
 

 

 
AGENDA 

CONNECTICUT STATE DENTAL COMMISSION 
 

Wednesday, October 27, 2021 at 10:00 AM 
Department of Public Health 

410 Capitol Avenue, Hartford Connecticut 
 

 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
 
LICENSE REINSTATEMENT APPLICATION 

• Mary Hamill, DDS 
  Presented by Jolanta Gawinski, RN, Health Program Supervisor, DPH 

 
 
OFFICE OF LEGAL COMPLIANCE  
Michael Greene, DDS – Petition No. 2021-577 
 Motion for Summary Suspension – Presented by Joelle Newton, Staff Attorney, DPH 
 
 
ADJOURN 
 
 

 
This meeting will be held by video conference. 

 

State Dental Commission - Special Meeting via Microsoft Teams 
Join on your computer or mobile app 

Click here to join the meeting 
Or call in (audio only) 

+1 860-840-2075 - Phone Conference ID: 263 695 987# 

https://teams.microsoft.com/l/meetup-join/19%3ameeting_Njg5NmJkOTctYTFmMi00ZDg3LTk1NzUtMmI0NWZmMjkzOGJi%40thread.v2/0?context=%7b%22Tid%22%3a%22118b7cfa-a3dd-48b9-b026-31ff69bb738b%22%2c%22Oid%22%3a%22735c43f2-4aee-4b5f-b05e-0c535078f579%22%7d
tel:+18608402075,,263695987# 


Mary Hamill, D.D.S. license reinstatement reconsideration 

 

Dr. Mary Hamill’s license was issued on 09/13/1986.  Her license expired on 08/31/2018.  She is not 
licensed in another state and there is no disciplinary action taken against her Connecticut license.  Dr. 
Hamill’s last clinical practice was in 2018.  She informed that she was diagnosed with Myasthenia Gravis 
in 2014.  She reported that she did not renew her license and stopped practicing due to experiencing a 
Myasthenic crisis.  She reported undergoing rehabilitation to regain strength. 

She indicated that she hopes to practice in the academia or working at a public health clinic. 

Dr. Hamill’s reinstatement application was presented to the Commission on 06/16/2021.  The 
commission recommended that the license be reinstated with a permanent restriction of no clinical 
practice. 

The Department contacted Dr. Hamill and conveyed the Commission’s recommendation.  Dr. Hamill 
informed that the academic position she is considering would require a component of clinical oversight 
of students and, therefore, she would not agree to this restriction.  She informed that her disease in in 
remission and is no longer affecting her ability to practice dentistry.  Dr. Hamill agreed to obtain a 
neurological evaluation that would inform the Department and the Commission on her current status. 

On 10/15/2021, the Department received a summary of an evaluation performed by Amiram Katz, MD, 
Board Certified Neurologist.   Dr. Katz has been Dr. Hamill’s treating neurologist.  He reports that she has 
been diagnosed with Myasthenia Gravis in 2014 and has been in remission from this disease since 
August 2020.  He assessed mental functions, motor strength, reflexes and cerebellar functions and 
believes all are preserved and intact.  He feels she should be able to practice dentistry with reasonable 
skill and safety. 

In light of the disease remission, Dr. Hamill requests reconsideration of the permanent restriction 
recommended by the Dental Commission. 

  

























SUMMARY SUSPENSION COVER SHEET 

In re:  Michael Greene, DDS           Petition No.  2021-577 

1. Michael Greene of East Haven, Connecticut (hereinafter "respondent") was issued

Connecticut dental license number 007029 in 1985.

2. On January 11, 2021, the Connecticut State Dental Commission ordered a Memorandum

of Decision in Petition Number 2020-715 (“the Order”) based, in part, on respondent’s

multiple violations of the standard of care for patient 1.

3. The Order placed respondent’s dental license number 007029 on probation for one (1)

year and included the following order:

Within the first four (4) months of the probationary period, Respondent shall attend and

successfully complete each of the following coursework, pre-approved by the

Department: i. Six (6) hours of in-person coursework in multi root endodontics; ii. Six (6)

hours of in-person or online coursework in Informed Consent; iii. Six (6) hours of in-

person or online coursework in Patient Records; iv. Six (6) hours of in-person or online

coursework in Treatment Planning; v. Six (6) hours of in-person or online coursework in

Standard of Care; 6 v. Six (6) hours of an in-person coursework on imaging

(“coursework”).

4. From approximately January 11, 2021, to date, respondent failed to attend and

successfully complete any of the coursework within the first four (4) months of the

probationary period as required by the Order.  Respondent is in compliance with all other

terms of the Order.

5. For the foregoing reasons, the Department believes that respondent's continued practice of

dentistry represents a clear and immediate danger to the public health and safety. The

Department respectfully requests that the Connecticut State Dental Commission

summarily suspend respondent's license until a full hearing on the merits can be held.



STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 

HEALTHCARE QUALITY AND SAFETY BRANCH 

In re:  Michael Greene, DDS           Petition No.  2021-577 

MOTION FOR SUMMARY SUSPENSION 

The Department of Public Health (hereinafter "the Department") hereby moves, in accordance 

with Connecticut General Statutes §§4-182(c) and 19a-17(c), the Connecticut State Dental 

Commission to summarily suspend Michael Greene’s Connecticut dental license. This motion is 

based on the attached Statement of Charges, affidavit, records and on the Department's 

information and belief that respondent’s continued practice of dentistry represents a clear and 

immediate danger to the public health and safety. 

Dated at Hartford, Connecticut on October ____, 2021. 

Christian D. Andresen, MPH, CPH, Section Chief 
Practitioner Licensing and Investigations Section 
Healthcare Quality and Safety Branch 
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 

HEALTHCARE QUALITY AND SAFETY BRANCH 

In re:  Michael Greene, DDS           Petition No.  2021-577 

STATEMENT OF CHARGES 

Pursuant to the Connecticut General Statutes §§19a-10 and 19a-14, the Department of Public 

Health ("the Department") brings the following charges against Michael Greene: 

1. Michael Greene of Hamden, Connecticut ("respondent") is, and at all times

referenced in this Statement of Charges, the holder of Connecticut dental license number

007029.

2. On January 11, 2021, the Connecticut State Dental Commission ordered a Memorandum

of Decision in Petition Number 2020-715 (“the Order”) based, in part, on respondent’s

multiple violations of the standard of care for patient 1.

3. The Order placed respondent’s dental license number 007029 on probation for one (1)

year and included the following order:

Within the first four (4) months of the probationary period, Respondent shall attend and

successfully complete each of the following coursework, pre-approved by the

Department: i. Six (6) hours of in-person coursework in multi root endodontics; ii. Six (6)

hours of in-person or online coursework in Informed Consent; iii. Six (6) hours of in-

person or online coursework in Patient Records; iv. Six (6) hours of in-person or online

coursework in Treatment Planning; v. Six (6) hours of in-person or online coursework in

Standard of Care; 6 v. Six (6) hours of an in-person coursework on imaging

(“coursework”).



4. From approximately January 11, 2021, to date, respondent failed to attend and

successfully complete any of the coursework within the first four (4) months of the

probationary period as required by the Order.

5. The above describe facts constitute a violation of the Order and grounds for disciplinary

action pursuant to Connecticut General Statutes §20-114, including but not limited to

§§20-114(2).

THEREFORE, the Department prays that: 

The Connecticut State Dental Commission, as authorized by the Connecticut General 
Statutes §§20-114 and 19a-17, revoke or order other disciplinary action against 
respondent’s dental license as it deems appropriate and consistent with law. 

Dated at Hartford, Connecticut on October ___, 2021. 

________________________________________________ 
Christian D. Andresen, MPH, CPH, Section Chief 
Practitioner Licensing and Investigations Section 
Healthcare Quality and Safety Branch 
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In re:  Michael Greene, DDS              Petition No.  2021-577 
 
 

EXHIBIT INDEX 
  
  
 Department of Public Health, Investigative Report                            pages 1-3 
 
 
 Memorandum of Decision in Petition Number 2020-715                  pages   4-10 
 
 
  Affidavit Lavita Sookram                                                                  page   11 
 

 



Investigation Report 

Date: July 13, 2021 

To: Dana Dalton, MSN, RN, SNC, PLIS 

From: Lavita D. Sookram, RN, BSN, PUS 

Re: Michael Greene, DDS 
License No.: 2.007029 
Memorandum of Decision (MOD) 
Petition No.: 2017-1126 

NEW PETITION No.: 2021-577 

Background 

1. Respondent's monitoring hist01y consists of the following:
a. On January 11, 2021, the Connecticut State Dental Commission ("Commission") issued the

MOD, Petition No. 2017-1126, which placed Respondent's license on probation. The
Commission adopted the MOD based on Respondent's failure to meet the standard of care in that
he did not complete root canal treatment on tooth #30 and/or #18, failed to remove a file, or part
of a file that had broken off and was retained in the canal. Respondent failed to take pre­
operative x-rays of tooth #30 and/or #31 and/or #18 and/or #19. Respondent failed to obtain
and/or document informed consent to treat the root canal at tooth #30 and/or #18 and /or failed to
document planning for tooth #30 and/or #18.

1. On January 11, 2021, the terms of probation became effective and included a civil penalty,
probation of one (1) year, coursework and practice monitor with reports. Respondent was
required to successfully complete a six hours course for each of the following topic areas
multi root endodontics, informed consent, patient records, treatment planning, standard of
care and imaging. The coursework should have been completed on May 11, 2021.

n. Respondent was aware of the terms of his MOD through emails and letters.
1) On January 14, 2021, the Hearing Office provided a copy of the MOD to Respondent.
2) In an email dated January 19, 2021, Respondent contacted the Monitoring Program

regarding his coursework. I telephoned Respondent and reviewed the tenns of his MOD
with him. A monitoring service company, Affiliated Monitors Inc., was suggested to
Respondent or to contact his professional organization.

3) In a letter dated January 21, 2021, the Monitoring Program provided Respondent a
synopsis of his probationary tenns. The monitoring documents were emailed and sent by
first class mail to Respondent. The Notification letter advised Respondent to contact his
professional organization and the Western School for educational courses. The
Monitoring Program contacted Steven Lepowsky, DDS, UConn Health, School of Dental
Medicine, regarding customizing coursework and provided the information to
Respondent.

m. In an email dated May 11, 2021, the Monitoring Program contacted Respondent and inquired
about the status of his coursework. Although, Respondent stated that he had contacted Dr.
Lepowsky's office there were no documented evidence that he was attempting to complete
the required courses pursuant to the tenns of the MOD.

b. The Department alleged that Respondent has violated paragraph 3a of the MOD regarding
completion of coursework within the first four ( 4) months of the probationary period.
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT 

CONNECTICUT STATE DENTAL COMMISSION 

Michael Green, D.D.S. Petition No.:  2017-1126 

License no. 0070209 

MEMORANDUM OF DECISION 

Procedural Background 

The Department of Public Health (“Department”) presented the Connecticut State Dental 

Commission (“Commission”) with a Statement of Charges brought against Michael Green, 

D.D.S. (“Respondent”) dated May 16, 2019.  Board Exhibit (“Bd. Ex.”) 1.  The Statement of

Charges and the Notice of Hearing were sent to Respondent by certified mail, return receipt 

requested, and first class mail on October 10, 2019.  The Notice of Hearing directed Respondent 

to appear on December 11, 2019, before a duly authorized panel (“panel”) of the Commission for 

a hearing on the allegations contained in the Charges.1  The panel included Steven Reiss, DDS, 

Anatoliy Ravin, DDS, and Robert Zager, Public Member.  Bd Ex. 1. 

The hearing convened on January 8, 2020.  The hearing was conducted before the panel 

in accordance with Conn. Gen. Stat. (“Statutes”) Chapter 54, and §19a-9a-1 et seq. of the 

Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies (“the Regulations”).  Respondent appeared pro se; 

Attorney David Tilles represented the Department.  Both the Department and Respondent had 

the opportunity to present evidence, conduct cross-examination, and provide argument on all 

issues. 

Respondent Answered the Charges on the record during the hearing on January 8, 2020.  

Transcript pages (“Tr., pp.”) 5-6, 21-23. 

All panel members involved in this decision attest that they have either heard the case or 

read the record in its entirety.  The Commission reviewed the panel’s proposed final decision in 

accordance with the provisions of § 4-179 of the Statutes.  This decision is based entirely on the 

record and the specialized professional knowledge of the Commission in evaluating the 

evidence.  See Conn. Gen. Stat. § 4-178; Pet v. Department of Health Services, 228 Conn. 651, 

666 (1994).  To the extent the findings of fact actually represent conclusions of law, they should 

be so considered, and vice versa.  SAS Inst., Inc., v. S & H Computer Systems, Inc., 605 F. Supp. 

816 (Md. Tenn. 1985). 

1 Due to inclement weather, the hearing was rescheduled to January 8, 2020.  Bd. Ex. 3. 
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Allegations2 

1. In paragraph 1 of the Charges, the Department alleges that Respondent is, and has been at

all times referenced in the Charges, the holder of Connecticut dentist license number

007029.

2. In paragraph 2 of the Charges, the Department alleges that Respondent provided care to

Patient 1 at various times between on or about December 4, 2012 and on or about

September 23, 2016.  On or about September 13, 2016, Respondent began, but did not

complete root canal treatment on tooth #30 and/or #18.  In the course of that work, a file,

or part of a file, broke off and was retained in the canal.  Respondent’s care for Patient 1

failed to meet the standard of care in one or more of the following ways:

a. he failed to take pre-operative x-rays of tooth 30 and/or 31; and/or tooth 18 and/or

19;

b. he failed to obtain and/or document informed consent and consent to treat the root

canal at tooth 30 and/or 18 and/or failed to document treatment planning for tooth

30 and/or 18;

d. he failed to recognize and/or remove the retained file and/or treat the tooth with

the retained file.

3. In paragraph 3 of the Charges, the Department alleges that the above-described facts

constitute grounds for disciplinary action pursuant to the General Statutes of Connecticut,

§ 20-114(a)(2).

Findings of Fact 

1. Respondent is the holder of Connecticut dentist license number 007029.  Tr., p. 5.

2. Respondent provided care to Patient 1 at various times between on or about December 4,

2012 and on or about September 23, 2016.  Tr., p. 6.

3. On or after November 18, 2014, Respondent performed a root canal on tooth 30 and/or

18 on Patient 1 in which a file broke off and was retained in the canal.  Department

Exhibits (“Dept. Exs.”) 2, 5; Tr., pp. 23, 31, 32, 45, 46.

2 During the hearing, the Department moved to amend the Statement of Charges by: 

- adding “and/or tooth 18 and/or 19” to allegation 2 a.  Tr., pp. 9

- adding “and/or 18” to allegation 2 and 2b.

- withdrawing allegation 2c.

Respondent did not object the Department’s motion.  The Board granted the Department’s motion to amend.  Tr., 

pp. 18-24. 
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4. Prior to the root canal, Respondent failed to take pre-operative x-rays of tooth 30 and/or

31, and/or 18 and/or 19.  Dept. Exs. 2, 5; Tr., pp. 21, 22, 45.

5. Prior to the root canal, Respondent failed to obtain and/or document informed consent

and consent to treat the root canal at tooth 30 and/or 18.  Dept. Exs. 2, 5; Tr., pp. 22, 23.

6. Prior to the root canal, Respondent failed to document treatment planning for tooth 30

and/or 18.  Dept. Ex. 2, 5; Tr., pp. 22, 23.

7. Following the root canal, Respondent recognized a retained file in the tooth.  Tr., pp. 23,

31, 32.

8. After the root canal, Respondent provided care to Patient 1 on February 19, 2015,

December 3, 2015, September 13, 2016, and September 29, 2016.  Dept. Exs. 2, 5; Tr., p.

46.

9. On September 13, 2016, Respondent took an x-ray of the treated area and gave Patient 1

an antibiotic.  Dept. Ex. 2; Tr., p. 46.

10. After the root canal, Respondent failed to remove the retained file and/or treat the tooth

with the retained file.  Dept. Exs. 2, 5; Tr., pp. 23, 46, 47.

11. The testimony of Stephen Charles DiBenedetto, DDS is reliable and credible.  Tr., pp.

24-48.

Discussion and Conclusions of Law 

The Department bears the burden of proof by a preponderance of the evidence in this 

matter. Jones v. Connecticut Medical Examining Board, 309 Conn. 727, 739-40 (2013).   

In accordance with Conn. Gen. Stat. § 20-114(a)(2): 

The Dental Commission may take any of the actions set forth in section 19a-17 

for any of the following causes: . . . (2) proof that a practitioner has become unfit 

or incompetent or has been guilty of cruelty, incompetence, negligence or 

indecent conduct toward patients. . .  

The Commission finds that the Department met its burden of proof with respect to 

allegations 1, 2a, 2b, and 2d. 

With regard to allegation 1 of the Charges, Respondent admits that he is, and has been at 

all times referenced in the Charges, the holder of Connecticut dental license number 007029.  

Tr., p. 5.  As such, the Department sustained its burden of proof. 

With regard to the allegations in paragraph 2 of the Charges, Respondent admits that he 

provided care for Patient 1 between December 4, 2012 and September 23, 2016, that he began, 

but did not complete, root canal treatment on tooth 30 and/or 18, and in the course of that work, a 
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file, or part of a file, broke off and was retained in the canal.  Tr., p. 6.  As such, the Department 

sustained its burden of proof. 

With regard to allegation 2a of the Charges, although Respondent denies that he failed to 

take pre-operative x-rays of tooth 30 and/or 31; and/or tooth 18 and/or 19; the Department met 

its burden of proof with respect to this allegation.  Respondent claims that his records show that 

he took x-rays for Patient 1 on October 24, 2013, for the root canal he performed on Patient 1 on 

November 18, 2014.  Tr., pp. 42-44.  The Commission finds Respondent’s claim is not credible.  

Dept. Ex. 2, 4.  The Department’s witness, Stephen Charles DiBenedetto, DDS, testified that a 

pre-operative x-ray taken a year or three years prior to a root canal does not meet the standard of 

care.  A pre-operative x-ray should be taken prior to the procedure.  Tr., pp. 43-45.  He testified 

that Respondent’s records are devoid of any pre-operative x-rays or any reference in the patient’s 

chart to a pre-operative x-ray, and that the failure to do a pre-operative x-ray before a root canal 

is a violation of the standard of care.  Tr., pp. 29-31.  Dr. DiBenedetto’s testimony is 

corroborated by his consultation report and Respondent’s patient record.  Dept. Exs. 2, 5.  

Therefore, a preponderance of the evidence establishes that Respondent failed to take pre-

operative x-rays in violation of Conn. Gen. Stat. § 20-114(a)(2).    

With regard to allegation 2b of the Charges, Respondent admits that he failed to obtain 

and/or document informed consent and consent to treat the root canal at tooth 30 and/or 18, 

and/or failed to document treatment planning for tooth 30 and/or 18.  Tr., pp. 22, 23.  Dr. 

DiBenedetto testified that the standard of care requires documentation of informed consent for 

root canal treatment and documentation of treatment planning with a patient.   Dept. Ex. 5; Tr., p. 

31. Therefore, Respondent’s failure to obtain and/or document informed consent and consent to

treat the root canal and his failure to document treatment planning constitutes a violation of 

Conn. Gen. Stat. § 20-114(a)(2). 

With regard to allegation 2d of the Charges, Respondent denies that he failed to 

recognize the retained file, but admits that he failed to remove the retained file and/or treat the 

tooth with the retained file.  Tr., p. 23.  Respondent claims Patient 1 would show up to his office 

when she was in pain, but she did not have time for treatment.  He claims she did not return until 

after his practice was closed.3  Dept. Ex. 4; Tr., pp. 52, 53.  Dr. DiBenedetto testified that the 

Respondent’s patient chart indicates that Respondent recognized there was a piece of file in the 

tooth, and that even in the exercise of due care, it can occur and does not qualify as a deviation 

3  Respondent testified that he now works three days a week in a dental practice.  Tr., p. 56. 

7



5 

from the standard of care.  Dept. Exs. 3, 5; Tr., pp. 31, 32.  However, he added that the standard 

of care requires the dentist to immediately contact the patient and devise a plan of treatment; 

there was nothing, however, in Respondent’s records to indicate that he took these steps.  Tr., pp. 

32, 33.  Dr. DiBenedetto testified that regardless of the dates offered by Respondent to explain 

his failure to remove the file, Respondent failed to document in his chart any communication 

with the Patient or entries that the Patient refused treatment, failed to show up, or didn’t return.  

Tr., p. 47.    Therefore, a preponderance of the evidence establishes that Respondent failed to 

meet the standard of care by failing to remove the retained file or treat the tooth with the file in 

violation of violation of Conn. Gen. Stat. § 20-114(a)(2). 

Order 

Based upon the record in this case, the above findings of fact and the conclusions of law, 

and pursuant to the authority vested in it by Conn. Gen. Stat. §§ 19a-17 and 20-114(a), the 

Commission hereby issues the following order: 

1. Respondent shall pay a civil penalty of two thousand dollars ($2,000.00) by certified or

cashier’s check payable to “Treasurer, State of Connecticut.”  The check shall reference

the Petition Number on the face of the check, and shall be payable within thirty (30) days

of the effective date of this Decision.

2. Respondent’s license number 007029 is hereby restricted from performing root

canal/endodontics until he has completed the course required in paragraph 3a below to

the satisfaction of the Department and in compliance with this Decision.

3. Respondent’s license number 007029 to practice dentistry in the State of Connecticut is

hereby placed on probation for a period of one (1) year during which time Respondent

shall comply with the following terms and conditions:

a. Within the first four (4) months of the probationary period, Respondent shall

attend and successfully complete each of the following coursework, pre-approved

by the Department:

i. Six (6) hours of in-person coursework in multi root endodontics;

ii. Six (6) hours of in-person or online coursework in Informed Consent;

iii. Six (6) hours of in-person or online coursework in Patient Records;

iv. Six (6) hours of in-person or online coursework in Treatment Planning;

v. Six (6) hours of in-person or online coursework in Standard of Care;
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v. Six (6) hours of an in person coursework on imaging; and,

Within thirty (30) days of the completion of such coursework, Respondent shall 

provide the Department with proof of certification for each course, to the 

Department’s satisfaction, indicating the successful completion of such courses. 

b. No later than fifteen (15) days from the effective date of this Decision,

Respondent shall submit to the Department for its pre-approval, the name of a

dentist licensed in Connecticut (“practice monitor”) who, at Respondent’s

expense, will review all of Respondent’s patient records, created or updated

during the probationary period.  Within ten (10) days of the Department’s

approval, Respondent shall provide the monitor with a copy of this Decision.

Respondent shall cause the monitor to confirm receipt of this Decision within ten

(10) days after he has received the Decision.

i. Respondent’s monitor shall meet the Respondent not less than once a

week for the entire probationary period.

ii. The monitor shall have the right to monitor Respondent’s practice by any

other reasonable means which he or she deems appropriate.  Respondent

shall fully cooperate with the monitor in providing such monitoring.

iii. Respondent shall be responsible for providing written monitor reports

directly to the Department monthly for the entire probationary period.

Such monitor reports shall include documentation of dates and durations

of meetings with Respondent, number and a general description of the

patient records and patient medication orders and prescriptions reviewed,

additional monitoring techniques utilized, and statement that Respondent

is practicing with reasonable skill and safety.

4. All correspondence and/or other communication with the Department and/or Commission

required pursuant to this Order shall be sent to:

Lavita Sookram, Nurse Consultant 

Department of Public Health 

Division of Health Systems Regulation 

410 Capitol Avenue, MS #12HSR 

P.O. Box 340308 

Hartford, CT  06134-0308 

Ms. Sookram may also be contacted at the following e-mail address: 

Lavita.Sookram@ct.gov. 
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