
- Sixth Floor
New York, N. Y. 10001

Re: Ziyad Mansur, M.D.

Dear Parties:

The Administrative Review Board for Professional
Medical Conduct has issued the enclosed Determination and Order
remanding this case to the Original Hearing Committee, for the
reasons stated in the Determination.

The Procedures for the Remand are set out in the
Determination. Any penalty imposed by the Hearing Committee in
this case shall remain stayed during the course of the Remand,
through such time as the Administrative Review Board issues a
Final Determination in this case.

Sincerely,

Tyrone T. Butler
Director
Bureau of Adjudication
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'Dr. Sinnott and Dr. Stewart participated in the
deliberations by telephone.

Horan served as Administrative Office:

to the Review Board. Sylvia Pastor Finklestein, Esq. submitted a

brief on the Petitioner's behalf on February

brief on March 4, 1994. Walter P. Loughlin,

Beckett, Esq. submitted a brief on behalf of

February 14, 1994 and a reply brief on March

4, 1994 and a reply

Esq., and Mark D.

the Respondent on

8, 1994.

nisconduct. Both the Office of Professional Medical Conduct

(Petitioner) and Dr. Mansur (Respondent) requested the Review

through notices which the Board received on January 19, 1994 and

January 20, 1994. James F.

Determination finding Dr. Ziyad Mansur guilty of professional

JIedical Conduct's (Hearing Committee) December 31, 1993

1994l to review the Hearing Committee on Professional5,lpril 

SINNOTT, M.D. and WILLIAM A. STEWART, M.D. held deliberations on

3RIBER, MARYCLAIRE B. SHERWIN, WINSTON S. PRICE, M.D., EDWARD C.

londuct (hereinafter the "Review Board"), consisting of ROBERT M.
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irelated to medical

2

3oard's Determinations shall be based upon a majority concurrence

of the Review Board.

HEARING COMMITTEE DETERMINATION

The Petitioner charged Dr. Mansur with moral unfitness

in the practice of medicine, gross negligence, negligence on more

than one occasion, practicing the profession fraudulently,

ordering excessive tests or treatments and failure to maintain

adequate records. The moral unfitness charge related to the

Respondent's actions toward a woman, whom the Petitioner alleged

to be the Respondent's student. This Determination will refer t

that woman as Student A. The charges alleging gross negligence

and negligence on more than one occasion, 

§230-c(4) (c) provides that the Review

10 remand a case to the Hearing Committee for further

consideration.

Public Health Law 

5230-c(4)(b) permits the Review Board

§230-c(4)(b) provide that the Review Board shall review:

whether or not a hearing committee determination
and penalty are consistent with the hearing
committee's findings of fact and conclusions of
law; and

whether or not the penalty is appropriate and
within the scope of penalties permitted by PHL
5230-a.

Public Health Law 

§230-c(l)

tnd 

(i), (10) 5230 

SCOPE OF REVIEW

New York Public Health Law (PHL)
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Committee's penalty is inappropriate,
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findings that the Respondent performe

procedures is misconduct sufficient to re ire revocation of the

Respondent's license to practice medicine n New York State. The

Petitioner argues in addition,

overturn the Hearing Committee'
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unfitness would require revocation.
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ce to conduct
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Determination will consist of an addition
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Review Board addressing the Hearing Committ
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submi: additional briefs to

the Review Board, addressing only those issues covered in he

Supplemental Determination.

4. The penalty against the Respondent shall remain

stayed until the Review Board issues a fi

matter.

ROBERT M. 

3etermination and serve that Supplemental Determination upon the

Review Board and the parties.

3. The Parties shall have thirty days from the receipt

of the Supplemental Determination to 

;et out in this Determination.

2. The Hearing Committee shall issue a Supplemental

t.ne questions that arelold additional deliberations and answer 

NOW, based upon this Determination, the Review Board

ORDER

issues the following ORDER:

1. This case is remanded to the Hearing Committee to
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lATED: Albany, New York

letermination and Order in the Matter of Dr Mansur.

Furs in theCOT:3oard for Professional Medical Conduct, 

MANS1

ROBERT M. BRIBER, a member of the Administrative

ZIYAD IN THE MATTER OF 
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CE, M.D.PE!
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WINSTON S. 
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1eview Board for Professional Medical Condu

ZIYAD MANS
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Review Board for Professional Medical Conduct, concurs in the

Determination and Order in the Matter of Dr. Mansur.

DATED: Albany, New York

MARYCLAIRE B. SHERWIN, a member cf the Administrative 

MANSlJR, M.D.ZIYAD IN THE MATTER OF 
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Determination and Order in the Matter of D

DATED: Albany, New York
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