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'THOMAS E. GARRISON, M.D. .

- BEFORE THE ARIZONA MHEDICAL BOARD

In the Matter of | : |
Case No. MD-12-0149A

Holder of License No. 27988 ORDER FOR DECREE OF CENSURE
For the Practice of Allopathic Medicine AND CONSENT TO THE SAME
In the State of Arizona. ' _

Thomas E. Garriéon, M.D. (“Respondent”) elects to perménently waive any- right to
a hearing and appeal with respect to this Order for Decree of C_ensure; admits,the
jurisdiction of the Arizona Medical B’oard (“Board™); and consents to the éntry of this Order
by the Board. |
FINDINGS OF FACT

1. The Board is the duly constituted authority for the regulation and control of
the practice of allopathic mediciné in the State of Arizona. |

2. Respondent is the holder of license number 27988 for the préctice of
allopathic medicine in the State of Arizona.

3. The Board initiated case nUrhber MD-12-0149A after receiv’ihg notification
that Respondent’s California medical license was revoked effecﬁve February 24, 2012
arising out of Respbndent’s role as Medical. Director of cosmetic medical treatment clinics.

4, The'allegations sfemmed from Respondent’s ownership and operation as
Medical_ Director for four outpatient/aesthetic and cosmetic medical treatment clinics '
organized and operated in California between 2004 and 2008. The cliniés primarily offeréd
laser hair removal, microdermabrasion and skin rervenation using an IPL instrument and
injectable' treatments using Botox and/or Restylane. In a clinic _Iocated_ in Fresno,
Réspondent allegedly permitted Obaiji bver-the-cbur;ter__skin'bleaching 'p;o‘ducts‘ éontainir{g

substances requiring a prescription or physician’s order to'dispehse to be prbvidéd without}
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'a,prescriptio'n or order to dispense. Registered nurses were performing elective cosmetic

procedures that used laser and intense pulse light, which were performed independently of

any supervision by Respondent throughout the entire business existence of the laser clinic

in Fresno. There was no evidence of meaningful oversight by Respondent during
treatments of patients, and one patiénf ended up sustaining burns. |

5. On May 19, 2010, a Fourth Amended Accusation .(“Accusation”) was filed
alleging 17 causes fo_r disc'ipli'ne tha_lt contained 166 individual allegations. The 17 causes
for discipline included failing to adequately oversee and supervise the clinics; émploying
individuals who lacked-experience and training in laser hair removal and |PL treétments to
supervise nurses performing the treatments in the clinics; and granting approval and
permission for nurses to treat i‘n the clinics without any reasonable personal knowledge of
the approved nurses’ skills, training, qualifications or experi’ence. In addition, the
Accusation alleged that Respondent allowed nurses to treat patients without an adequate
pétient medical history, physical exam and individualized assessment and treatment plan.

. 6. The~ California Board found that Respondent deviated from the standard of
care and was grossly negligent in his role as medical director.\lt further fovund that he aided
a~nd abetted the unlicensed pra(;tice of medicine, and engaged in the unlawful corporate
practice of medicine. _ |

7_. Respondent’s relation to the four Célif_ornia clinics and a clinic located in
Sc‘ottsdale,‘ Arizona was as a paid Medical Director and not that of an owner. Once
California’s position on how the clinics ‘needed to be. operated becéme clear to
Respondent in late 2007, he took steps to disassociate himself fromvtrhe. clinics-in order to
avoid any further problems and terminéted his relationship with the clinics in February R

2008.
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8. Callfornlas deCIS|on for revocatlon was ordered on January 27, 2012 and
became effectlve February 24 2012. Respondent has soughtjudlcnal reV|ew of the actlon |
Respondent was subsequently summarlly suspended by the Washington Medical Board
based on the California Board’s action. |

9. Respondent met with Board staff for an investigational interview. He told staff
that he Was the Medical Director for Advances Laser Clinics in Arizona from 2063-2005.
The individuals performing the procedures were laser techs rather than regisfered nurses.
A~ccordinglto Respondent, there wé/re generally two techs at a time in the facility that were
in the office by themselves and they saw 6-8 patients per day.

10. Respondent stated that he founded Sono Bello in 2008 and there are
currently 12 locations in 9 states, aIthough he has no ownershlp of the Callforma clinic
sites. Respondent was very forthcoming during the interview regarding all of the
procedures in place at Sono Bello to prevent patient incidents and eliminate the praotices
that led vto the California Board action. According to Respondent, Sono Bello has
perforrned over 18,000 surgeries and there have been two deaths, the first involving
lidocaine toxicity and the second involved a 66 year-old patient who suffered an asystolic
arrest the. evening after the procedure with a post-mortem evaluation that revealed an
unknown heart problem. |

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. The Board possesses jurisdiction over the subject matter hereof and over
Respondent.
2. ‘The conduct and circumstances descnbed above constitute unpro_fessional

conduct pursuant to ARS. § 32-1401(27)(0) (“[Action that is taken against a doctor of

medicine by another licensing or regulatory jurisdiction due to that doctor's_ mental or

physical inability to engage safely in the practice of medicine,. the doctor's- medical
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incompetence.or for unprofessional condU@:t as definéd by thaf jurbisdict'ion and ‘that
corresbonds .dir‘ect‘ly or indirecﬂy to an act of unprofessional conduct_préscrib)éd by this
paragraph. The action taken méy include rersind, 'denying, revoking or suspending a
license by.that jurisdiction o.r a surréndering of a license to that jurisdiction, yothhenNise '
limiting, restricting or mo_nitoring a licensee by fhat -jurisdiction or placing a licensee on
probation by t'hatjurisdiction.”)..

ORDER

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT Respondent is issued a Decree of Cenéure.

DATED AND EFFECTIVE th137/ ’ﬂ %’9‘2& 2012.

ARIZONA MEDICAL/B
By. _. | ﬁ/V

Lisa S. Wynn
Executive Director

: B\
CONSENT TO ENTRY OF ORDER

1. ‘Respondent has read and und.erstan-ds this. Consent Agreemenf and the
stipulated Findings Aof Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order (“‘Order’). Respondent
ackn'owledges he has the right to consult with legal counsel regfardin'g this.matter.

- 2. Respondeht a;:knowledges and agrees that this Order is entered into freely
and vquht_arin and that no promise was made or coercion used to induce such entry.

3. | By consenting to this Ord.er, Respondeht voluntarily relinquishes any rights \

|{to a hearing or judicial review in state or federal court on the matters alleged, or to

challénge this Order in its entirety as issued by the Board, and waives any other cause of

action related thereto of arising from said Order.

i




4. . The Order is not effective until‘approved by the Boatd and signed by its
Executive Director. o \ - S

5. All admissions made by Respondent are solely for-final disposition of thi's’
matter'and any subsequent related administrativevproeeedings or civil litigation involving |
the Board and Respondeht. Therefore, said admissions by Respondent are not intended

or made for any other use, such as in the context of another state or federal government

‘regulatory agency proceeding, civil or criminal court proceeding, in the State of Arizona or

any other state or federal court.

7

6. Upon signing this agreement; and teturning this document (or a copy| -

thereof) to the Board’s Executive Director, Respondent may not revoke the consent to the

entry of the Order. Respondent may not make any modifications to the document. Ahy
modifications te this original document are ineffective and void untess mutually approved
by the parties.

7. . This Orderbis a public recerd that w.iII be publicly dissemi’nated as a formal
disciplinary action of the Board and will be repot‘ted to the National Practitioner's Data| .
Bank énd on the Board’s web site as avdisciplinary action.’

8. If any part of the Order is later declared void or otherwise unenforceable, the

’ remainder_of the Order in its entirety shall remain in force and effect.

9. If the Board does not Vadopt this Order, Respondent will .not assert as a
defense that the Board’s consideration of the Order constitutes bias, prejudice,
prejudgment or Qttter similar defehée. i

10. - Any violation of this Or_der constitutes unprofessionalicortduct at]d may result
in disciplin’ary action. A.R.S. § § 32—1401(27)(r) k(“[v]iolating lav formal order, probation,

conseh_t agreement or stipulation issued or entered into by the board or its executive

|| director under this ch<apter”) and 32-1451.
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