gave a physical examination with clinical findings that
were close to her baseline. His treatment plan included scheduling a right knee MRI as soon as
possible, and consider doing a discogram. She was to do physical therapy and to take her
medications as prescribed. Dr. Ogoke noted there was monitoring of Pt. O’s progress in place.
She was prescribed medications of a Lidoderm Patch 5% (30) and Oxy IR 15 mg. (60) at this
visit. (Ex. 43: 149-151/4468-4470; 318~319/4637~4638 & 321/4640.)

35. On March 1, 2004, Dr. Ogoke gave Pt. O a discogram with flucroscopy at the [.2-3
aﬁd L3-4 levels. She had no complications from the procedure. She had no reproduction of pain
at these levels. She was given a prescription for Levaquin 500-mg. (3) to use for three days. The
discogram was done due to Pt. O b;ing “poorly responsive” to epidural steroid injections, facet
joint injections, and SI injections to gain adéqmate pain control for her low back and right leg
pain. (Ex. 43: 146-148/4465-4467; 306/4625 & 313-317/4632-4636.)

36. On March 11, 2004, Pt. O had an MRI of her right knee. No meniscal tear was
detected. The MRI showed: “Minimal Grade | degeneration posterior horn medial meniscus,
otherwise unremarkable MRI right knee.” (Ex. 43; 303/4622 & 305/4624.)

37. On March 12, 2004, Pt. O was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office. She reported continuing
low back pain at an 8/10 level radiating into ihe right leg and knee, but at this time, it was the
right knee condition that was most signiﬁcmt in terms of pain issues for Pt. O, and “interfering

with her quality of life.” A review of systems was done and she received a physical
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examination, The assessmen-ls added to her on-going list of assessments/diagnoses were Qrade I
degeneration of the posterior horn of the medial meniscus and negative lumbar discogram at all
levels. Pt. O was given a referral to an orthopedic surgeon, Dr. Corsetti, for an cvaluation of her
right knee. Dr. Ogoke’s treatment plan for Pt. O was to have a third 1_\‘fsis of adhesion procedure
because the prior two procedures had provided pain relief, and to start physical therapy as soon
as possible. Her Methadone dose level was increased. She was prescribed Ativan 2 mg. (2) for
~ the procedure, MSIR 15 mg. (90), Methadone 40 mg. (60) and 10 mg. {60}, Lidoderm Patch 5%
o, Trileptdl 300 mg. (60), Celebrex 200 mg. (60}, and Zanaflex 4 mg. (90). On April 7-, 2004,
Pt. O was seen at Dr. Ogoke’s office reporting a pain level of 9/10 in her back and right leg. She
had an appointment with Dr. Corsetti for May 6, 2004. She was given_a physical examination.
She was prescribed Gabitril 4 mg. (10), MSIR 15 mg. (90), Methadone 40 mg. and 10 mg. (60)
to be filled April 11, 2004, Lidoderm Patch 5% (90), Celebrex 200 mg. {60), Zanaflex 4 mg.
(90), and Trileptal 300 mg. (60). (Ex. 43: 141-145/ 4460-4464; 293-295/4612-4614; 301-302/
4620-4621.) |

38. On February 9, 2005, Pt. O’s visiting nurse contacted Dr. Ogoke’s office to get short-
term prescriptions for Methadone 40 mg, and 10 mg. as 4 bridge until Pt. O. secured refills of her
scheduled medications. A UDS test from an August 17, 2006 specimen was positive for
Oxycodone from an Oxycodone screen. (Ex. 43, 289-291/4608—4610.)”5

Conclusion and Reeommendation

The Statement of Allegation alleged that Dr. Ogoke practiced pain management medicine

in violation of the standard of care by having inappropriately prescribed high doses of opioid

medication to Pt. O who had a history of opioid abuse and had shown on-going drug seeking

""* There is a gap in medical records (Exhibit 43) for Pt. O from the visit on April 7, 2004 to the minimal
- record from February 9, 2005, and then there is no medical record until the August 17,2006 UDS result,
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behavior. The BORM has not proven its charges.

To determine whether the BORM had proven its charges, I had to uncover the course of
care that Pt. O received from Dr. Ogoke. This was ofien challenging due to a number of copies
of medical records that were faint or not copied fully, making some medical records hard 1o
decipher.'” In addition, not having each patient’s medical records in any useful order within
Exhibit 43 made the process of determining the course of care very time-consuming,
Nevertheless, a course of care was produced and relied upon in reaching my conclusions about
Dr. Ogoke’s opioid prescribing practices to Pt. O,

Over Dr. Ogoke’s course of care of Pt. O, there were three conditions that caused her
high pain levels that overlapped in time. She had severe and constant jaw area pain. After that
pain was under adequate pain control with a medication regimen, she developed fow back pain
that radiated into her right leg. Treating the pain from that condition involved diagnostic tests,
interventional procedures, and pain medication. The medical records showed this source of pain
was relieved by Dr. Ogoke’s treatment even if the pain relief was not long-lasting. Pt. O suffered
a fall into a pothole that led to knee pain that was also a source of pain. The knee condition was
addressed by an orthopedist, although Dr. Ogoke prescribed pain medication for this. Pt. O came
to Dr. Ogoke in late 2000 with mental health issues and in the care of a psychiatrist. The BORM
did not allege that Dr.AOgoke misdiagnosed Pt. O’s underlying conditions, or did interventional
procedures improperly. The BORM relied on the opinions of Dr. Satwicz to support its charges,

In terms of the jaw area pain, this was the initial reason that Pt. O sought care with Dr.

Ogoke in November 2000. Pt. O had frequent evaluations and was prescribed some opioid and

'8 This was an issue not unique to Pt. O in terms of the quality of the medical records the BORM
provided, mostly within the disc, Exhibit 43. It was an issue for all the patients addressed by the
Statement of Allegations who had their medical records copied onto the disc and even some medical
records copied as paper documents.
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non-opioid medications to provide adequate pain relief. Her symptoms were described in the
medical records as quite debilitating, including pain with chewing food. She had surgeries prior .
to treating with Dr. Ogoke, with on-going conditions that inlvolved evaluaticns by oral surgeon
specialists for consideration of with further surgery. By Séptembcr 2002, Pt. O reported the pain
medications were helping to address her jaw area pain, although she continued to be prescribed
medication for pain levels that could reach 7/10 at times in her jaw area. Treatment for this
condition did not include any interventional procedures.

The right knee condition that was the result of the fall in the pothole, started in October
2001. Pt. O had diagnostic tests to determine what her right knee condition showed, and she was
seen by orthopedic physicians. In terms of her low back and right leg pain complaints, those
~ started in January 2003 and continued into April 2004. Dr. Ogoke ordered diagnostic tests to
uncover the conditions that were causing Pt. O’s high pain levels in her low back that radiated
into her right leg. He gave Pt. O interventional procedures to try to target pain medicine 1o the
arcas of the lumbar spine generating her pain. He prescribed medications to provide Pt. O with
pain relief that the interventional procedures did not sufficiently address. Pt. O’s medical records
contained no on-going visit reports and pre§cﬁptions after April 2004, but the low back radiating
pain into the right leg did not resolve by the time the medical records stopped.

Th;a medical records showed that Pt. O came to Dr. Ogoj(e in the care of a psychiatrist,
Dr. Sewell, as early as December 2000. By March 2002, Dr. Ogoke was in contact with Dr.
Listerud, a treating psychiatrist. They agreed that Dr. Ogoke wouid only prescribe medication
for Pt. O’s pain issues, and Dr. Listerud would prescribe medications for her mental health |
conditions. During the time Dr. Ogoke treated Pt. O, she was also taking medications prescribed

by her treating psychiatrist. During this time, there were red flag situations of concermn about
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whether Pt. O was being compliant in taking her prescribed medications, and whether Pt. O had
been abusing opioids and engaging in drug seeking behalviors. Sgon after Pt. O began care with
Dr. Ogoke, Pt. O began to have a visiting nurse dispense daily all her medications to her. Both
Dr. Ogoke and Dr. Listerud approved of this monitdring. There were various episodes when Pt.
O engaged in conduct that lead to hospitaiizaﬁons for overdoses of medications taken with
aléolmo], and there were occasions when Pt. O sought substitute opioid prescriptions for tost or
mistakenly discarded scripts. The visiting nurse coptaoted Dr. Ogoke’s office at times with .
concerns about drug seeking behavior. These episodes and her conduct were addressed with Pt.
O by Dr. Ogoke.

Soon after Dr. Ogoke began to treat Pt. O, on December 7, 2000, Pt. O reported that her
pocketbook had been lost and that she needed a. substitute prescription from Dr. Ogoke. She had
come to D;". Ogoke in November 2000 having started Oxycontin at a 20 mg. dose. By this time,
Dr. Ogoke had added Percocet 5 mg. (120) for her break-through pain. Dr. Ogoke prescribed
Oxycontin 20 mg. (42) to cover this medication until her next scheduled visit with him. Dr.
Ogoke later learned that Pt. O had been hospitalized in December 2000 for overdosing on drugs
that she claimed she had received from someone; and that she had taken the drugs with alcohol.
There was also information that instead, she had overdosed on her anti-depression medication
taken with alcohol. This hospitalization resulted by January éOOl with Pt. O was having all her
medicz;tions dispensed daily by a visiting nurse. In March 2001, the visiting nurse contacted Dr.
Ogoke’s office and explained that in cleaning out Pt. O’s medicine cabinet, she had accidentally
thrown out a script for Oxycontin 20 mg. (28) from February 21, 2001. Because by this time,
that initial script was too old to fill, a new prescription for Oxycontin was written, at 40 mg. with

a discussion with Pt. O to be sure that she would take all her medications properly. By June 1,
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2001, the Oxycontin dose was reduced to 20 mg. Ata meetfhg with Dr. Ogoke on this date, he
spent fifteen minutes discussing her need to be compliant in taking her medications. On June 18,
2001 after the visiling nurse reported to Dr. Ogoke office that Pt, O had become nauscous with
diarrhea, Dr. Ogoke discontinued her prescription for Zonegran as the source ofthét symptom.
He increased her Oxycontin dose level to 40 mg. But, on June 28, 2001, the Oxycontin dose
level was decreased to 30 mg. Dr. Ogoke’s office kept Pt. O’s visiting nurse informed of these
changes.

When Pt. O fell in the pothole in October 2001 and experienced right knee pain, she
wanted pain medication for this new pain. Pt. O.went to an emergency room for pain relief
between November 20 and December 26, 2001, and received a prescription for Percocet. Dr.
Ogoke had not been informed about this event or that Pt. O had been prescribed Percocet. Pt. O
had not informed Dr. Ogoke’s office before going to the emergency room. This information was
recorded in Pt. O’s medical records.

By March 2002, Pt. O’s visiting nurse asked Dr. Ogoke if Pt. O could take her Oxycontin
independent from the medications the visiting nurse dispensed. Dr. Ogoke and Dr. Listerud
agreed Pt. O could do this. But, Dr. Listerud contacted Dr. Ogoke in April 2002 because Pt. O
had taken too many medications without supervision and was hospitalized as a result. Dr.
Listerud informed Dr. Ogoke that Pt. O was now back to having all her medications dispensed
daily by the visiting nurse. When Pt. O was asked about this upon seeing Dr. Ogoke after the
hospitalization, she told him that she had taken someone else’s medication with alcohol to get
painrelief. Dr. Ogoke decided to try to wean Pt. O off Oxycontin and to increase the dose of her
Duregesic Patch. On May 8, 2002, Dr. Ogoke prescribed Methadone and discontinued her other

pain medications other than the Duregesic Patch. He did this because he believed that she was
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not likely to overdose on the Duregesic Patch or on Methadone because both provide pain relief
slowly over time. The patch releases the Fentanyl through the skin and the Methadone does not
provide a “high” feeling upon its use. In June 2002, Pt, O reported that sHe had run out of her
‘Methadone. Dr. Ogoke inclﬁded in the visit report that Pt. O could have run 01:1t ofthc
Methadone by the time of this visit because it was prescribed for break-through pain. She
received her regular prescription for Methadone 10 mg. (60). In August 2002, Pt. O again
reported that she ran out of hér Methadone medication. She received another week’s v;.r011h of
Methadone to reach her next visit.

On October 14, 2003, the visiting nurse contacted Dr. Ogoke’s office to learn which (le
Pt. O’s medications had been discontinued. The visiting nurse had observed that Pt. O seemed to
have diminishing pain symptoms, but had a lot of narcotics. Dr. Ogoke included a note in Pt
O’s medical records that she may have addiction or dependence issues. He wanted to try to use
interventional procedures and fewer narcotics for Pt. O’s pain relief treatments. Her Duregesic
Patch was discontinued. On October 29, 2003, Pt. O was evaluated by Dr. Kishore, the addiction
specialist. Dr. Kishore cleared Pt. O for continued care with her opioid medication. Dr. Kishore
was aware that Pt. O had her medications dispensed daily by a visiting nurse. At her November
14, 2003visit, Pt. O was prescribed the only opioid she was taking by then, Methadone, at her
long-time 10 mg. dose level. On December 8, 2003, the visiting nurse contacted Dr. Ogoke’s
office concerned that Pt. O had engaged in narcotic seeking behavior. At her visit to Dr.
Ogoke’s office on Df;cember 18, 2003, Pt. O reborted a 10/10 pain level in her back and right
leg. Interventional procedures were planned, and Pt. O received prescriptions that included an
- increase in her Methadone to a 40 mg. dose level. At a January 27, 2004 visit, Pt. O had only

one Methadone tablet left. Another lysis of adhesion procedure was planned because the first
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one had provided- pain relief. At this visit Pt. O was prescribed the short-acting morphine, MSIR
13 mg. (60), and Ativan 2mg. (2) for the procedure. The MSIR continued to be prescribed along
with the Methadone prescription.

On February 20, 2004, Pt. O reported to the local police that the visiting nurse who
dispensed-daily her medications, had lost her Methadone medication. She received a police
report that she presented to Dr. Ogoke’s office. At a visit'with Dr. Ogoke on February 25, 2004,
the issue of the lost Methadone prescription was not discussed, but Dr. Ogoke included in the
visit report that Pt. O had monitoring of her medication use in placé. At this visit, she repeivéd a
prescription for a Lidoderm Patch and Oxy IR 15 mg. (60). Ata March 12, 2004 visit at Dr.
Ogoke’s office, the treatment plan was for Pt. O to undergo a lysis of adhesion procedure. She
reported a pain level of 8/10. She was prescribed Methadone at an increased level of 40 mg. (60)
and 10 mg. (60). She was also prescribed MSIR 15 mg. (90). On April 7, 2004, Pt. O.!S pain
level was at 9/10 despite the increase in the amount of Methadone she received.

Dr. Trescot opined that Pt. O’s course of care with Dr. Ogoke did not show he had
overprescribed opioid medication; that Pt, O had difﬁcult to treat constant high pain levels from
conditions that were capable of causing her such pain to justify such pain medication. Dr.
Trescot opined that Dr. Ogoke acted appropriately in treating Pt. O with opioid pain medication
to help improve her quality of life that was otherwise quite limited. Dr. Trescot noted that even
though Pt. O had shown problematic behaviors that had led to drug overdoses and red flag
conduct, those events were identified and addressed with her and with the kind of opioid
medication that Dr. Ogoke prescribed. An example was Dr. Ogoke deciding lo-pre.scribe the
Duregesic Patch and Methadone that were both less likely to be opioids she would abuse, and

focusing on providing pain relicf through interventional procedures such as the lysis of adhesion
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proceciures, lumbar ESIs, and Sl injections. Dr. Trescot opined that br. Ogoke prescribed opioid
me_dicatiéns to Pt. O with careful monitoring of her use of her pain medications. Pt. O was under
the supervision of a visiting nurse who saw her daily to dispense her medications. She was
living at home with her mother who was aware of this monitoring. She was seen frequently at
Dr. Ogoke’s office when she would receive a physical examination and would be questioned
about whether her pain medications and injection treatments were providing pain relief, Dr.
Ogoke counseled Pt. O on taking her medications properly and only as prescribed. He had her
evaluated by an addictionologist to have a specialist determine if she should continue to receive
opioid medication, Dr. Ogoke was in contact with the visiting nurse and with Pt. O’s treating
psychiatrist. For Dr. Trescot, all this demonstratéd that Dr. Ogoke did not violate the standard of
car in his treatment of Pt. O.

Dr. Satwicz did not place as much worth on Pt. O having her medication dispensed daily
by a visiting nurse, because she was able t'o be out of control despite this monitoring to end up in
hospitalizations for drug overdoses. He disagreed with the evaluation of the addictionologist
who in his report never addressed Pt. O’s hospitalizations for drug overdoses. He could not
comprehend how Pt. O could have been cleared to continue to receive on-going opioid
medications given her past history. Dr. Satwicz disputed that the use of a Duregesic Patch to
receive the opioid Fentanyl was avoiding a risk of abuse. He opined that such patches can be a
source of Fentanyl abuse. He Opinéd that Dr. Ogoke should have been doing regular urine drug
screen tests with Pt. O to uncover whether she was misusing her prescribed opioid medications.
Dr. Satwicz found the monitoring of Pt. O to have been inadequate given her out of control
conduct in taking her opioid medications, For Dr. Satwicz, Pt. O showed time and again, poor

self-control and being at too high a risk for abuse given the many high dose opioids she received
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over her course of care with Dr. Ogoke. For Dr. Satwicz, Pt. O’s red flag situations should have
resulted her receiving increased doseé of opioids over time. Because Dr. ngke engaged in
continued prescribing of opioids at increased dose levels over time to an out of control patient
who had suffered drug overdoses and who had shown too much drug seeking behavior, he had
practiced below the standard of care in pain management medicine.

I concluded that Dr. Ogoke did not provide substandard care to Pt. O as charged by the
BORM. 1 conclu;ied that Dr. Trescot’s expert opinion that Dr. Qgoke did n.ot engage in a
violation of standard of care outweighed Dr. Satwicz’s opinion to the contrary. I concluded that
Pt. O had constant h_igh levels of pain throughout her course of care with Dr. Ogoke, and that as a
result, she had a very limited quality of life. Dr. Ogoke was able to provide her with pain relief
for periods of time that improved her quality of life. He was able to do this for her due to his
careful prescribing and due to the interventional procedures she received. Supporting my
reliance on Dr. Trescot’s opinion were the frequent visits Pt. O made to Dr. Ogoke’s office when
she would receive physical examinations that would be consistent with her pain complaints, and
the many diagnostic test results and]qr medical history that confirmed Pt. O had conditions
capable of causing high pain levels. I relied on Dr. Trescot’s opinion that Dr. Ogoke had
engaged in adequate monitoring of Pt. O’s use of her opioid medications. Dr. Satwicz opined
that Dr. Ogoke should have been doing frequent urine drug scre-ens to see if Pt. O was being
compliant in taking her opioid medications. In light of all the attention being paid to Pt. O’s
receipt of her opioid medication, I concluded that this lack of testing was not a necessary tool for
Dr. Ogoke to have used to monitor Pt. O’s compliance in taking her opioid medication. For
instance, each time Pt- O claimed she had run out of Methadone, her visit report would explain

why she would be receiving more Methadone, but only enough to reach her next scheduled
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office visit. And, des;-)ite Dr. Satwicz’s general opinion that the Duregesic Patch can be a source
for abusing Fentanyl, I found persuasive Dr. Ogoke’s reasons for prescribing it to Pt. O as
medication less likely to be a drug she would abuse. I also relied on Dr. Trescot’s opinion that
Dr. Ogoke had acted reasonably in relying on the opinion of Dr. Kishore that Pt. O could
continue to receive opioid me‘dication in light of the on-going monitoring of her use of such
medications. Dr. Satwicz’s opinion to the contrary was not collaborated by testimony from any
addictionologist. Dr. Kishore was not called as a witness by the BORM to allow for questioning
of his opinion. Dr. Ogoke, Dr. Satwicz, and Dr. Trescot are not addiction treatment specialists.
For all these reasons, I conclﬁded that the BORM did not prove that Dr. Ogoke violated the

standard of care in his treatment of Pt. O as charged.

Conclusion and Order
Having concluded that Dr. Ogoke violated the standard of care pertinent to his specialty
In pain management medicine as to Pts. G, H, J and M, the BORM may discipline Dr. Ogoke as

it sees appropriate.
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Sarah H. Luick, Esq.
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Dated: ‘February 24, 2017
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