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ity for sections of a written examination
other than the PELA will be entitled to
receive credit for those passed sections
provided the exam is administered prior to
December 31, 1994 and the Board deter-
mines that the exam is equivalent in scope
and subject matter to the written exam last
given in California. The modified version
of section 2615 retains the provision al-
lowing candidates who are licensed as
landscape architects in other states by hav-
ing passed an exam substantially equiva-
lent in scope and subject matter to the
exam last given in California to be eligible
for licensure upon passing the reciprocity
portion of the PELA. Thus, candidates
who begin the exam process by taking
CLARB’s exam after January 1, 1995 must
either take the PELA in its entirety in order
to be licensed in California, or become
fully licensed in another state and apply to
qualify for California licensure under sec-
tion 2615 by taking the reciprocity section
of the PELA only.

On April 8, the Board released these
modifications to the regulatory proposal
for an additional comment period ending
on April 29. BLA approved the modified
version of the regulatory changes at its
May 6 meeting; at this writing, the rule-
making file is being prepared for submis-
sion to the Office of Administrative Law.

I LEGISLATION

SB 2036 (McCorquodale), as amended
May 18, would create a *“sunset” review
process for occupational licensing agen-
cies within DCA, requiring each to be
comprehensively reviewed every four
years. SB 2036 would impose an initial
“sunset” date of July 1, 1997 for BLA;
create a Joint Legislative Sunset Review
Committee within the legislature, which
would review BLA's performance approx-
imately one year prior to its sunset date;
and specify 11 categories of criteria under
which BLA’s performance will be evalu-
ated. Following review of the agency and
a public hearing, the Committee would
make recommendations to the legislature
on whether BLA should be abolished, re-
structured, or redirected in terms of its
statutory authority and priorities. The
legislature may then either allow the sun-
set date to pass (in which case BLA would
cease to exist and its powers and duties
would transfer to DCA) or pass legislation
extending the sunset date for another four
years. (See agency report on DCA for re-
lated discussion of the “sunset” concept.)
[S. Appr]

SB 2038 (McCorquodale), as amended
April 5, would have abolished BLA; the
provision was a direct result of the No-
vember 1993 oversight hearing of the Sen-

ate Subcommittee on Efficiency and Ef-
fectiveness in State Boards and Commis-
sions. [14:1 CRLR 47—48; 13:4 CRLR 5]
At aMay 9 hearing of the Senate Business
and Professions Committee, representa-
tives of BLA and the California Chapter
of the American Society of Landscape Ar-
chitects expressed support for SB 2036
(see above) and lobbied tenaciously against
SB 2038, urging Senator McCorquodale
to delete the abolition provision and allow
the board to participate in the SB 2036
sunset process on an expedited basis. Sen-
ator McCorquodale agreed to delete the
abolition provision in SB 2038 and amend
SB 2036 to establish a sunset date of July
1, 1997 for BLA; that language appears in
the May 18 version of the bills. [S. Appr]

The following is a status update on
bills reported in detail in CRLR Vol. 14,
No. 1 (Winter 1994) at page 49:

AB 1392 (Speier), as amended July 1,
1993, would—among other things—pro-
vide that BLA’s executive officer is to be
appointed by the Governor, subject to
Senate confirmation, and that the Board’s
executive officer and employees are under
the control of the Director of the Depart-
ment of Consumer Affairs. [S. B&P]

AB 1807 (Bronshvag), as amended
March 23, reduces the time within which
a landscape architect may renew his/her
expired license from five to three years.
This bill was signed by the Governor on
March 30 (Chapter 26, Statutes of 1994).

I RECENT MEETINGS

The Board’s scheduled February 4-5
meeting was cancelled and rescheduled to
March 10-11.

At its March 11 meeting, BLA recon-
sidered the election of its 1994 officers
conducted at its November 1993 meeting.
[14:1 CRLR 49] The Board elected land-
scape architect Marian Marum as its 1994
President and Greg Burgener, a public
member who is a landscape contractor, as
its Vice-President.

Also in March, Executive Officer
Jeanne Brode informed the Board that the
landscape architect boards in three other
states (Michigan, Florida, and Georgia)
are interested in scheduling presentations
on the PELA by BLA and HRStrategies
representatives.

At BLA’s May 6 meeting, public mem-
ber Michal Moore was appointed to chair
the Board’s Enforcement Committee. One
of his goals is to more precisely define the
term “landscape architect” so the Board
can better detect unlicensed practice. [/4:]
CRLR 48-49] Moore also stated that he
plans to revamp the Board’s current disci-
plinary system from one which is “too
complicated” to one which would be

“more public, with swift enforcement to
deter negligent behavior, without having
to involve the Attorney General.”

I FUTURE MEETINGS

August 5 in Sacramento.

MEDICAL BOARD OF
CALIFORNIA

Executive Director: Dixon Amert
(916) 263-2389

Toll-Free Complaint Number:
1-800-MED-BD-CA

he Medical Board of California (MBC)

is an administrative agency within the
state Department of Consumer Affairs
(DCA). The Board, which consists of
twelve physicians and seven non-physi-
cians appointed to four-year terms, is cur-
rently divided into three autonomous divi-
sions: Licensing, Medical Quality, and Al-
lied Health Professions.

The purpose of MBC and its three di-
visions is to protect the consumer from
incompetent, grossly negligent, unlicensed,
or unethical practitioners; to enforce pro-
visions of the Medical Practice Act (Cali-
fornia Business and Professions Code sec-
tion 2000 et seq.); and to educate healing
arts licensees and the public on health
quality issues. The Board’s regulations are
codified in Division 13, Title 16 of the
California Code of Regulations (CCR).

The functions of the individual divi-
sions are as follows:

MBC'’s Division of Licensing (DOL)
is responsible for issuing regular and pro-
bationary licenses and certificates under
the Board’s jurisdiction; administering the
Board’s continuing medical education
program; and administering physician and
surgeon examinations for some license ap-
plicants.

In response to complaints from the
public and reports from health care facili-
ties, the Division of Medical Quality (DMQ)
reviews the quality of medical practice
carried out by physicians and surgeons.
This responsibility includes enforcement
of the disciplinary and criminal provisions
of the Medical Practice Act. It also in-
cludes the suspension, revocation, or lim-
itation of licenses after the conclusion of
disciplinary actions. '

Until July 1, 1994, the Division of
Allied Health Professions (DAHP) di-
rectly regulates five non-physician health
occupations and oversees the activities of
eight other examining committees and
boards which license podiatrists and non-
physician certificate holders under the ju-
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risdiction of the Board. The following al-
lied health professions are subject to the
oversight of DAHP: acupuncturists, audi-
ologists, hearing aid dispensers, medical
assistants, physical therapists, physical
therapist assistants, physician assistants,
podiatrists, psychologists, psychological
assistants, registered dispensing opti-
cians, research psychoanalysts, speech pa-
thologists, and respiratory care practition-
ers. Pursuant to the provisions of SB 916
(Presley) (Chapter 1267, Statutes of 1993),
DAHP will cease to exist on July 1, 1994,
and its members will be transferred to
DMQ. [13:4 CRLR 55, 60]

MBC’s divisions meet together ap-
proximately four times per year. Individ-
ual divisions and subcommittees also hold
additional separate meetings as the need
arises.

On January 1, 1994, the membership
of DMQ and DOL was realigned in antic-
ipation of the July 1 abolition of DAHP.
As of January 1, DOL included physicians
Robert del Junco, Thomas Joas, C. Fred-
rick Milkie, and B. Camille Williams, and
public members Bruce Hasenkamp, Stew-
art Hsieh, and Ray Mallel. Expanded to
twelve members by SB 916 (Presley),
DMQ consisted of physicians Clarence
Avery, Lawrence Dorr, Anabel Anderson
Imbert, Ira Lubell, Mike Mirahmadi, Alan
Shumacher, Jacquelin Trestrail, and Mi-
chael Weisman, and public members The-
resa Claassen, Karen McElliott, Gayle
Nathanson, and Cathryne Bennett Warner.

At its February meeting, DMQ elected
public member Karen McElliott as its
President and Dr. Michael Weisman as its
Vice-President. [/4:1 CRLR 56] Also,
again pursuant to SB 916 (Presley), the
Division was split into two panels for the
purpose of reviewing and adopting deci-
sions in individual discipline cases. DMQ
members Lubell, Mirahmadi, Nathanson,
Trestrail, Bennett Warner, and Weisman
were named to Panel A (with Weisman as
chair), and DMQ members Avery, Claassen,
Dorr, Anderson Imbert, McElliott, and
Shumacher were named to Panel B (with
McElliott as chair).

Immediately prior to the Board’s May
meeting, former DMQ President Dr. Mi-
chael Weisman—who was serving as Chair
of MBC’s Task Force on Medical Quality
Resources (see below), DMQ Vice-Presi-
dent, and Chair of DMQ’s Panel A—re-
signed from the Board. At the full Board’s
May 6 meeting, MBC President Bruce
Hasenkamp announced that Dr. Alan
Shumacher would replace Dr. Weisman as
chair of the Task Force on Medical Quality
Resources. At DMQ’s May 5 meeting,
Division President Karen McElliott named
Dr. Jacquelin Trestrail as the new chair of

Panel A, moved Dr. Clarence Avery to
Panel A and noted that Dr. Weisman’s
replacement would be assigned to Panel
B, and announced that an election to re-
place Dr. Weisman as DMQ Vice-Presi-
dent would be held at the Division’s July
meeting.

Il MAJOR PROJECTS

Implementation of “Presley 11.” SB
916—Senator Robert Presley’s second
major physician discipline reform bill—
became effective on January 1, and has
changed the way MBC’s discipline system
operates in several key respects.

* ALJ Panel Appointed. Among many
other things, SB 916 created a Medical
Quality Hearing Panel (MQHP) in the Of-
fice of Administrative Hearings (OAH),
the state’s centralized office of administra-
tive law judges (ALJs). The MQHP must
consist of at least five ALJs and no more
than 25% of all the ALJs in OAH; panel
members will exclusively hear and be able
to specialize in medical discipline cases.
[13:4 CRLR 54-55]

On January 10, OAH Director Karl
Engeman announced his selection of ALJs
to staff the MQHP: Catherine Frink and
Muriel Evens in Sacramento; Michael
Cohn and Jonathan Lew in San Francisco;
William Bymes, Richard Ranger, Samuel
Reyes, and Carolyn Magnuson in Los An-
geles; and Joyce Wharton and Stephen
Hjelt in San Diego.

* DMQ Expands and Splits into Two
Panels. As introduced, SB 916 would
have relieved DMQ of its statutory author-
ity to review proposed ALJ decisions in
individual disciplinary cases and made
those ALJ decisions final for purposes of
judicial review; SB 916 co-sponsor Center
for Public Interest Law (CPIL) has urged this
structural reform to what is now a five-step
administrative disciplinary system for five
years. [9:2 CRLR 1] In an effort to preserve
DMQ’s authority to make the final decision
in individual disciplinary cases and expedite
its review of ALJ proposed decisions, MBC
convinced Senator Presley to instead abolish
the Division of Allied Health Professions,
move those five MBC member positions to
DMQ (thus creating a twelve-member
DMQ), and split DMQ into two panels (four
physicians and two public members) for the
purpose of reviewing ALJ decisions, on the
theory that two panels could decide twice as
many cases in the same amount of time as
before. [13:4 CRLR 55] SB 916 also re-
duced the timeframe within which DMQ
must act on a proposed ALJ decision (or it
becomes final) from 100 days to 90 days.

The two panels were created as of Jan-
vary | (see above), and immediately began
to review cases and—apparently—experi-

ence problems. At DMQ’s May 5 meeting,
confusion reigned over the number of
panel members needed to conduct busi-
ness, and the number of votes needed to
revoke a license outright (as opposed to
revoking a license, staying the revocation,
and imposing lesser actual penalties).
Prior law required five votes of the seven
DMQ members to revoke a physician’s
license; SB 916 inadvertently failed to
address the number of votes of the six-
member panels needed to revoke a license
outright. After a lengthy debate, DMQ
voted 7-4 to support a provision in SB
1775 (Presley) (see LEGISLATION) chang-
ing the number of panel votes needed to
revoke a license outright from five to four;
until and unless this legislation passes,
however, the DMQ panels were warned
that it should obtain five votes to revoke a
license outright. DMQ also agreed that at
least four members of a panel must show
up to constitute a quorum and conduct
business; under current law, however, if
only four panel members appear for a
meeting, that panel may not revoke a li-
cense outright, but must wait until the next
panel meeting and hope that five members
show up. In the meantime, the accused
physician whose license is being consid-
ered for revocation is presumably free to
practice.

Also at DMQ’s May 5 meeting, mem-
bers spent over an hour complaining about
the distribution of cases, the number of
times they had to meet outside regular
board meetings in order to decide cases
within the 90-day deadline, and the loca-
tion and timing of meetings. Several mem-
bers argued that cases should be distrib-
uted to the panels by staff such that only
one panel would be required to meet be-
tween Board meetings; staff expressed
doubt this could be accomplished while
simultaneously distributing the cases
evenly between the panels and meeting
the 90-day deadline for decision. Part of
this problem is of DMQ’s own creation.
The Administrative Procedure Act pro-
vides that reviewing board members may
vote either to “adopt” or “nonadopt” the
proposed decision of the ALJ. Initial votes
on individual cases are taken through the
mail, pursuant to Government Code sec-
tion 11526. A majority vote to adopt an
ALJ decision will prevail over a minority
vote to nonadopt. However, DMQ has in-
vented a new mail vote category called
“hold”—if a single member votes to “hold”
a case, that case will be scheduled for
discussion at the next panel meeting. The
“hold” mechanism is delaying DMQ deci-
sionmaking and resulting in the schedul-
ing of an interim panel meeting for con-
sideration of only one or two cases which
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must be decided within the 90-day deadl-
ine.

Because of the absenteeism rate of
panel members at interim meetings and
the continuing need to come up with five
votes to revoke a license, DMQ President
Karen McElliott instructed staff to sched-
ule these meetings at hotels or other facil-
ities near major airports, and urged her
colleagues to make attendance a top prior-
ity. Other Division members took offense
at McElliott’s remarks, noting that it is not
easy for full-time professionals to clear
their schedules for a meeting between (and
in addition to) quarterly Board meetings.
At the end of this long discussion, DMQ
public member Gayle Nathanson ac-
knowledged the Division’s continuing at-
tempt to make the two-panel system work,
but warned her colleagues that “if we
can’t, the whole role and function of the
Division needs to be reevaluated.”

* Letter of Reprimand. SB 916 also
added section 2233 to the Business and
Professions Code, authorizing MBC to
issue a new “public letter of reprimand”
by stipulation or settlement with a physi-
cian after case investigation. At DMQ’s
May 5 meeting, DMQ Enforcement Chief
John Lancara sought and received the
Division’s approval to publish new sec-
tions 1364.15-.17, Title 16 of the CCR, to
implement the public letter of reprimand.
The proposed regulations authorize spec-
ified DMQ officials to issue, following an
investigation, a public letter of reprimand
in lieu of filing or prosecuting a formal
accusation for minor unprofessional con-
duct violations. The letter must describe
the nature and facts of the violation and be
served upon the licensee by certified mail.
Prior to formal service of the reprimand,
DMQ must notify the physician of its in-
tent to issue the letter; within 30 days, the
licensee must indicate to DMQ in writing
whether he/she will accept the letter. If the
physician accepts, the letter will be served
and its issuance shall be disclosed to mem-
bers of the public who inquire about that
physician’s record. If the physician re-
fuses to accept, DMQ is free to file and
prosecute an accusation or evaluate the
propriety of other sanctions, such as a
citation and fine. Atthis writing, DMQ has
not yet published the regulatory language
for the required 45-day public comment
period.

MBC Task Force Undertakes De-
tailed Study of Medical Consultants
and Experts. Since the March 1993 Med-
ical Summit, MBC’s Task Force on Med-
ical Quality Resources has been examin-
ing and reevaluating the Board’s entire
system of providing review of medical
quality issues in disciplinary cases, includ-

ing (1) contract/volunteer medical consul-
tants used at the complaint and investiga-
tive levels; (2) the role, duties, and quali-
fications of current full-time district med-
ical consultants (DMCs) now working
from each of the Board’s twelve district
offices; these employees review and assist
in the analysis of medical records gathered
by DMQ investigators in cases where
quality of care is at issue, and are respon-
sible for retaining and securing opinions
from expert medical reviewers who will
serve as expert witnesses at trial if neces-
sary; (3) the role, duties, and qualifica-
tions of physicians who are used as expert
medical reviewers and witnesses at evi-
dentiary hearings; and (4) the role of vol-
unteers (both physician and non-physi-
cian) located geographically at the com-
munity level to provide counseling, com-
munity outreach, and other duties repre-
senting the Board. This last function is
intended to replace MBC’s Medical Qual-
ity Review Committees, which were abol-
ishedin SB916 (Presley). [/4:1 CRLR 52;
13:4 CRLR 57-58; 13:2&3 CRLR 81-82]

The Task Force’s study has included a
review of alternative mechanisms, includ-
ing an all-“volunteer” system utilized by
the Florida Department of Professional
Regulation (FDPR). Instead of using em-
ployee physicians like MBC’s medical
consultants to review quality of care com-
plaints and investigations, FDPR uses a
group of 164 volunteer physicians to re-
view these cases, which it says saved the
Florida Board of Medicine $240,000 dur-
ing 1992. FDPR claims that its Medical
Advisory Committee has not only saved
money but also improved the quality of
review and expedited the process.

Following the November 1993 presen-
tation by FDPR, MBC Executive Director
Dixon Arnett and Deputy Director Doug
Laue prepared a proposal for consider-
ation by the Task Force and full Board. By
requiring that all medical consultants, re-
viewers, and expert witnesses be both
board certified and in active practice, the
Armett/Laue proposal would effectively
“eliminate...the current system of the Chief
Medical Consultant and the [District]
Medical Consultants as full-time employ-
ees of the Board.” The proposal suggests
replacement of these employees and their
functions with three advisory layers of
review:

* An “M.D. Informal Counsel” panel
of physicians representing all specialties
would be available to MBC’s Central
Complaint and Investigation Control Unit
(CCICU) for “informal counsel” (no for-
mal written opinion would be submitted)
on cases before their referral to MBC dis-
trict offices for formal investigation.

* Six “Quality of Care Advisory Pan-
els,” each consisting of three physicians,
would be formed. Following CCICU’s re-
ferral of cases to a district office for formal
investigation, these panels would evaluate
the medical issues only in quality of care
and sexual abuse cases, and advise whether
such cases should be closed or move for-
ward. Based on DMQ’s projection of 288
quality of care/sexual abuse cases per
year, these panels would meet three times
per year for two days each time and handle
eight cases per day.

» Ten “Probable Cause Advisory Pan-
els,” each consisting of two physicians
and one public member, would be formed.
After investigation and provision of a for-
mal written opinion by a paid medical
expert, these panels (assisted by an advi-
sor from the Attorney General’s Office)
would review all cases and determine
whether there is probable cause to believe
that a disciplinable act has occurred. If so,
the case will proceed to the Attorney
General’s Office for the filing of formal
charges; if not, the case will be returned to
the DMQ Enforcement Chief for appropri-
ate action and disposition. DMQ projects
a900-case workload annually; each of the
ten panels would meet three times per year
for two days each time, and handle fifteen
cases per day.

The Arnett/Laue proposal also suggested
the use of an outside medical quality consult-
ing firm, under a contract awarded through
the state’s competitive bidding process, to
recruit, retain, train, and manage the physi-
cian and public members of the new medical
quality review system, with oversight by a
DMQ subcommittee. The proposal states
that the cost of MBC’s current medical qual-
ity review system is $1,710,000 during
1993-94, and projects the total cost of the
proposed “volunteer” system at $1,265,000
—in other words, MBC could purportedly
save $445,000 per year by implementing the
proposed system.

Following discussion of the Arnett/
Laue proposal at its February meeting,
MBC decided it did not yet have enough
information and understanding of its cur-
rent system upon which to base a decision
to change or retain it. MBC President
Bruce Hasenkamp instructed the Task
Force and staff to undertake a four-part
factfinding study in order to provide MBC
members with detailed information on the
functions, performance, and cost of the
current system as opposed to alternatives.
The four studies include the following:

* Desk Audit of DMCs. Independent
management consultant Carl Bergstrom is
conducting a “desk audit” consisting of
personal interviews with each of the
DMCs. Bergstrom’s audit is intended to
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identify the tasks performed by DMCs, the
time committed to certain tasks, the qual-
ifications of expert medical witnesses and
consultants who are retained by the DMCs,
and the method(s) by which the DMCs
choose these experts. At the Board’s May
6 meeting, Bergstrom reported that his
audit was about three-fourths complete.

* HQES Survey. Step two is a survey
conducted by Assistant Attorney General
Al Korobkin, chief of the Health Quality
Enforcement Section (HQES) of the At-
torney General’s Office; created in SB
2375 (Presley) (Chapter 1597, Statutes of
1990), HQES is a unit of deputy attorneys
general (DAG) who specialize in prose-
cuting medical discipline cases. The first
part of Korobkin’s survey, which was pre-
sented at the April 25 meeting of the Task
Force, involved a random sample of dis-
cipline cases prosecuted between March
1993 and February 1994; these cases were
reviewed to determine the percentage
which had been withdrawn or subject to
early stipulation due to problems with the
expert witnesses obtained by the DMCs.
According to Korobkin’s survey, expert
witness problems caused the compromise
of seven of the 93 cases reviewed (7.5%).
However, if the focus is narrowed to qual-
ity of care cases where expert testimony is
crucial to HQES/MBC prosecutorial suc-
cess, the percentage of cases in which
expert witness problems caused early
compromise or withdrawal jumps to ap-
proximately 15%.

The cases reviewed presented situa-
tions where withdrawals or stipulations
occurred due to conflicting opinions among
medical experts, experts who changed
their opinions between the time the accu-
sation was filed and the hearing, and the
DMCs’ inability to obtain experts willing
to testify at a hearing. One of the cases
reviewed involved a medical expert who
had been retained to render an opinion in
a case involving a certain specialty. After
the expert had rendered an opinion which
formed the basis for the accusation but
before the hearing, the DAG prosecuting
the case learned that the witness had been
the subject of numerous medical malprac-
tice claims in that specialty over the past
three decades (including a claim which
was settled for $1 million in 1992)—ren-
dering that “expert” subject to easy dis-
qualification by defense counsel. Prior to
recommending a stipulated settlement, the
DAG also learned that the physician had
ceased practicing in that specialty several
years prior to being retained as the expert
witness in that case.

In addition to the random sample,
Korobkin asked his DAGs to identify spe-
cific problems they had experienced with

expert witnesses. The DAGs echoed the
random sample results, citing cases of wa-
vering or changing expert opinions,
witnesses lacking knowledge in the rele-
vant specialty or no longer practicing that
specialty, and witnesses whose qualifica-
tions are weakened by the existence of
malpractice claims or adverse peer review
decisions. Specific and recurring prob-
lems cited by HQES’ DAGs include the
following: (1) the expert does not practice
in the relevant specialty or have sufficient
familiarity with the issues; (2) the expert’s
opinion is too brief, often consisting of
only one page, and fails to provide suffi-
cient analysis to justify his/her conclu-
sions; (3) the expert has not practiced for
years before being chosen as a witness,
and is unfamiliar with new procedures and
techniques; (4) some experts refuse to ac-
cept as true the facts in a case; for example,
they refuse to find gross negligence be-
cause they doubt the patient’s statement of
what occurred, and thus render an opinion
based on their perception of the patient’s
credibility rather than the conduct of the
physician in a given set of facts; (5) some
experts disregard the instruction letter
from the DAG, fail to use language in their
opinions which may be understood by
non-physician attorneys in the develop-
ment and prosecution of a case, and then
refuse to spend time with the DAG in
order to educate them prior to hearing; and
(6) some experts render an opinion while
simultaneously noting that some of the
records necessary toreach the opinion ren-
dered were not available, thus offering an
opinion based upon conjecture.

Finally, Korobkin identified a few
cases in which a completed investigation
had been referred by DMQ to HQES for
the filing of an accusation but had to be
returned unfiled because of problems with
the expert opinions used in investigating
the case and reaching the decision to file.
In this area, the most common problem is
that the Board’s expert opinions conflict
with each other and thus will not support
the filing of an accusation.

* Analysis of MBC’s Use of Medical
Experts. Step three is a computer analysis
of the Board’s use of medical experts from
July 1992 to March 1994. This analysis,
which is being conducted by MBC Deputy
Director Doug Laue, will evaluate MBC’s
use of medical experts by region and spe-
cialty. The analysis will identify the dis-
trict office which retained the expert, the
type of service rendered (e.g., record re-
view, report preparation, conference with
DAG, medical examination of respon-
dent, oral clinical examinations), date of
service provided, time spent, and fees
charged. As part of his study, Laue will

also collect the resumes of all experts used
during this time period and determine the
percentage who are board certified in the
specialty area in which they rendered ex-
pert testimony.

» Cost of Current System vs. Alterna-
tives. The fourth and final step is a break-
down comparison of the cost of the current
system vs. the cost of recruiting, training,
retaining, and providing support for a
“volunteer” expert system like Florida’s.
Because this staff analysis is dependent
upon completion of steps one through
three, it will not commence until those
steps are completed.

At this writing, the Task Force—now
being chaired by Dr. Alan Shumacher due
to the resignation of Dr. Michael Weisman
from the Board (see above)—is scheduled
to meet three times (June 1, June 20, and
July 11) before the Board’s July 29 meet-
ing; the Task Force will receive the final
reports on the four steps described above,
and hopes to prepare its final report and
recommendation by July 11 to enable pub-
lic comment at both the July 11 and July
29 meetings.

Public Disclosure Policy Update.
Under the Board’s new public disclosure
policy which became effective October 1,
1993, MBC’s new Consumer Information
Unit continues to provide inquiring con-
sumers with information on felony con-
victions against physicians, medical mal-
practice judgments in excess of $30,000,
prior discipline in California or other ju-
risdictions, and ongoing disciplinary pro-
ceedings in which accusations have been
filed. [14:1 CRLR 50; 13:4 CRLR 1, 56—
57; 13:2&3 CRLR 79-81] Between Octo-
ber 1, 1993 and April 15, 1994, the new
Unit has responded to almost 2,000 calls
which have required the use of newly-in-
stalled public disclosure screens on MBC'’s
computers. MBC continues to comply
with a Sacramento County Superior Court
order temporarily enjoining the Board
from also releasing information on com-
pleted MBC investigations which have
been referred to the HQES for the prepa-
ration and filing of an accusation (see LIT-
IGATION).

At its February meeting, the full Board
entertained Public Records Act requests
from the San Jose Mercury News and sev-
eral other newspapers; these requests gen-
erally seek a list or computer tape of all
public information available on all physi-
cians licensed to practice in California. In
a memorandum dated January 3, staff
noted that the Board had previously voted
not to release “lists” but to confine the
release of information under its new pub-
lic disclosure policy to oral or written re-
quests from individuals about particular
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physicians; under Board policy, the Con-
sumer Information Unit may respond to
questions regarding a maximum of three
physicians per telephone call. [13:4 CRLR
56-57] However, staff noted that some of
the information requested by the newspa-
pers could be “easily compiled” and that
MBC would not in fact be releasing a
“list” of doctors who have suffered dis-
cipline or other problems which are a mat-
ter of public record; MBC would simply
be disclosing all public information on all
California physicians, from which a re-
porter could generate his or her own “list.”
Executive Director Dixon Amnett and staff
recommended that MBC comply with the
request of the newspapers, and that it con-
sider making the public information it rou-
tinely collects available on public access
computer databases.

The Board rejected Amett’s recom-
mendation by a 3-1 ratio, preferring to
retain its current three-physicians-per-call
policy, and prompting the newspapers to
carry out their threat to sue the Board to
compel compliance with the Public Re-
cords Act (see LITIGATION).

Diversion Program Issues. At its May
5 meeting, DMQ reviewed a status report
on a set of reforms to the procedures of its
Diversion Program. Under Business and
Professions Code section 2340, the pur-
pose of the Diversion Program is to iden-
tify and confidentially rehabilitate physi-
cians who are impaired due to substance
abuse or mental illness. MBC created a
task force to evaluate the Diversion Pro-
gram after the March 1993 Medical Sum-
mit and in response to harsh criticism of
the Program by the California Highway
Patrol in its January 1993 audit.

Diversion Program Manager Chet
Pelton reported that five key reforms rec-
ommended by the task force had been
implemented to improve the accountabil-
ity of Diversion Program “group facilita-
tors” (GFs)—independent contractors
who conduct group meetings of program
participants. Specifically, the Diversion
Program has refined the guidelines for
selecting new GFs; specifically defined
the types of records which must be kept by
GFs; will annually evaluate the perfor-
mance of its GFs beginning in August
1994; will submit an annual report to
DMQ on the GFs; and is preparing a pre-
sentation on the Program to familiarize the
Division with its purpose and procedures.

Center for Public Interest Law (CPIL)
Supervising Attorney Julianne D’ Angelo
noted that two issues which DMQ prom-
ised to take up in May 1993 and again in
November 1993 have yet to be addressed.
[14:1 CRLR 51-52; 13:2&3 CRLR 78-
80] Specifically, DMQ promised to look

atthe issue of diversioners’ direct payment
to the GFs, a mechanism identified by the
CHP as an apparent—if not actual—con-
flict of interest. DMQ also agreed to re-
quest a formal Attorney General’s opinion
on whether the Diversion Program is ther-
apeutic or primarily monitoring in nature;
to the extent the program purports to pro-
vide therapy, its employment of unli-
censed group facilitators to provide this
therapy may expose it to liability and, at
the very least, embarrassment for author-
izing the unlicensed practice of therapy.
MBC’s task force was sunsetted in No-
vember 1993 on the condition that these
two issues would be examined, but they
have yet to be addressed. DMQ instructed
the CMA Liaison Committee to the Diver-
sion Program, which oversees the pro-
gram now that the task force has been
sunsetted, to take up these two issues.

The Division also heard extensive oral
testimony on a potentially explosive issue
raised by Dr. Gary Nye, chair of the CMA
Liaison Committee. Dr. Nye complained
about a “new policy” of DMQ Enforce-
ment Chief John Lancara, under which
Lancara allegedly refuses to permit an im-
paired physician to be formally admitted
into the Diversion Program until DMQ
investigators have completed a lengthy
investigation of the physician’s conduct.
Dr. Nye argued that the new policy, which
resulted from legal advice provided by the
Attorney General’s Office in response to
an appellate court decision in Kees v.
Board of Medical Quality Assurance, 7
Cal. App. 4th 1801 (1992), is precluding
impaired physicians from participating in
the Diversion Program and improperly
subjecting them to disciplinary action for
offenses designed by the legislature to be
addressed through the Program rather than
through the disciplinary process.

In Kees, a respondent physician chal-
lenged DMQ’s accusation on grounds the
Division was precluded from taking disci-
plinary action against him because he was
participating in the Diversion Program.
Citing Business and Professions Code sec-
tion 2340 ef seq. and cases interpreting those
statutes, the court stated that “once a physi-
cian enters the...program..., the Board halts
all action against the physician, whether it is
investigatory or disciplinary.” Because it
found that Kees had neither been evaluated
by a Diversion Evaluation Committee nor
signed a formal contract of participation in
the Diversion Program, the court held that
Kees had never been “formally admitted” to
the Program and the Division was free to
take disciplinary action against him. [/2:4
CRLR 94]

Noting that nothing in statute requires
DMQ to afford complete prosecutorial or

investigative immunity to physicians who
have been formally admitted to the Diver-
sion Program, the AG’s Office disagrees
with the statement of law in the Kees de-
cision; nonetheless, the court has so found
and the AG and MBC must work within
that statement of law until and unless it is
overruled by legislation. Thus, the AG
advised Enforcement Chief Lancara not to
formally admit any physician into the Di-
version Program until DMQ has completed
a full investigation of the physician’s con-
duct and is positive that no violation of the
Medical Practice Act (other than self-abuse
of drugs or alcohol) has been committed.

Dr. Nye lodged a twofold complaint on
this issue. First, he argued that DMQ’s
investigations are taking too long and are
unnecessarily preventing impaired physi-
cians from entering into a formal contrac-
tual agreement with the Diversion Pro-
gram, the actual signing of which—ac-
cording to Dr. Nye and other physicians
involved in the Program—has therapeutic
and disciplinary value in and of itself.
Second, Dr. Nye asserted that Lancara is
hesitant to formally admit physicians to
the program even after the investigation is
completed and self-abuse is the only vio-
lation of the Medical Practice Act found to
have been committed by the physician.
CMA argued that if the physician has com-
mitted only self-abuse (which is unprofes-
sional conduct and grounds for discipl-
ine), the physician should be formally ad-
mitted into the program and all investiga-
tion and disciplinary action should cease,
as the Diversion Program was created (ac-
cording to CMA) to afford substance-
abusing physicians with diversion “in lieu
of”” discipline for self-abuse.

Lancara, assisted by Supervising Dep-
uty Attorney General Jana Tuton and
HQES Chief Al Korobkin, responded that
the Division absolutely must be able to
aggressively and fully complete an inves-
tigation of any complaint or other report
of misconduct before formally admitting
a physician into the program; if it does not
investigate, it will never know whether the
physician has committed only self-abuse
or has also violated other provisions of the
Medical Practice Act. Even if the prelim-
inary finding is that self-abuse is the only
violation, Lancara noted that further ques-
tions must be asked. For example, many
drug-abusing physicians obtain narcotics
by writing fraudulent prescriptions or pur-
chasing them on the street; both actions
are disciplinable violations in addition to
self-abuse. Lancara also noted that noth-
ing prevents physicians from participating
in the Program on an informal basis until
the investigation is complete and formal
admission is granted.
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With regard to self-abuse-only cases,
Lancara stated that over the past nine months
he has granted three such physicians formal
admission into the Diversion Program rather
than referring them to HQES for disciplinary
action. According to Lancara, “That may not
have been the best decision and was accom-
panied by serious risk. DMQ needs to deter-
mine whether that’s a risk we should be
taking.” Lancara noted that Business and
Professions Code section 2229 states that
public protection is the highest priority for
MBC and the Division of Medical Quality;
“[w]here rehabilitation and protection are
inconsistent, protection shall be para-
mount.” Lancara concluded by saying he
supports the Diversion Program, “but it
needs to be balanced toward public protec-
tion.”

DAG Tuton supported Lancara’s posi-
tion, and reminded DMQ that many of the
physicians who attempt to participate in
the Diversion Program have injured pa-
tients (or have come dangerously close)
due to their substance abuse problem,
know that complaints or reports of mis-
conduct are forthcoming, and request ad-
mission into the program because they
want immunity from disciplinary action.
She stated that “the larger group of cases
we see involve more than simple self-
abuse.” Tuton described several recent
cases of physicians seeking admission to
the program, including an anesthesiolo-
gist who passed out in the operating room
between surgery due to drug abuse, and a
physician who snorted cocaine in his of-
fice between patient visits. She stated that
the Diversion Program is open to physi-
cians who self-refer into the program be-
fore their practices and patients are af-
fected; where patient protection has al-
ready been implicated, however, she
urged the Division to keep its options open
to protect the public. The only way to do
this is to aggressively and fully investigate
all physicians seeking entry into the pro-
gram and carefully evaluate the facts be-
fore granting formal admission.

HQES Chief Korobkin echoed Tuton’s
advice, urging the Division to protect its
discretion. In evaluating the facts of al-
leged self-abuse-only cases, he urged
DMQ to distinguish those which present
“a very strong potential for injury”—in
those cases, he said, discipline is more
appropriate to protect the public than di-
version. According to Korobkin, “if there
is high potential for future harm, referral
to the AG is appropriate.”

At the conclusion of the discussion,
DMQ took no formal action on Dr. Nye’s
complaint. However, Dr. Ira Lubell moved
that MBC co-sponsor a bill with CMA
which clarifies or overturns the Kees state-

ment, and which will “protect the public
and protect the integrity of the Diversion
Program simultaneously.” Dr. Lubell’s
motion carried by a vote of 10-1.

Controversy Over Closed Sessions
of DOL Committees Continues. At its
February and May meetings, DOL contin-
ued to discuss the contention of the Center
for Public Interest Law (CPIL) that the
closed sessions of its Application Review
Committee (ARC) and Special Programs
Committee (SPC) violate the Bagley-
Keene Open Meeting Act. The ARC re-
views nonroutine applications for physi-
cian licensure, while the SPC reviews ap-
plications for approval of special training
or faculty programs under Business and
Professions Code sections 2111, 2112,
2113, 1324 and 1327.

Prior to each DOL meeting, the com-
mittees meet in closed session under Gov-
ernment Code section 11126(c), which
states that “an advisory body of a state
body which administers the licensing of
persons engaged in business and profes-
sions” may meet in private to consider
“matters...which the advisory body has
found would constitute an unwarranted
invasion of the privacy of an individual
licensee or applicant if discussed in an
open meeting....” CPIL contends that, pur-
suant to a 1988 written statement adopted
by DOL as Division policy which defines
the role of the ARC and SPC, neither
committee is an “advisory body” author-
ized to meet in closed session under sec-
tion 11126(c); under the 1988 statement,
both committees make binding licensing
decisions which are simply directed to
staff and not reviewed or ratified by the
full Division. [8:2 CRLR 61] On two oc-
casions since the Division’s adoption of
the 1988 statement, CPIL has petitioned
DOL to open the meetings of these com-
mittees to the public or restructure them so
that their closed sessions are lawful. [/3:4
CRLR 59-60]

In December 1993 correspondence on
the issue, DCA legal counsel Greg Gorges
again advised DOL that these committees
may meet privately. Specifically, Gorges
pointed to DOL’s recent amendments (o
section 1301, Title 16 of the CCR; the
amendments authorize DOL staff to refer
applications to these committees, and state
that “[mJembers appointed to the commit-
tees may advise the program manager on
the disposition of the above-mentioned
applications” (emphasis added). Gorges
stated that this language “should put to
rest any question of the advisory nature of
these committees and their qualification to
meet in closed session....”

At the Division’s February meeting,
DOL President Dr. Robert del Junco asked

whether any member believed that ARC
meetings should be held in public; Divi-
sion members opined that ARC’s discus-
sion of applicant information in public
would invade the privacy interests of the
applicants, and agreed that the Division
should follow legal counsel’s advice. Dr.
del Junco concurred as to the ARC, but
questioned whether meetings of the SPC
could be opened to the public, and directed
staff to prepare a memorandum exploring
the pros and cons of holding SPC meet-
ings in public.

At its May 5 meeting, DOL reviewed
a staff memorandum on the functions of
the SPC dated April 14. In spite of the
amendments to section 1301 (which be-
came effective on April 8) and legal coun-
sel Gorges’ comment about the “advisory
nature” of both committees, the memoran-
dum stated that the Committee itself con-
tinues to approve or deny applications for
approval of special training or faculty pro-
grams under Business and Professions
Code sections 2111,2112,2113, 1324 and
1327. Staff stated that if the SPC’s meet-
ings were held in open session, the public
would be better able to understand the
Committee’s review process and issues of
concern to the members, and medical
school representatives in the audience
might be able to answer questions that
arise regarding the content of an applicant’s
proposed program. However, staff also
noted that “confidentiality of applicants’
personal information would be lost, possi-
bly inviting legal action by applicants;
medical school representatives in the au-
dience may experience embarrassment if
their school’s program requests are dis-
cussed negatively or denied in public; ap-
plicants who attend the meetings may ex-
perience embarrassment if their qualifica-
tions are discussed negatively or their pro-
gram request is denied in public, and they
may disrupt the meeting to contest the
denial; [and] audience members may in-
terrupt the members’ discussions with ex-
traneous questions and requests.”

Instead of evaluating the legality of
closed sessions, Drs. Milkie and Joas fo-
cused on applicants’ privacy concerns,
and alternatively opined that open meet-
ings of the SPC would create too much
work for staff. Public member Bruce
Hasenkamp disagreed, stating that admin-
istrative convenience does not justify ig-
norance of the open meetings law. DOL
reached no clear consensus on this issue;
CPIL intends to pursue it in the future.

Implementation of Lay Midwife
Certification Program. At its February
meeting, DOL President Dr. Robert del
Junco named Dr. Thomas Joas and Stew-
art Hsieh to the Midwifery Committee and
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charged the Committee with assisting Divi-
sion staff in implementing SB 350 (Killea)
(Chapter 1280, Statutes of 1993), which
requires MBC to establish a certification
program for lay midwives. [/4:]1 CRLR
56; 13:4 CRLR 61]

Under SB 350, there are two pathways
for an applicant to obtain licensure as alay
midwife: (1) graduation from an accred-
ited three-year midwifery program, or (2)
licensure in another state with equivalent
standards. An applicant may be deemed to
have “graduated” from an accredited pro-
gram in two ways: (1) by actually com-
pleting a three-year program, or (2) by
“challenging” the coursework through
proficiency and practical examinations
administered by DOL (and satisfaction of
experience prerequisites for taking the
“challenge” examinations, which the Di-
vision must establish by regulation).

The Midwifery Committee held public
meetings on March 1, April 4, and May 4
to discuss the requirements of the statute.
Among other things, the Committee learned
that 18 other states administer lay midwife
programs, but not all of them require li-
censing. The North American Registry of
Midwives has prepared and had validated
a written licensing examination which is
used in a number of states; DOL staff
researched that examination and alterna-
tives used by other states and programs.

DOL is required to adopt numerous
regulations to implement SB 350, some by
July 1, 1994. At its March meeting, the
Midwifery Committee approved an ambi-
tious rulemaking schedule to accomplish
this task. Toward this end, at its May 5
meeting DOL held a public hearing on its
proposal to adopt sections 1379.1, 1379.2,
1379.3, and 1379.5, Title 16 of the CCR,
which set forth general provisions related
to the lay midwife certification program
and establish license application ($300),
renewal ($200), and delinquency ($50)
fees to support the program. Following the
hearing, DOL adopted the proposed regu-
lations, which now await review and ap-
proval by the Office of Administrative
Law (OAL).

In future rulemaking proceedings,
DOL will adopt regulations which (among
other things) specify the written examina-
tion used to test applicants, prescribe the
type and extent of clinical experience
which must be demonstrated before an
applicant is permitted to “challenge” the
coursework completion requirement, set
forth the application form to be used in the
certification process, and establish contin-
uing education requirements.

Other MBC Rulemaking. The fol-
lowing is a status update on other rulemak-
ing proceedings undertaken by MBC’s di-

visions over the past few months and re-
ported in detail in previous issues of the
Reporter:

* Licensing Fees Increase. Following
a public hearing on February 3, DOL
adopted permanent amendments to sec-
tions 1351.5 and 1352, Title 16 of the
CCR, which increase MBC’s biennial ini-
tial and renewal licensing fees from $500
to $600, retroactive to January 1, 1994.
DOL had previously adopted the fee in-
creases on an emergency basis in Novem-
ber 1993. [14:1 CRLR 51] The fee in-
crease is needed primarily to enhance the
staffing of the Health Quality Enforce-
ment Section in the Attorney General’s
Office. OAL approved the permanent fee
increase amendments on April 25. A por-
tion of this increase in renewal fees will be
“refunded” to physicians under the provis-
ions of SB 916 and due to CMA’s victory
in California Medical Association v.
Hayes (see LEGISLATION and LITIGA-
TION).

* DMQ’s Citation and Fine Regula-
tions Approved. On March 24, OAL ap-
proved new sections 1364.10-.14, Title 16
of the CCR, DMQ’s citation and fine reg-
ulations. The rules list 56 sections of the
Business and Professions Code, the viola-
tion of which may warrant a citation by
specified DMQ officials; a citation may
include an order of abatement and/or a fine
ranging from $100 to $2,500. A cited li-
censee may challenge any citation by re-
questing, in writing, an informal confer-
ence with the issuing DMQ official within
ten days of service or receipt of the cita-
tion. Upon receipt of such a request, the
issuing official must hold the informal
conference within thirty days; the licensee
is permitted to have legal counsel present
at the conference. At the conclusion of the
conference, the official may affirm, mod-
ify, or dismiss the citation and any fine
levied or abatement order issued. The de-
cision of the official must state the reasons
for the findings and be served upon the
respondent in writing within ten days of
the informal conference.

A licensee’s request for an informal
conference does not waive his/her right to
a formal hearing before an administrative
law judge, at which the licensee or his/her
legal counsel may again challenge the ci-
tation. A request for a formal hearing must
be made in writing to the Board within
thirty days of the date of the issuance of
the citation. The citation and fine sanction
is a matter of public record, such that it
will be disclosed to inquiring consumers.
However, it will not be reported to the
National Practitioner Data Bank because
DMQ does not deliberate or vote on it.
[14:1 CRLR 51; 13:4 CRLR 58]

* SB 2036 Regulation Approved. On
January 27, OAL finally approved MBC’s
adoption of new section 1363.5, Title 16
of the CCR, to implement SB 2036
(McCorquodale) (Chapter 1660, Statutes
of 1990). The new regulation defines the
terms “specialty board” and “specialty or
subspecialty area of medicine,” and estab-
lishes standards for and three methods by
which private specialty boards may qual-
ify for DOL approval such that their mem-
bers may advertise that they are “board
certified” in California. [/4:] CRLR 52;
13:1 CRLR 47; 12:4 CRLR 90-91]

At its February 3 meeting, DOL Presi-
dent Dr. Robert del Junco appointed Dr.
Fredrick Milkie and Ray Mallel to serve
on a subcommittee to review applications
for SB 2036 approval. Dr. Milkie sug-
gested that DOL hire a recognized physi-
cian consultant to assist the subcommittee
in evaluating applications from specialty
and subspecialty boards. At DOL’s May S
meeting, Dr. Milkie reported that although
several boards have requested application
packets, staff had received only one com-
pleted application for SB 2036 certifica-
tion. Also in May, the Division approved
an invitation for bids from persons wish-
ing to serve as the consultant; the consul-
tant selection process is expected to take
at least four months.

* DOL Rulemaking. On May 9, OAL
approved DOL’s addition of section 1354
to Title 16 of the CCR, which establishes
a fee which DOL will collect from spe-
cialty boards or associations applying for
approval under the Board’s new SB 2036
regulations (see above). OAL also ap-
proved DOL’s amendments to section
1301, Title 16 of the CCR, which autho-
rize the referral of licensing cases to the
Division’s Application Review Commit-
tee or its Special Programs Committee at
the request of the applicant, a Division
member, or the DOL Program Manager,
and specify that these commiittees act in an
advisory capacity only to the DOL Pro-
gram Manager (see above); and section
1321, which delete an inaccurate refer-
ence to “hospitals.” [14:1 CRLR 52; 13:4
CRLR 59]

* DAHP Rulemaking. At its May 4
meeting, DAHP adopted its proposed
amendment to section 1366.3, Title 16 of
the CCR, which provides that a qualified
medical assistant (MA) is one who is cur-
rently certified by the American Association
of Medical Assistants (AAMA). DAHP’s
proposed amendment would include the
American Association of Medical Tech-
nologists (AAMT) as a certifying body for
qualified MAs who provide training to
other MAs under the direction of a li-
censed physician. During the comment
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period, the California Medical Assistants
Association (CMAA) argued that the ad-
dition of AAMT was erroneous, and re-
quested that CMAA be listed instead as a
certifying body. DAHP member Stewart
Hsieh researched CMAA's certification
process and recommended that CMAA’s
request be denied, as its process was not
equivalent to that of AAMA or AAMT; the
Division concurred. At this writing, the
amendment to section 1366.3 awaits re-
view and approval by OAL.

Il LEGISLATION

“Fee Fix” Legislation. SB 916 (Pre-
sley) contained a provision authorizing a
$100 increase in MBC’s biennial licensing
fee (i.e., from $500 to $600 every other
year). However, the bill specified that
should the California Medical Association
prevail in its constitutional challenge to
the state’s 1992-93 appropriation of phy-
sician licensing fees from MBC'’s special
fund and should those transferred funds be
returned, they must be refunded to MBC’s
licensees in the form of a lower fee in-
crease. On February 22, CMA won its
litigation, and the state declined to appeal
(see LITIGATION). Thus, MBC must
now return a total of $2,566,315 (minus
$75,000, which the state Department of
Finance ordered to be paid from the re-
couped funds to CMA as attorneys’ fees)
to its licensees. At its May 6 meeting,
MBC agreed to sponsor legislation ac-
complishing two goals: (1) exempting
MBC from similar transfer language in-
cluded in the 1993-94 budget bill, which
is now unconstitutional as to MBC; and
(2) amend the SB 916 provision which
requires return of all recouped funds to
exclude the $75,000 in attorneys’ fees.
The Board also agreed to “refund” the
remaining $2.491 million to its licensees
in the form of a one-time $25 reduction in
the $100 biennial increase; that is, physi-
cians renewing their licenses between
September 1, 1994 and August 31, 1996
would renew at a reduced fee level of
$575. At this writing, the language needed
to accomplish the so-called “fee fix” has
not been incorporated into any existing
legislation.

SB 1775 (Presley), as amended April
12, is sponsored by MBC and referred to
as “Presley I1A,” as it makes approxi-
mately thirty technical and clean-up
changes to the provisions of SB 916 (Pre-
sley) and other sections of the Business
and Professions Code. Among many other
things, SB 1775 would empower DOL
(rather than DMQ) to adopt regulations
governing the Board’s disclosure of infor-
mation about physicians; expand the pri-
vate peer review records which must be

made available to the Medical Board after
an adverse peer review decision is re-
ported to the Board; revise the procedure
for the suspension or revocation of a
physician’s license after that physician is
convicted of a felony; revise the contents
of the Medical Discipline Report required
to be published by the Office of Adminis-
trative Hearings by SB 916; and change
the name of the MBC committee created
in SB 916 to the “Committee on Healing
Arts Professions.” This bill is expected to
be amended considerably over the sum-
mer. [S. B&P]

SB 1958 (Presley). SB 916 (Presley)
authorized DMQ or the Health Quality
Enforcement Section to establish panels
or lists of experts as necessary to assist
them in investigating and prosecuting vi-
olations of the Medical Practice Act. As
amended May 16, this bill would instead
require the establishment of these panels
or lists of Medical Board experts. This bill
would impose minimum qualifications for
a physician to serve as a Medical Board
expert, and impose certain restrictions re-
garding the length of time a person may
serve as a Medical Board expert. At its
May 6 meeting, MBC voted to oppose this
CMA-sponsored bill, as MBC is currently
in the process of establishing standards
and qualifications for its expert reviewers
and witnesses (see above), and wishes to
complete its ongoing factfinding investi-
gation and set its own criteria. [S. Appr]

SB 1886 (Presley). Existing law re-
quires MBC to provide for representation
of any non-employee who is hired or
under contract to provide expertise in
evaluating the conduct of a licensee and
who is named as a defendant in a civil
action for defamation resulting from the
opinion rendered, statements made, or tes-
timony given by that person. Existing law
provides that the Board shall not be liable
for any judgment rendered against that
person; and further provides that the At-
torney General shall be utilized in those
actions. As amended May 4, this bill
would include persons retained under any
other arrangement, paid or unpaid, to pro-
vide that expertise to MBC among those
to whom the Board is required to provide
representation; add malicious prosecution
and any other civil cause of action to the
actions that must be defended; instead
provide that the Board shall be liable for
any judgment rendered against the person,
unless the judgment results from that
person’s willful misconduct; authorize
MBC to indemnify the defendant for a
punitive damages judgment, unless the
judgment results from willful misconduct;
require that the defendant be liable to the
Board for the costs of defending an action

alleging willful misconduct when the
plaintiff prevails; and provide that the At-
tomey General shall be utilized in those
actions. [S. Floor]

SB 2036 (McCorquodale), as amended
May 18, would create a “sunset” review
process for occupational licensing agen-
cies within DCA, requiring each to be
comprehensively reviewed every four
years. SB 2036 would impose an initial
“sunset” date of July 1, 1999 for MBC;
create a Joint Legislative Sunset Review
Committee within the legislature, which
would review MBC’s performance ap-
proximately one year prior to its sunset
date; and specify 11 categories of criteria
under which MBC and its performance
will be evaluated. Following review of the
agency and a public hearing, the Commit-
tee would make recommendations to the
legislature on whether MBC should be
abolished, restructured, or redirected in
terms of its statutory authority and priori-
ties. The legislature may then either allow
the sunset date to pass (in which case
MBC would cease to exist and its powers
and duties would transfer to DCA) or pass
legislation extending the sunset date for
another four years. (See agency report on
DCA for related discussion of the “sunset”
concept.) [S. Appr]

AB 3497 (B. Friedman). Existing law
sets forth the required clinical instruction
for applicants for licensure as a physician
and specifies the required minimum
amounts of instruction. As introduced
February 25, this bill would add four ad-
ditional weeks of clinical instruction in
family medicine to the instruction re-
quired to be completed by applicants, and
specify that this added requirement ap-
plies only to applicants who matriculate
on or after September 1, 1995. [S. B&P]

AB 3386 (Burton). Existing law au-
thorizes the administration of injections
and the performance of certain other tasks
by medical assistants upon the specific
authorization and supervision of a physi-
cian. As amended April 11, this bill would
require that the formulary of medications
that may be administered by medical as-
sistants not include certain types of medi-
cations, including those excluded by
MBC because of their potential for sub-
stantial harm to the patient. This bill
would also authorize registered nurses to
assign simple, routine tasks to medical
assistants, and to supervise the perfor-
mance of those tasks, under described cir-
cumstances. [A. Health]

AB 3765 (Campbell), as amended
April 28, would require MBC, with the
participation of the Acupuncture Commit-
tee, the California Medical Association,
the California Naturopathic Association,
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the Osteopathic Medical Board of Califor-
nia, and the state Board of Chiropractic
Examiners, to study and report to the
legislature by July 1, 1995, on the practice
of naturopathy and the desirability of es-
tablishing a *“Naturopathic Practitioners
Registration Act.” [A. W&M]

SB 1566 (Watson), as amended April
28, would establish the Naturopathic Title
and Registration Act that would regulate
the practice of naturopathy, as defined,
and would regulate the use of titles indi-
cating any special credentials, knowledge,
expertise, competence, or ability in the
field of natiropathy. [S. B&P]

SB 1642 (Craven). The Physician As-
sistant Practice Act authorizes a physician
assistant (PA), to perform medical ser-
vices set forth in regulations adopted by
DAHP, when the services are rendered
under the supervision of a licensed physi-
cian(s) approved by the Division or, in
certain emergency circumstances, under
the supervision of a licensed physician
regardless of whether the PA’s approved
supervising physician is available to su-
pervise the PA. As amended April 25, this
bill would authorize a licensed physician
approved to supervise a PA to delegate to
a PA under his/her supervision, and in a
manner determined by the supervising
physician, the authority to administer or
provide medication to a patient or transmit
a prescription from the supervising physi-
cian to a person who may lawfully furnish
the medication or medical device to the
patient. It would require, prior to delegat-
ing prescription transmittal authority to a
PA, the supervising licensed physician to
adopt a written, practice-specific formu-
lary and protocols that specify all criteria
to be considered for use of a particular
drug or device, and any contraindications
for the drug or device. The bill would
require any supervising physician’s pre-
scription that is transmitted by the PA to
be based on either the physician’s order for
the particular patient or for a drug listed in
the formulary. It would prohibit a PA from
administering, providing, or transmitting
a prescription for Schedule II through
Schedule V controlled substances without
an order from the supervising licensed
physician. [S. Floor]

SB 1557 (Thompson). Existing law
authorizes an individual of sound mind
and eighteen or more years of age to exe-
cute a declaration governing the withhold-
ing or withdrawal of life sustaining treat-
ment, and appoint an attorney in fact to
make health care decisions for that indi-
vidual in the event of his/her incapacity
pursuant to a durable power of attorney for
health care. Existing law provides that a
health care provider is not subject to crim-

inal prosecution, civil liability, or profes-
sional disciplinary action for relying on a
health care decision made by an attomey
in fact under a durable power of attorney
for health care in described conditions.
Existing law also authorizes a health care
provider to presume that a durable power
of attorney for health care or similar in-
strument is valid.

As amended April 6, this bill would
require that health care providers who
honor a request to forego resuscitative
measures, as defined, when that action or
decision is in accord with reasonable med-
ical standards, not be subject to criminal
prosecution, civil liability, discipline for
unprofessional conduct, administrative
sanction, or any other sanction, under cer-
tain circumstances. This bill would pro-
vide that, in the absence of knowledge to
the contrary, a health care provider may
presume that a request to forego resuscita-
tive measures is valid. [A. Jud]

SB 1402 (Greene). The Intractable
Pain Treatment Act authorizes a physician
to prescribe or administer controlled sub-
stances to a person in the course of treat-
ment of that person for a diagnosed con-
dition causing intractable pain, as defined,
and prohibits MBC from disciplining a
physician for that prescribing or adminis-
tering. However, this authorization does
not apply to treatment of any person in a
health facility, as defined. As amended
April 18, this CMA-sponsored bill would
delete this exception (thereby making the
Act applicable to inpatients at licensed
health facilities), and provide that nothing
in the Act is to be construed to prohibit the
governing body of a hospital from taking
disciplinary actions against a physician
pursuant to certain professional peer re-
view procedures. [A. Health]

AB 3081 (Lee), as amended April 21,
would require the physician of an obstetric
patient to relate information to the patient,
using a standardized written summary,
about (among other things) the risks of
and available preventive treatment for
neonatal group B streptococcal infection;
a violation of this requirement would con-
stitute unprofessional conduct. AB 3081
would also require the state Department of
Health Services to develop and periodi-
cally revise the standardized written sum-
mary to be provided to obstetric patients
about neonatal group B streptococcal in-
fection, and require MBC to make the
standardized written summary available
to physicians. [A. Floor]

The following is a status update on
bills reported in detail in CRLR Vol. 14,
No. 1 (Winter 1994) at pages 52-53:

AB 1807 (Bronshvag), as amended
March 23, revises educational, examina-

tion, and experiential requirements for li-
censure as a physician. This bill was signed
by the Governor on March 30 (Chapter 26,
Statutes of 1994).

SB 1048 (Watson), as introduced
March 5, 1993, would establish the Clean
Needle and Syringe Exchange Pilot Proj-
ect, and would authorize physicians, among
others, to furnish hypodermic needles and
syringes without a prescription or permit,
as prescribed. [A. Health]

SB 437 (Hart), as amended May 4,
would authorize a physician who practices
physical therapy as part of his/her practice
to utilize one unlicensed aide to perform
patient-related tasks, as defined, at any
given time to assist with aspects of physi-
cal therapy, as long as, when performing
these functions, the aide is at all times
under the orders, direction, and immediate
supervision of the physician. This bill
would further require, among other things,
that the supervising physician be respon-
sible at all times for the conduct of the
aide, and be in the same facility as, and in
proximity to, the location where the aide
performs those tasks. [A. Health]

AB 595 (Speier), as amended April 11,
would prohibit, on and after January 1,
1996, any physician from performing sur-
gery in an outpatient setting, as defined,
using specified anesthesia unless the set-
ting is one of enumerated health care set-
tings, including a setting accredited by an
accreditation agency approved by DOL.
This bill would prohibit an association,
corporation, firm, partnership, or person
from operating, managing, conducting, or
maintaining an outpatient setting, as de-
fined, unless the setting is one of those enu-
merated settings; require DOL to adopt stan-
dards for accreditation in accordance with
prescribed criteria; require DOL to adopt
standards for approval of accreditation
agencies to perform accreditation of out-
patient settings; permit DOL or an accred-
itation agency to inspect outpatient set-
tings accredited by an accreditation
agency; authorize certain disciplinary ac-
tions to be taken with regard to outpatient
settings and accreditation agencies that
are out of compliance with the require-
ments of these provisions; and require
DOL to establish fees for approval of ac-
creditation agencies. [S. Appr]

AB 1291 (Speier), as amended July 2,
1993, would provide that it is a misdemea-
nor for a physician to refer persons for
certain diagnostic tests and ancillary ser-
vices, if the physician has a financial in-
terest with the person or in the entity that
receives the referral. This provision would
apply only to a referral of a person for
whom all or part of the costs of the referral
are paid pursuant to Medi-Cal, the Public
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Employees’ Retirement Law, or the Public
Employees’ Medical and Hospital Care
Act. [S. B&P]

AB 1446 (Margolin), as introduced
March 3, 1993, would require an applicant
for a reciprocity MBC license to provide on
the application a statement as to whether the
employment or practice of the applicant has
been suspended or terminated, or whether
the applicant has resigned or taken a leave
of absence from employment or practice,
due to certain medical disciplinary investi-
gations, causes, or reasons. [S. B&P]

AB 1392 (Speier), as amended July 1,
1993, would require MBC, along with
every other agency within DCA, to notify
the Department whenever any complaint
has gone thirty days without any investiga-
tive action, and authorize the DCA Director
to review any complaint filed with MBC.
[S. B&P]

AB 2156 (Polanco), as amended May
25, 1993, would require reports filed with
MBC by professional liability insurers to
state whether the settlement or arbitration
award has been reported to the federal
National Practitioner Data Bank. /S. Inac-
tive File]

SB 366 (Boatwright), as introduced
February 19, 1993, would permit DMQ to
investigate complaints from a member of
MBC that a physician may be guilty of
unprofessional conduct. [A. Health]

SB 140 (Kopp), as amended January 3,
is no longer relevant to MBC.

The following bills died in committee:
SB 971 (Rosenthal), which would have
generally prohibited a health facility that
operates a postgraduate physician training
program from allowing any resident phy-
sician in that program to work in excess of
certain hour limits, and prohibited the fa-
cility from routinely relying onresident phy-
sicians to perform ancillary services; AB
929 (Horcher), which would have provided
that if the trier of fact at a private peer review
proceeding determines that the person who
filed the complaint against the physician
knowingly made a false accusation, the
complained-of MBC licensee may seek civil
remedies against his/her accuser; AB 720
(Horcher), which would have prohibited
any person other than a licensed physician,
podiatrist, or dentist from applying laser ra-
diation to any person for therapeutic pur-
poses; SB 1125 (Calderon), which would
have required DCA to conduct a study of the
costs of clinical laboratory tests and report
the results to the legislature by May 1, 1994;
AB 1294 (Lee), which would have enacted
the Licensed Midwifery Practice Act of
1993; AB 1689 (Statham), which would
have provided a tax credit for a qualified
health care practitioner with a practice certi-
fied by the Office of Statewide Health Plan-

ning and Development to consist of at
least 60% underserved rural patients; SB
993 (Kelley), which would have stated the
intent of the legislature that all legislation
becoming effective on or after January 1,
1995, which either provides for the creation
of new categories of health care profession-
als who were not required to be licensed on
or before January 1, 1994, or revises the
scope of practice of an existing category of
health professional, be supported by expert
data, facts, and studies, including prescribed
information; AB 1907 (Knight), which
would have—under specified circum-
stances—exempted a physician who, in
good faith and without compensation, rend-
ers voluntary medical services at a privately
operated shelter from liability for any injury
or death caused by an act or omission of the
physician when the act or omission does not
constitute gross negligence, recklessness, or
willful misconduct; AB 2036 (Mountjoy),
which would have authorized MBC to issue
an emergency order suspending a license,
but only if the affidavits in support of the
petition show that the licensee has engaged
in, or is about to engage in, acts or omissions
that violate the Medical Practice Act, and
that the continued practice by the licensee
pursuant to his/her license will endanger the
public health, safety, or welfare; AB 2214
(Lee), which would have required any phy-
sician who sells, closes, or transfers his/her
medical practice to notify each patient in
writing and required that each patient be
given an opportunity to determine where
his/her records shall be directed; and AB
2241 (Murray) and SB 1166 (Watson),
which would created the Naturopathic
Physicians’ Practice Act and established the
Naturopathic Physicians’ Examining Com-
mittee within DAHP.

I LITIGATION

MBC continues to defend the validity
of its new public disclosure policy in Cal-
ifornia Medical Association v. Dixon
Arnett, et al., No. 376275 (Sacramento
County Superior Court). Under the new
policy effective October 1, 1993, the
Board began to disclose several new cate-
gories of information about physician
misconduct to inquiring consumers, in-
cluding felony convictions, medical mal-
practice judgments in excess of $30,000,
prior discipline (in California and in other
states), and its own completed investiga-
tions once it has decided to pursue disci-
plinary action and referred the case to the
Attorney General’s Office. On November
2, CMA filed suit to block implementation
of the policy in its entirety, arguing pri-
marily that the policy invades constitu-
tionally protected privacy rights of physi-
cians. On December 2, the court issued an

order which leaves intact the bulk of the
Board’s new policy, temporarily enjoining
only the disclosure of completed investi-
gations at point of referral to the Attomey
General’s Office; under the court order,
these cases may not be disclosed until the
accusation is filed. {14:1 CRLR 50, 53-55;
13:4 CRLR 1, 56-57; 13:2&3 CRLR 79-81]

On May 11, CMA filed an amended
petition for writ of mandate in the matter.
The amended pleading repeats all of
CMA’s original claims and contentions,
and adds a new basis which allegedly re-
stricts MBC from disclosing completed
investigations prior to the filing of an ac-
cusation. Specifically, CMA now argues
that the state Information Practices Act
(IPA), Civil Code section 1798 et seq.,
which governs state agencies’ disclosure
of “personal information” they collect on
individuals, prevents MBC from releasing
information on fully investigated cases
which have been referred to the AG’s Of-
fice. The IPA defines the term “personal
information” to include “name, social se-
curity number, physical description, home
address, home telephone number, educa-
tion, financial matters, and medical orem-
ployment history.” CMA maintains that
the IPA prevents MBC from disclosing
fully investigated cases in which an accu-
sation has not been filed, and/or requires
MBC to both notify the physician prior to
the release of such information and permit
the physician to include a notice that the
information being released is disputed by
the physician. CMA’s amended petition
also newly alleges that MBC is precluded
from disclosing filed accusations where
those charges are later withdrawn due to a
stipulated settlement. At this writing,
MBC is required to file responsive plead-
ings by June 28.

In a related matter, several newspapers
challenge MBC’s refusal to comply with
their Public Records Act request in San
Jose Mercury News, et al. v. Medical
Board of California, No. 377991 (filed
May 3, 1994 in Sacramento County Supe-
rior Court). In this action, the San Jose
Mercury News, McClatchy Newspapers,
Inc., and the Times-Mirror Company
challenge MBC’s refusal to supply them
with computer tapes containing basic li-
censing information and other public in-
formation which MBC agreed to release
in its May 1993 public disclosure policy
on all licensed physicians in California
(see MAJOR PROJECTS). At this writ-
ing, the matter is set for a July 6 hearing.

On February 22, the Sacramento County
Superior Court issued an order favorable
to CMA in California Medical Associa-
tion v. Hayes, No. 374372, CMA’s
challenge to the legislature’s 1993 Budget
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Act transfer of $2.6 million in physician
licensing fees from the Medical Board’s
Contingent Fund to the general fund. []3:4
CRLR 62-63; 13:2&3 CRLR 85; 12:4
CRLR 1] Ruling in favor of CMA on two
separate constitutional grounds, the court
granted CMA’s petition and directed the
state to return all Medical Board funds
transferred under the unconstitutional pro-
visions. First, the court found that the
transfer of funds required by the Budget
Act is a “special law” which violates the
state constitution because it requires phy-
sicians to pay more in general taxes than
other similarly situated persons. Second,
the court held that because the Budget Act
transfer language purports to amend the
Medical Practice Act (which restricts the
use of physician licensing fees for con-
sumer protection activities by the Medical
Board and expressly prohibits the transfer
of those fees to the general fund), the
Budget Act language violates the single
subject rule of the state constitution. The
Department of Finance (DOF) subse-
quently decided not to appeal the superior
court’s ruling and returned $2.6 million to
the Medical Board; additionally, DOF
agreed that CMA should be paid $75,000
in attorneys’ fees and then specified—
without consulting with MBC—that the
$75,000 must be paid from the recouped
amount instead of the general fund. Under
the provisions of SB 916, the recouped
amount must be returned to California
physicians in the form of reduced licens-
ing fees. At its May 6 meeting, MBC
adopted a plan for returning the recouped
amount to its licensees (see LEGISLA-
TION for a discussion of the “fee fix” bill),
and directed Executive Director Dixon
Arnett to send a letter to the Governor and
the Department of Finance expressing
MBC’s extreme dissatisfaction that DOF
is requiring it to absorb in its budget the
cost of litigation to which it was not a party
but which was necessary to challenge a
legislative provision which it opposed and
over which it had no control.

On April 25, the Sacramento County
Superior Court struck down a provision of
DAHP’s medical assistant regulations in
Engineers and Scientists of California
(ESC), et al. v. Division of Allied Health
Professions, No. 532588. In this consoli-
dated action, ESC and the California Op-
tometric Association (COA) challenge the

validity of section 1366(b)(4), Title 16 of .

the CCR, which authorizes MAs to per-
form “automated visual field testing, to-
nometry, or other simple or automated
ophthalmic testing” under certain condi-
tions. [13:4 CRLR 63, 79; 13:2&3 CRLR
85-86, 100] The court did not reach the
merits of ESC/COA’s claim (that the reg-

ulations permit unlicensed MAs to engage
in tasks reserved for licensed optometrists);
however, the court found fault with DAHP’s
procedure in adopting the regulations.
DAHP added the offensive sections at the
final public hearing on the proposed rules
and released them as a “nonsubstantive
change” for a 15-day public comment pe-
riod; the court found that the changes were
substantive and should have been repub-
lished for a full 45-day public comment
period. At this writing, DAHP has not
indicated whether it will appeal the deci-
sion.

Il RECENT MEETINGS

At their February meetings, the Board
and its Divisions thanked and honored
Department of Consumer Affairs legal
counsel Greg Gorges for his many years
of assistance and advice to them. After a
distinguished 18-year career, Gorges re-
tired from state service in January. DCA
staff counsel Anita Scuri has been named
to replace Gorges as legal advisor to the
Medical Board.

At its February and May meetings,
DOL was updated on the implementation
of four recommendations made by the
Board’s Appropriate Prescribing Task
Force last November. To better educate
physicians on appropriate prescribing and
pain management techniques (especially
for terminally ill patients), the Task Force
recommended, and DOL approved, a four-
step plan: (1) a one-hour seminar to take
place during the lunch hour of DOL’s Feb-
ruary 3 meeting; (2) DOL establishment
of new prescribing guidelines (which have
not been updated since 1985); (3) dissem-
ination of Drug and Narcotic Codes to
physicians upon request; and (4) staff re-
search on the possible development of a
continuing medical education course on
appropriate prescribing techniques.

In February, staff reported that the one-
hour seminar was being postponed until
after a multi-agency “Effective Pain Man-
agement Summit” scheduled for March
18. The Summit was organized by the
State and Consumer Services Agency in
direct response to Governor Wilson’s Oc-
tober 1993 veto of AB 2155 (Polanco),
which would have required a newly-cre-
ated Ad Hoc Advisory Committee on Pre-
scription Pain Management to report to
the Governor and legislature on the vari-
ous issues involving the treatment of pain.

In May, MBC member Dr. Jacqueline
Trestrail reported that the Summit, which
was co-sponsored by MBC, brought to-
gether 120 health care practitioners, pub-
lic educators, representatives of profes-
sional schools, and participants from the
state pharmacy, dental, and registered

nursing boards and professional trade as-
sociations. Summit participants identified
a number of impediments which inhibit
delivery of proper pain management, in-
cluding lack of knowledge about pain
management and appropriate use of con-
trolled substances on the part of patients
and their caregivers, professionals, and
government agencies; the low priority of
pain management in health care systems;
and unwarranted fears of addiction and
side effects of opiates on the part of prac-
titioners, the public, patients, and their
caregivers. Summit participants also de-
veloped a set of recommended solutions
to these problems, including the develop-
ment of positive statements on pain man-
agement and the appropriate use of con-
trolled substances by the medical, nursing,
pharmacy, dental, podiatry, physician as-
sistant, and osteopathic boards in Califor-
nia; replacement of the state-required trip-
licate prescription form for controlled
substances with electronic monitoring of
controlled substances prescriptions; elim-
ination of the apparent prohibition on pre-
scribing controlled substances to those
with a history of drug abuse when treating
pain; development of appropriate stan-
dards for evaluation and investigation of
inappropriate prescribing which avoid in-
terference with legitimate medical care;
and promotion of ongoing communication
among regulators and practitioners, in-
cluding training of regulatory and law en-
forcement staff, investigators, and attor-
neys on pain management and appropriate
prescribing.

In conjunction with the Summit, MBC
staff and Task Force members worked
with representatives of the Pain Research
Group at the University of Wisconsin-
Madison to fulfill another of the four Task
Force goals—the development of a draft
policy statement on pain management and
controlled substance prescribing to re-
place the Board’s 1985 guidelines. At its
May meeting, MBC reviewed the draft
policy, which was well-received at the
Summit; the policy emphasizes the
Board’s support for the appropriate pre-
scribing of opioid analgesics (narcotics)
and other controlled substances when
medically indicated for the treatment of
pain—not overprescribing of narcotics.
The Board unanimously approved both
the policy and Dr. Trestrail’s final report
on the Summit.

In a related matter, ACR 34 (O’Connell)
(Chapter 77, Resolutions of 1993) re-
quires MBC to conduct a survey of Cali-
fornia medical schools to determine
whether medical students receive ade-
quate training in, and whether physicians
and surgeons understand, pain manage-
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ment and palliative care techniques for the
terminally ill; based upon the survey, MBC
is required to make recommendations to
the legislature on necessary modifications
to the medical school curriculum required
for California licensure. [13:4 CRLR 61]
After two requests, MBC staff had re-
ceived responses from six of California’s
eight medical schools by the May meet-
ing. DOL member Dr. B. Camille Wil-
liams is reviewing the materials fumished
by the responding medical schools.

At its May meeting, DOL increased its
application processing fee from $373 to
$442 per application. DOL'’s licensure ap-
plication processing program is supported
entirely by applicants for licensure; no
physician licensing fees are used. The ap-
plication fee has not been changed since
1990, and the increase was needed be-
cause DOL application processing staff
salaries have increased since then.

At its February and May meetings,
DAHP continued to discuss out-of-state
mail order firms which sell contact lenses
to California residents; DAHP regulates
registered dispensing opticians (RDOs)
under Business and Professions Code sec-
tion 2550 and seeks to include out-of-state
firms which dispense contact lenses to
California residents under its jurisdic-
tional umbrella. Last November, the Divi-
sion instructed Program Manager An-
thony Arjil to draft a regulation requiring
RDO registrants to have a permanent Cal-
ifornia address. [/4:1 CRLR 55-56] Fol-
lowing a flurry of correspondence from out-
of-state firms, DCA legal counsel Greg
Gorges advised DAHP at its February
meeting that the RDO law does not autho-
rize it to require out-of-state contact lens
firms to adhere to any standards, including
the maintenance of a California address;
these firms are generally not required to
be registered as RDOs, because they do
not fit and adjust lenses in addition to
selling them. At the request of in-state
RDOs and optometrists, DAHP members
then instructed staff to seek both legisla-
tion and regulatory changes which would
authorize DAHP to require out-of-state
contact lens dispensers to (1) maintain a
California business address, (2) notify
customers that they should be reevaluated
by a physician or optometrist within 60
days of receiving their contact lenses, (3)
provide a toll-free 800 number whereby
customers with complaints or questions
could contact them, and (4) provide a
quarterly report to DAHP on the number
and type of complaints received and their
resolution.

Continuing this discussion at DAHP’s
May meeting, Program Manager Arjil re-
ported that no other state currently regu-

lates out-of-state opticianary firms. Arjil
stated that the two types of complaints
received by DAHP staff on out-of-state
contact lens firms involve receipt of the
wrong brand of lens and receipt of lenses
that fit incorrectly; he noted that the out-
of-state firms have satisfactorily ad-
dressed these complaints. Washington,
D.C. attorney William Helvestine, repre-
senting a large out-of-state opticianary
firm, opined that DAHP’s attempt to reg-
ulate his firm through a California address
requirement would place an undue burden
on interstate commerce in violation of the
U.S. Constitution. Nevertheless, DAHP
approved draft regulatory changes which
would amend section 1399.220, Division
13.5, Title 16 of the CCR, to require RDO
registration applicants to furnish a Cali-
fornia address on their application forms;
and add section 1399.233 to require regis-
tered contact lens dispensers to ensure that
a written statement is placed on each con-
tact lens container which directs the per-
son named in the prescription to return to
the prescribing physician or optometrist
for an evaluation. At this writing, these
regulatory changes are tentatively sched-
uled for a public hearing by DOL on July
28 (as DAHP will no longer exist after July
1, 1994).

At its May 4 meeting (the last meeting
of its existence), DAHP discussed the new
Committee on Allied Health Professions
which was created in SB 916 (Presley) to
carry on some of DAHP’s duties after its
July 1 sunset. Although SB 916 abolished
DAHP and created the new Committee in
Business and Professions Code section
2015(b), it did not specify the Committee’s
function or responsibilities; staff’s under-
standing is that the Committee is to “hear
all non-physician issues or problems as they
pertain to allied health professions,...[and]
develop recommendations which the chair-
person would present to the full Board for
approval.” At the request of several exist-
ing allied health licensing programs,
DAHP agreed to recommend that the new
Committee be renamed as the “Committee
on Healing Arts Professions™; this name
change has been incorporated into SB
1775 (Presley), which is currently pend-
ingin the Senate Business and Professions
Committee (see LEGISLATION).

Il FUTURE MEETINGS

July 28-29 in Los Angeles.
November 3—4 in San Diego.

ACUPUNCTURE

COMMITTEE
Executive Officer: Sherry Mehl
(916) 263-2680

he Acupuncture Committee (AC) was

created in July 1982 by the legislature
as an autonomous body; it had previously
been an advisory committee to the Divi-
sion of Allied Health Professions (DAHP)
of the Medical Board of California. AC
still functions under the jurisdiction and
supervision of DAHP.

Formerly the “Acupuncture Examin-
ing Committee,” the name of the Commit-
tee was changed to “Acupuncture Com-
mittee” effective January 1, 1990 (Chapter
1249, Statutes of 1989). That statute fur-
ther provides that until January 1, 1995,
the examination of applicants for a license
to practice acupuncture shall be adminis-
tered by independent consultants, with
technical assistance and advice from
members of the Committee.

Pursuant to Business and Professions
Code section 4925 et seq., the Committee
issues licenses to qualified practitioners,
monitors students in tutorial programs (an
alternative training method), and handles
complaints against licensees. The Com-
mittee is authorized to adopt regulations,
which appear in Division 13.7, Title 16 of
the California Code of Regulations (CCR).
The Committee consists of four public
members and five acupuncturists. The
legislature has mandated that the acupunc-
turist members of the Committee must
represent a cross-section of the cultural
backgrounds of the licensed members of
the profession.

Il MAJOR PROJECTS

Continuing Education Regulations
Set for Hearing. On May 13, AC pub-
lished notice of its intent to hold a June 29
hearing on several proposed changes to its
continuing education (CE) regulations in
Division 13.7, Title 16 of the CCR. Spe-
cifically, AC proposes to repeal several of its
existing CE regulations (sections 1399.480,
1399.481, 1399.483, and 1399.484) and re-
place them with a comprehensive set of
new regulations which would clarify AC’s
CE program.

New section 1399.480 would establish
definitions of terms used throughout AC’s
CE regulations. New section 1399.481
would establish criteria for CE providers.
New section 1399.482 would provide for
the issuance of CE provider numbers,
identify the records which must be re-
tained by CE providers, identify the infor-
mation and documentation which must be
provided to AC and course participants
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upon conclusion of an approved CE
course, and set forth other responsibilities
pertaining to CE providers. New section
1399.483 would establish criteria for the
course content of approved CE courses
and for evaluation of the course by partic-
ipants, and provide that independent
and/or home study is not acceptable for
CE credit. New section 1399.484 would
specify the procedures and information to
be submitted by providers requesting AC
approval of their CE courses. New section
1399.485 would establish standards and
criteria for instructors of approved CE
courses. New section 1399.486 would es-
tablish advertising standards for approved
CE courses. New section 1399.487 would
specify the grounds upon which AC could
withdraw or deny its approval of a CE
provider, and set forth procedures by
which a provider could appeal AC’s with-
drawal or denial. New section 1399.488
would specify the processing times for CE
provider and course request applications,
and establish minimum, median, and max-
imum processing times for both provider
and course request applications.

Additionally, AC proposes to amend
existing section 1399.482 and renumber it
as section 1399.489; the section would
clarify the information which licensees
are required to retain regarding completed
CE courses and provide that CE instruc-
tors may receive a maximum of two hours
of CE credit per year for their teaching
activities. AC seeks to amend existing sec-
tion 1399.485 and renumber it as section
1399.489.1; the section pertains to licen-
sees on “inactive” status who are exempt
from CE requirements. The existing regu-
lation provides that before a licensee may
be placed back on “active” status, he or
she must document completion of at least
30 hours of CE; AC proposes to amend the
section to revise the title of the “active/in-
active” form and establish a provision for
the completion of CE when a license is
inactive for less than two years. Finally,
AC proposes to amend existing section
1399.487 and renumber it as section
1399.489.2. The existing section allows
for the acceptance of courses in office
management and medical ethics as ap-
proved CE courses; the amendment would
change the term “office management” to
“practice management.”

AC to Establish Fee Regulation, Re-
duce Renewal Fee. Also on May 13, AC
published notice of its intent to adopt sec-
tion 1399.460, Title 16 of the CCR, which
would codify AC’s fees in regulation and
reduce its annual license renewal fee from
$325 to $200. AC states that the reduction
would significantly decrease its annual
revenue, but would not impact its opera-

tions. At this writing, AC is scheduled to
hold a public hearing on this proposed
regulatory change on June 29 in Burbank.

AC Rulemaking Update. Following
is a status update on several AC rulemak-
ing packages discussed in detail in previ-
ous issues of the Reporter:

* On February 3, the Office of Admin-
istrative Law (OAL) approved in part and
disapproved in part an extensive rulemaking
package submitted by AC in late December
1993. Specifically, OAL approved AC’s
adoption of new sections 1399.444 (licenses
expired for more than five years) and
1399.487 (four hours of CE per year in
business management and medical ethics),
and its amendments to sections 1399.443
(passing score on AC’s exam) and 1399.480
(acceptability of continuing education (CE)
courses related to business management and
medical ethics). OAL rejected AC’s adop-
tion of sections 1399.460 (establishment of
a new fee schedule and license renewal sys-
tem based upon licensee birthdate) and
1399.486 (required curriculum for addi-
tional CE under Business and Professions
Code section 4945.5), and its amendments
to sections 1399.417 (grounds for applica-
tion abandonment), 1399.441 (languages in
which AC’s exam will be administered), and
1399.485 (completion of additional CE by
inactive licensees seeking to reactivate their
licenses). [14:1 CRLR 56; 13:4 CRLR 63;
12:2&3 CRLR 86]

At this writing, AC has resubmitted its
changes to sections 1399.441 and 1399.460
(and has also republished notice of its
intent to adopt section 1399.460 in the
event OAL rejects it again—see above);
republished its proposed changes to sec-
tion 1399.485 for a hearing on June 29
(see above); and does not intend to resub-
mit its changes to sections 1399.417 and
1399.486.

* On April 4, OAL approved AC’s
amendments to sections 1399.413 (applica-
tions for examinations must be received by
AC 120 days prior tothe exam), 1399.424(c)
(application of training and experience ob-
tained by a trainee prior to 1980 toward
tutorial program credit), 1399.425(e) (re-
quirements for approval of an acupuncture
tutorial), 1399.445 (appeals of practical
exam results), and 1399.450 (acupuncturists
must provide a bathroom in their offices).
AC withdrew new sections 1399.463 and
1399.464, which would implement its cita-
tion and fine authority, after they were
disapproved by DAHP at its February
meeting; AC plans toredraft and republish
these regulations in the near future. [14:1
CRLR 56; 13:4 CRLR 63; 13:2&3 CRLR
86-87]

* On February 2, AC held a public
hearing on proposed amendments to sec-

tions 1399.436 and 1399.439, Title 16 of
the CCR. [I14:]1 CRLR 56-57; 13:2&3
CRLR 86; 13:1 CRLR 51]

The amendments to section 1399.436
would clarify the percentage of transfer
credits which may be accepted by AC-ap-
proved training programs from AC-ap-
proved and non-AC-approved schools
and colleges. Specifically, training pro-
grams may award up to 100% transfer
credit for coursework and clinical instruc-
tion completed successfully at another
acupuncture school or college which is
approved by the Committee; up to 100%
transfer credit for successfully completed
courses in biology, chemistry, physics,
psychology, anatomy, physiology, pathol-
ogy, nutrition and vitamins, history of
medicine, medical terminology, clinical
science, clinical medicine, Western phar-
macology, cardiopulmonary resuscita-
tion, practice management, and ethics at a
school which is approved under Education
Code section 94310 or by an accrediting
agency recognized by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education; and up to 50% transfer
credit for courses completed successfully
in traditional Oriental medicine, acupunc-
ture anatomy and physiology, acupunc-
ture techniques, acupressure, breathing
techniques, traditional Oriental exercise,
and traditional Oriental herbology at a
school which is not approved by AC.

AC’s amendments to section 1399.439
would require each approved acupuncture
school to annually submit to AC a course
catalog for that year with supplemental
information detailing any courses added,
deleted, or significantly changed from the
previous year’s curriculum; any changes
in faculty, administration, or governing
body; any major changes in the school
facility; and a statement regarding the
school’s financial condition which en-
ables AC to evaluate whether the school
has sufficient resources to ensure the ca-
pability of the program for enrolled stu-
dents. The amended regulation also pro-
vides that if AC determines an onsite visit
is necessary, the school will be required to
reimburse the Committee for direct costs
incurred in conducting such review and
evaluation.

AC approved these proposed amend-
ments at its February 17 meeting; DAHP
approved them later that day. AC submit-
ted them to OAL on April 14, where they
are pending at this writing.

Scope of Practice Opinion Generates
Controversy, Legislation. The August
1993 opinion by Department of Consumer
Affairs (DCA) legal counsel Don Chang
on the scope of practice of acupuncturists
under the Acupuncture Licensure Act (“the
Act”), Business and Professions Code sec-
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tion 4925 et seq., has generated consider-
able controversy. In his opinion, Chang
noted that acupuncture is but one area of
the larger body of knowledge and philos-
ophy of Oriental medicine, and opined
that, in the Act, the legislature sought to
govern only that aspect of Oriental medi-
cine which deals with acupuncture. “Ac-
cordingly, an acupuncturist is authorized
to practice only those procedures enumer-
ated in [Business and Professions Code]
sections 4927(e) and 4937 rather than the
full range of procedures and treatments
traditionally associated with Oriental
medicine.” Chang also concluded that
acupuncturists may prescribe drugless
substances and herbs only “as dietary sup-
plements to promote health”; they may not
be used to diagnose, cure, treat, mitigate,
or prevent disease. [/4:] CRLR 57]

In its May newsletter, the California
Acupuncture Association (CAA) called
the opinion “restrictive legal argument”
which “amounts to a thinly disguised at-
tempt to limit acupuncture practice.” CAA
claimed that AC has used the scope of prac-
tice opinion as a guideline in “evaluat[ing]
the need for investigations of acupunc-
turists who practice methods of traditional
Oriental medicine which are not specific-
ally enumerated within the Acupuncture
Licensing Act [sic].” CAA argued that the
DCA opinion “does not grant acupunc-
turists the right to practice Oriental medi-
cine despite the fact that the law specific-
ally states legislative intent to make Ori-
ental medicine available to California cit-
izens through this Act.”

However, two bills aimed at overturn-
ing the DCA opinion have gone nowhere.
AB 2494 (Conroy), a bill sponsored by the
Acupuncture Association of America to
expressly permit acupuncturists to pre-
scribe herbs for medicinal purposes, was
soundly defeated by the Assembly Health
Commiittee on May 3. The California Med-
ical Association (CMA) strongly opposed
AB 2494, arguing that the scope of prac-
tice for acupuncturists excludes curing
diseases of patients. And AB 2804 (Bur-
ton), which would have achieved official
recognition of the traditional Chinese
pharmacopoeia, died in committee (see
LEGISLATION).

Rather than introducing new legisla-
tion, CAA believes that acupuncturists
should fight for recognition that existing
law already authorizes acupuncturists to
utilize Oriental medicine techniques be-
yond those specifically enumerated in
statute. According to CAA, “[t]he Califor-
nia Medical Association has stated that its
goal is to limit scope of practice of other
professions.” Thus, CAA is preparing its
own scope of practice document which is

being reviewed by its attorneys, has re-
quested a legal opinion from the Legisla-
tive Counsel’s Office concerning the in-
tent of the legislature in enacting the Acu-
puncture Licensure Act, and hasurged AC
to “carefully review these issues so that
the Executive Director [sic] can carry out
the policies of the Committee when mak-
ing recommendations for case investiga-
tions.”

B LEGISLATION

AB 2494 (Conroy) and AB 2804 (Bur-
ton) were unsuccessful attempts to expand
the scope of practice under the Acupunc-
ture Licensure Act as it has been interpre-
ted by DCA attorney Don Chang in DCA
Legal Opinion No. 93-11 (Aug. 3, 1993)
(see MAJOR PROJECTS). AB 2494, as
amended April 20, would have authorized
acupuncturists to suggest, recommend, or
direct the use of herbs for medicinal pur-
poses in addition to dietary purposes; this
bill was rejected by the Assembly Health
Committee on May 3. AB 2804, which
would have added to the definition of the
term “official compendium,” for purposes
of state and federal food and drug laws,
the traditional Chinese pharmacopoeia;
this bill died in the Assembly Health Com-
mittee.

AB 1807 (Bronshvag), as amended
March 23, provides that if, upon investi-
gation, AC has probable cause to believe
a person is advertising in a telephone di-
rectory with respect to the offering or per-
formance of acupuncture services without
being properly licensed by AC, the Com-
mittee may issue a citation containing an
order of correction which requires the vi-
olator to cease the unlawful advertising. If
the unlicensed person to whom a citation
and order of correction is issued fails to
comply with the order of correction after
that order is final, AC shall inform the
Public Utilities Commission (PUC) of the
violation, and the PUC shall require the
telephone corporation furnishing services
to that person to disconnect the telephone
service furnished to any telephone number
contained in the unlawful advertising.

Business and Professions Code section
4935 currently provides that an unlicensed
person who holds himself/herself out as
engaging in the practice of acupuncture by
the use of any title or description of ser-
vices incorporating specified terms, in-
cluding the terms “oriental herbalist” or
“certified herbalist,” is guilty of a misde-
meanor; this bill deletes those terms from
section 4935.

Existing law requires a person who
practices acupuncture to possess a license;
this bill provides that this requirement not
be construed to prevent those engaged in

a course or tutorial program in acupunc-
ture from administering acupuncture
treatment as part of the education pro-
gram. This bill also revises the qualifica-
tions required of an acupuncturist who
may be approved to supervise an acupunc-
turist trainee; revises the fees relating to
licensing of acupuncturists; and reduces
the time within which an acupuncturist
may renew his/her expired license from
five to three years. This bill was signed by
the Governor on March 30 (Chapter 26,
Statutes of 1994),

SB 2036 McCorquodale), as amended
May 18, would create a “sunset” review
process for occupational licensing agen-
cies within DCA, requiring each to be
comprehensively reviewed every four
years. SB 2036 would impose an initial
“sunset” date of July 1, 1999 for AC;
create a Joint Legislative Sunset Review
Committee within the legislature, which
would review AC’s performance approxi-
mately one year prior to its sunset date;
and specify 11 categories of criteria under
which AC’s performance will be evalu-
ated. Following review of the agency and
a public hearing, the Committee would
make recommendations to the legislature
on whether AC should be abolished, re-
structured, or redirected in terms of its
statutory authority and priorities. The
legislature may then either allow the sun-
set date to pass (in which case AC would
cease to exist and its powers and duties
would transfer to DCA) or pass legislation
extending the sunset date for another four
years. (See agency report on DCA for re-
lated discussion of the “sunset” concept.)
[S. Appr]

SB 1279 (Torres). Existing law pro-
hibits the imposition of monetary liability
on the part of professional societies and
members of peer review committees that
review the quality of various professional
health care services for acts performed
within the scope of the functions of peer
review, if that committee or member acts
without malice, has made a reasonable
effort to obtain the facts, and acts in rea-
sonable belief his or her action is war-
ranted. As amended March 8, this biil
would extend this prohibition to peer re-
view bodies, and members of peer review
bodies, that review acupuncturists.

Existing law exempts from discovery
as evidence the proceedings and records
of peer review bodies. This bill would
extend this exemption to the proceedings
and records of acupuncturist review com-
mittees.

Existing law conditionally authorizes
certain licensed health care professionals
to own shares in various professional cor-
porations. This bill would similarly autho-
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rize certain licensed health care profes-
sionals to be shareholders in an acupunc-
ture corporation. {A. Jud]

AB 3765 (Campbell), as amended
April 28, would require the Medical Board
of California, with the participation of AC,
the California Medical Association, the
California Naturopathic Association, the
Osteopathic Medical Board of California,
and the Board of Chiropractic Examiners,
to study and report to the legislature by
July 1, 1995, on the practice of naturopa-
thy and the desirability of establishing a
“Naturopathic Practitioners Registration
Act.” [A. W&M]

I RECENT MEETINGS

At its February 2 meeting, AC thanked
David Chen for his two years of service as
Committee Chair and held an election to
choose its 1994 Chair and Vice-Chair. On
a nomination from Chen, the Committee
selected public member Jane Barnett as its
1994 Chair; AC elected Margaret Filante,
MD, to serve as Vice-Chair.

Also in February, AC adopted self-im-
posed ethics and conflict of interest guide-
lines to be observed by its members. The
guidelines address topics such as atten-
dance at social functions representing the
Committee, acceptance of gifts, use of AC
letterhead and appropriate responses to
correspondence related to AC, and the use
of AC calling cards. In part, the guidelines
are intended to address issues concerning
AC members who also sit on trade associ-
ation boards. The guidelines were adopted
as AC policy only.

At the same meeting, AC approved in
concept a procedure whereby it will assign
different Committee members to act as
liaison to different trade associations. In
addition, the Committee also formalized a
policy regarding the appointment of non-
Committee members to serve on task
forces which assist AC and its subcommit-
tees. Under AC’s new policy, non-AC
members who serve on task forces will not
have voting privileges on any subcommit-
tees, will serve strictly at the pleasure of
the Committee Chair, and will not be per-
mitted to sit at the head table with Com-
mittee members of the subcommittee.

AC also announced a stringent policy
regarding public comment at its meetings.
In an effort to make Committee meetings
run more smoothly, AC’s new policy—
which was not voted on but simply an-
nounced—requires that public comment
be submitted in writing ten days prior to a
meeting; how an interested citizen is sup-
posed to accomplish this feat—when AC
is not even required to publish its meeting
agenda until ten days prior to a meeting—
is unclear. AC’s new policy also stresses

that it wishes to receive public comment
at its subcommittee meetings rather than
at full Committee meetings; to this end, an
oral public comment period will be sched-
uled at the end of each subcommittee
meeting.

Also in February, AC briefly discussed
the possibility of sponsoring legislation
requiring acupuncturists to disclose to cli-
ents whether they carry malpractice insur-
ance. The Committee estimates that only
25-30% of licensed acupuncturists are
currently insured for professional mal-
practice, and approximately 50 malprac-
tice cases are pending against acupunc-
turists. AC will discuss this issue at a
future meeting.

In May, AC published an updated ver-
sion of the Laws and Regulations Relating
to the Practice of Acupuncture, which in-
cludes all amendments to AC’s enabling
act and regulations through March 1994.

Bl FUTURE MEETINGS

May 24-25 in Sacramento.

June 29 in Burbank.

August 23-24 in San Diego.
October 18-19 in San Francisco.

HEARING AID
DISPENSERS
EXAMINING

COMMITTEE
Executive Officer: Elizabeth Ware
(916) 263-2288

ursuant to Business and Professions

Code section 3300 et seq., the Hearing
Aid Dispensers Examining Committee
(HADEC) prepares, approves, conducts,
and grades examinations of applicants for
a hearing aid dispenser’s license. The
Committee also reviews qualifications of
exam applicants, and is authorized to issue
licenses and adopt regulations pursuantto,
and hear and prosecute cases involving
violations of, the law relating to hearing
aid dispensing. HADEC has the authority
to issue citations and fines to licensees
who have engaged in misconduct. Cur-
rently, HADEC recommends proposed
regulations to the Medical Board’s Divi-
sion of Allied Health Professions (DAHP),
which may adopt them; HADEC’s regula-
tions are codified in Division 13.3, Title
16 of the California Code of Regulations
(CCR).

The Committee consists of seven mem-
bers, including four public members. One
public member must be a licensed physi-
cian and surgeon specializing in treatment
of disorders of the ear and certified by the

American Board of Otolaryngology. An-
other public member must be a licensed
audiologist. Three members must be li-
censed hearing aid dispensers.

Il MAJOR PROJECTS

McCorquodale Legislation to Merge
HADEC and SPAEC. On April 5, Sena-
tor Dan McCorquodale amended SB 2037
(McCorquodale) to include a provision
merging HADEC with the Speech-Lan-
guage Pathology and Audiology Examin-
ing Committee (SPAEC). The April 5 ver-
sion of SB 2037 called for creation of a
new “Speech-Language Pathology, Audiol-
ogy, and Hearing Aid Dispensers Board”
consisting of one speech-language patholo-
gist, one audiologist, one hearing aid dis-
penser, and four public members. The bill
is adirect outgrowth of last fall’s oversight
hearing by the Senate Subcommittee on
Efficiency and Effectiveness in State
Boards and Commissions, chaired by Sen-
ator McCorquodale. [14:1 CRLR 58]

At its April 8 meeting, HADEC mem-
bers voted to support SB 2037 in concept
but expressed concern about several is-
sues, including the composition of the pro-
posed board; among other things, HADEC
directed Executive Officer Elizabeth Ware
to request that two board positions be re-
served for hearing aid dispensers instead
of only one. At a hearing before the Busi-
ness and Professions Committee on May
9, the Commiittee agreed to restructure the
composition of the merged board to in-
clude two speech-language pathologists,
two audiologists, two hearing aid dispens-
ers, and four public members. One of the
public members must be a licensed physi-
cian whois board-certified in otolaryngol-
ogy. The Committee also agreed to make
several other amendments requested by
HADEC and SPAEC: (1) the effective date
of the merger was extended from July 1,
1995 to January 1, 1996; (2) the Governor,
Assembly Speaker, and Senate Rules Com-
mittee must give consideration to current
HADEC and SPAEC members when ap-
pointing members of the merged board; (3)
current HADEC and SPAEC staff should be
given consideration when staffing the new
board; and (4) the existing regulations of the
two committees will remain in effect until
the merged board adopts its own consoli-
dated regulations. At the request of the Cal-
ifornia Medical Association, SB 2037 was
also revised to clarify that the merged board
remains under the jurisdiction of the Medical
Board of California (MBC). These amend-
ments appear in the May 18 version of SB
2037 (McCorquodale).

One issue which was raised but not
resolved at the May 9 legislative hearing,
and which remains unresolved at this writ-
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ing, is the status of the two special funds
of the separate committees. The issue is
whether to merge the funds, which are
financed by licensing fees, or keep them
separate. Representatives of speech-lan-
guage pathologist and audiologist trade
associations noted that HADEC’s licens-
ing fee is much higher than SPAEC’s li-
censing fee (because HADEC engages in
considerably more enforcement activity);
the trade association lobbyists argued that
speech-language pathologists and audiol-
ogists should not be required to pay for
enforcement activity against hearing aid
dispensers. As amended May 18, the bill
retains the separate funds of each pro-
gram, requires that expenses which are
directly related to each program’s licen-
sees be paid from that program’s separate
fund, calls for equal sharing of other ex-
penses {e.g., board member per diem and
expenses, executive officer and personnel
salaries, and board office overhead), and
requires the board to keep records “that
will reasonably ensure that funds ex-
pended in the administration of each li-
censing or registration category bear area-
sonable relation to the revenue derived
from each category.” HADEC's Elizabeth
Ware contends that this recordkeeping re-
quirement will force the new board’s ex-
ecutive officer to focus on accounting
functions rather than enforcement activity,
and intends to seek amendments to this
provision of SB 2037.

Educational Requirements for Dis-
penser Licensure. On March 4, HADEC’s
Examination and Continuing Education
Subcommittee met to discuss the pro-
posed adoption of educational require-
ments for entry into the hearing aid dis-
penser profession. [14:]1 CRLR 59] At the
meeting, the Subcommittee agreed to rec-
ommend that HADEC establish the fol-
lowing educational requirements for hear-
ing aid dispenser licensure applicants: a
high school diploma or its equivalent;
some experience and training beyond high
school, including a field placement in a
hearing aid dispenser’s office as practical
training; and, for those applicants whose
native language is not English, a showing
of an acceptable level of English language
proficiency prior to taking the written ex-
amination.

In addition, the Subcommittee agreed
to the following components in concept:
(1) applicants who have passed the written
examination may take the practical exam-
ination, but may not be licensed until they
have successfully completed the proposed
field placement requirement or equivalent
experience as a practicing dispenser in
another state or country; and (2) appli-
cants who fail the practical examination

may complete a second field placement,
but applicants who fail the practical exam-
ination twice will not be permitted a sec-
ond extension of the field placement per-
mit and will be required to complete addi-
tional training prior to being permitted to
register for another examination.

The Subcommittee also discussed two
other components of the education pro-
posal, and agreed they would require ex-
tensive discussion at future meetings.
These components include successful
completion of 60 units of experience and
training beyond high school (the equiva-
lent of an associate of arts degree—which
no other state or Canadian province re-
quires for licensure as a hearing aid dis-
penser); and the elimination of the exist-
ing trainee-applicant licensing program
and substitution of a six-month field
placement permit granted by HADEC to
applicants who are qualified to begin field
placement.

HADEC discussed the Subcommit-
tee’s recommendations at its April 8 meet-
ing. The Committee agreed in concept
with most of the recommendations but did
not formally approve any of them. Instead,
HADEC directed the Subcommittee to fi-
nalize the educational requirements pack-
age atits next meeting and then present the
entire package to HADEC for approval at
a future meeting.

Enforcement Report. At HADEC’s
April 8 meeting, Committee member Deb-
orah Kelly reported on HADEC’s enforce-
ment statistics. Thus far during fiscal year
1993-94, HADEC has issued 60 citations
without fines and nine citations with fines.
Also during 1993-94, HADEC has revoked
three licenses, issued one conditional li-
cense, and accepted one voluntary surrender.
A total of 209 enforcement cases are pend-
ing: 63 are being reviewed by a consumer
services representative at the Medical
Board’s Central Complaint and Investiga-
tion Control Unit; 66 are under formal inves-
tigation; two are being reviewed by an expert
consultant; 60 investigations have been for-
warded to the Executive Officer; and 18
fully investigated cases are pending at the
Attorney General’s Office, with accusations
filed in 11 of those cases.

Licensing Report. At HADEC’s April
8 meeting, Licensing Coordinator Yvonne
Crawford reported on the Committee’s li-
censing statistics. Between November 3,
1993 and March 31, 1994, 47 temporary
licenses were issued, bringing the total
number of temporary licenses to 79. Dur-
ing that same time frame, 46 permanent
licenses were issued. As of April 1,
HADEC’s cumulative license figures in-
clude 1,510 current licenses, 666 delin-
quent licenses, and 37 revoked licenses.

Il LEGISLATION

SB 2037 McCorquodale), as amended
May 18, would (among other things)
merge HADEC and SPAEC into a single
board under the jurisdiction of MBC (see
MAIJOR PROJECTS). [S. Appr]

SB 2036 (McCorquodale), as amended
May 18, would create a “sunset” review
process for occupational licensing agen-
cies within the Department of Consumer
Affairs (DCA), requiring each to be com-
prehensively reviewed every four years.
In the event that SB 2037 (see above) is
not enacted, SB 2036 would impose an
initial “sunset” date of July 1, 1999 on
HADEC,; create a Joint Legislative Sunset
Review Committee within the legislature,
which would review HADEC’s perfor-
mance approximately one year prior to its
sunset date; and specify 11 categories of
criteria under which HADEC's performance
will be evaluated. Following review of the
agency and a public hearing, the Committee
would make recommendations to the
legislature on whether HADEC should be
abolished, restructured, or redirected in
terms of its statutory authority and priori-
ties. The legislature may then either allow
the sunset date to pass (in which case
HADEC would cease to exist and its pow-
ers and duties would transfer to DCA) or
pass legislation extending the sunset date
for another four years. (See agency report
on DCA for related discussion of the “sun-
set” concept.) [S. Appr]

The following is a status update on
bills reported in detail in CRLR Vol. 14,
No. 1 (Winter 1994) at page 59:

AB 1807 (Bronshvag), as amended
March 23, authorizes HADEC to establish
by regulation a system for an inactive cat-
egory of licensure; repeals Business and
Professions Code section 3365(g), which
requires dispensers to state on receipts and
contracts that any examination made by
them must not be regarded as medical or
professional advice; reduces the time
within which a dispenser may renew
his/her expired license from five to three
years; and requires applicants, as a condi-
tion of licensure as a hearing aid dispenser,
to be at least 18 years of age and to possess
a high school diploma or its equivalent.
This bill was signed by the Governor on
March 30 (Chapter 26, Statutes of 1994).

AB 1392 (Speier), as amended July
12, 1993, would require DCA boards and
committees, including HADEC, to notify
DCA whenever any complaint has gone
thirty days without any investigative ac-
tion, and require DCA to determine when
a backlog of complaints justifies use of
DCA staff to assist in complaint investiga-
tion. /S. B&P]
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SB 595 (Rogers). Under existing law,
the Public Utilities Commission implements
programs whereby specialized or supple-
mental telephone communications equip-
ment may be provided to individuals who
are certified as deaf or hearing impaired
by a licensed physician or audiologist. As
amended April 19, 1993, this bill would
have also permitted that certification to be
made by a hearing aid dispenser if a phy-
sician has evaluated the hearing impaired
individual’s hearing. This bill died in com-
mittee.

Il RECENT MEETINGS

At HADEC's January 28 meeting, the
Committee discussed and approved re-
sponses to numerous accusations and re-
quests made by hearing aid dispenser Robert
Hughes over the past several months. [14:/
CRLR 59-60] These responses were con-
veyed to Hughes in a letter from Executive
Officer Ware dated February 3, 1994.

First, HADEC denied Hughes’ No-
vember 20, 1993 petition in which he
asked the Committee to repeal sections
1399.116, 1399.118, and 1399.119, Title
16 of the CCR, which pertain to trainee
supervision. In her letter, Ware explained
that the denial was based on the Commit-
tee’s role as a consumer protection agency
and that direct licensee supervision of any
trainee who has failed the dispenser’s ex-
amination is necessary because that per-
son has demonstrated that he or she lacks
the minimum competence required to be-
come a hearing aid dispenser.

The Committee also denied Hughes’
November 22 request to repeal sections
1399.135-.139, Title 16 of the CCR, the
Committee’s citation and fine regulations.
Ware cited the proven effectiveness of the
current citation and fine program as the
reason for the denial. Ware also noted a
December 1 letter from Senator Dan Boat-
wright, Chair of the Senate Business and
Professions Committee, in which the Sen-
ator stated that he “totally disagrees” with
Hughes’ petition to repeal the citation and
fine regulations.

Ware also responded to allegations
contained in Hughes’ letter dated Novem-
ber 26. Hughes accused the Committee of
intentionally failing his trainees on its li-
censing exam and attempting to discredit
him by misrepresenting facts. Ware re-
sponded that 80% of the trainees who
worked at Hughes’ business and were su-
pervised by Hughes (and Hughes’ employ-
ees Mary Hughes, Milford Joe Hughes, and
Ann Hughes Baca) did not even take
HADEC's licensing examination; thus,
Ware stated that it is inappropriate for
Hughes to allege that his trainees have
been “systematically failed” on the exam-

ination. Ware enclosed trainee data detail-
ing these statistics.

Ware informed HADEC that DCA
legal counsel Greg Gorges had responded
to Mr. Hughes’ December 13 letter. In that
letter, Hughes requested a hearing under
Government Code section 11500 et seq.;
contended that his petitions requesting
HADEC s repeal of “underground regula-
tions” had not been responded to properly;
requested a hearing before an administra-
tive law judge; and stated that he intended
to file a civil rights action seeking dam-
ages from the State of California under 42
U.S.C. section 1983.

In his letter dated December 28, Gorges
responded by informing Hughes that it is
“oxymoronic” to request repeal of an “un-
derground regulation” because, by defini-
tion, an “underground regulation” is a
standard of general application that has
not been adopted as a regulation; a state
agency cannot repeal something it has
never adopted. To contest an “under-
ground regulation,” Gorges stated that it is
more appropriate to request a regulatory
determination from the Office of Admin-
istrative Law. Gorges further explained
that the Committee itself does not have the
power to adopt, amend, or repeal regula-
tions; this authority is vested in the Medi-
cal Board’s Division of Allied Health Pro-
fessions. Gorges stated that Government
Code section 11347 does not require that
Hughes be provided a hearing on his request
torepeal aregulation, “underground” or oth-
erwise. Finally, Gorges stated that he was at
a loss to determine how Hughes had been
damaged or discriminated against under
federal civil rights law.

Hughes sent yet another letter to the
Committee on January 7. In this letter,
Hughes again contended that HADEC has
adopted and implemented a variety of “un-
derground regulations,” including policies
precluding a trainee-applicant from being
issued a trainee license to sell and fit hearing
aids until the trainee’s supervisor has prop-
erly completed a supervision application and
it has been approved; requiring a $55 fee to
be paid for fingerprinting of applicants; re-
quiring use of HADEC’s “Application to
Supervise a Trainee” (75A-HAD-5, Rev.
10/92); and requiring the information on the
“Application to Supervise a Trainee” to be
typed or handwritten directly on the applica-
tion form. The last accusation stems from
HADEC’s December 1993 denial of an
“Application to Supervise a Trainee” sub-
mitted by Mary Hughes because the infor-
mation contained on the form was photo-
copied from a previous form and then
stapled onto the current form.

In a letter dated January 11, Ware re-
sponded to each of these allegations. First,

she stated that existing law clearly re-
quires trainees to be licensed as such be-
fore they may fit and sell hearing aids in
California. Second, Ware explained that
the Committee is authorized to charge fin-
gerprinting fees as part of the application
process under section 11105 of the Penal
Code. Third, Ware maintained that
HADEC'’s use of the “Application to Su-
pervise a Trainee” form is permissible
without a regulation, because the Commit-
tee is not required to adopt regulations in
order to implement every statute which
grants it authority. Finally, Ware stated
that the information provided in the “Ap-
plication to Supervise a Trainee” form
may not simply be stapled onto the form
from photocopies of answers used on an
earlier supervision application form. The
form is intended to elicit information as-
suring the Committee that the supervisor
has formulated an adequate supervisory
plan to meet the needs of the individual
trainee-applicant.

At its January 28 meeting, HADEC
announced that DCA legal counsel Greg
Gorges had recently retired after 18 years
of state service. Committee Chair Keld
Helmuth noted that Gorges, who was not
in attendance at the meeting, will be pre-
sented with a Distinguished Service Cita-
tion on behalf of the Committee. Anita
Scuri will now serve as HADEC’s legal
counsel.

At HADEC’s April 8 meeting, Com-
mittee member Dr. James McCartney re-
ported that HADEC’s written examination
has been converted to electronic form and
is being successfully administered at five
testing sites by Assessment Systems, Inc.,
HADEC’s exam vendor. [/4:] CRLR 58—
59]

B FUTURE MEETINGS

July 15 in Sacramento.
November 18 in Sacramento.

PHYSICAL THERAPY
EXAMINING
COMMITTEE

Executive Officer: Steven Hartzell
(916) 263-2550

The Physical Therapy Examining Com-
mittee (PTEC) is a six-member board
responsible for examining, licensing, and
disciplining approximately 14,200 physi-
cal therapists and 2,300 physical therapist
assistants. The Committee is comprised of
three public and three physical therapist
members. PTEC is authorized under Busi-
ness and Professions Code section 2600 er
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seq.; the Committee’s regulations are cod-
ified in Division 13.2, Title 16 of the Cal-
ifornia Code of Regulations (CCR). The
Committee currently functions under the
general oversight of the Medical Board’s
Division of Allied Health Professions
(DAHP).

Committee licensees presently fall into
one of three categories: physical therapists
(PTs), physical therapist assistants (PTAs),
and physical therapists certified to prac-
tice kinesiological electromyography or
electroneuromyography.

PTEC also approves physical therapy
schools. An exam applicant must have
graduated from a Committee-approved
school before being permitted to take the
licensing exam. There is at least one
school in each of the 50 states and Puerto
Rico whose graduates are permitted to
apply for licensure in California.

Governor Wilson recently appointed
Valerie Sinkus as a new PT member of the
Committee. Sinkus, who is from Whittier,
took her seat on the Committee at its April
29 meeting in Sacramento.

Il MAJOR PROJECTS

Supervision Requirements/PTA Li-
censure Standards. After nearly three years
of debate, PTEC has finally taken action
on two pending rulemaking packages—
one pertaining to PTs’ supervision and use
of PTAs and physical therapist aides (pro-
posed amendments to sections 1398.44
and 1399, and the adoption of section
1399.1, Division 13.2, Title 16 of the
CCR), and the other regarding PTA licen-
sure standards (proposed amendments to
section 1398.47). Following a public hear-
ing at its January meeting, PTEC adopted
the proposed language regarding PTA li-
censure standards and requirements for
PTs’ supervision of physical therapy
aides, but decided to not proceed with the
regulatory proposal stiffening its require-
ments for PTs’ supervision of PTAs (the
proposed amendments to 1398.44). [14:]
CRLR 61; 13:4 CRLR 67; 13:2&3 CRLR
89]

PTEC’s proposed amendments to its
requirements for PT supervision of PTAs—
which the Committee ended up temporar-
ily abandoning—had a dual purpose.
PTEC sought both to clarify the supervi-
sion requirements and protocols which
PTs and PTAs must follow in all practice
settings, and enable the Committee to bet-
ter determine compliance. The revisions
would have established two standards for
PT supervision of PTAs—one for inpa-
tient/outpatient facilities and another for
the home care setting. At the public hear-
ing in January, the proposed home care
setting standards met with strong opposi-

tion from many individual PTs. In the
home care setting, the proposed revisions
would have required the supervising PT
(SPT) and the PTA to make a joint visit
and provide treatment jointly prior to the
PTA providing care without the SPT pres-
ent. Several home care providers alleged
that these requirements would undermine
their ability to compete with services pro-
vided by HMOs. Many suggested that the
initial joint visit requirement could be lim-
ited to certain situations without jeopard-
izing the health and well-being of the pa-
tient. Apparently in agreement with this
criticism, the Committee stated that it
would attempt to further patient protection
while avoiding unnecessary costs in re-
drafting its PTA supervisionrequirements.

Second, the PTA supervision proposal
would have eliminated a provision which
permits PTEC to waive an existing re-
quirement that the SPT be present in the
same facility with the PTA at least 50% of
any work week or portion thereof the PTA
is on duty. The proposed elimination of
PTEC’s ability to waive the 50% supervi-
sion requirement has been the most con-
troversial part of the rulemaking package
and led to a standoff between PTEC and
the California Chapter of the American
Physical Therapy Association (CCAPTA).
While PTEC contends that elimination of
the waiver program is necessary because
its small staff is unable to handle the large
number of waiver requests submitted,
CCAPTA (as well as many individual PTs
who use PTAs in home care practice) con-
tends that elimination of the waiver sys-
tem would be overly burdensome, and that
the 50% supervision requirement is un-
necessary in the home care setting.
CCAPTA, which has been vocally object-
ing to elimination of the waiver of the 50%
supervision requirement since PTEC orig-
inally made the proposal, was joined by
several individual PTs at the January hear-
ing. These PTs alleged that elimination of
the waiver process would substantially
hinder their ability to compete. CCAPTA
argued that PTEC should retain the waiver
for the home care setting and set standards
for waiver requests so the process is not so
burdensome for staff.

In the wake of this strong opposition,
PTEC decided not to adopt the amend-
ments to section 1398.44 as proposed. The
changes suggested at the January hearing
will be incorporated into a new draft pro-
posal to be republished and discussed at
future meetings. At this writing, PTEC
hopes to hold a public hearing on the new
draft at its August meeting.

PTEC did, however, adopt new stan-
dards governing PTs’ supervision of phys-
ical therapy aides (proposed amendments

to section 1399 and the addition of section
1399.1). Physical therapy aides are unli-
censed individuals who may be utilized by
a PT to perform both patient-related tasks
and non-patient-related tasks. The amend-
ments to section 1399 outline supervision
protocols for physical therapy aides de-
signed to assure adequate supervision and
enhance the documentation of tasks in a
manner that will assist in enforcement in-
vestigations. The protocols required by
section 1399 include a mandatory evalua-
tion of the patient by the SPT prior to the
initiation of care by the aide, as well as a
written treatment program in which spe-
cific patient-related tasks are assigned to
the aide. At the public hearing at PTEC’s
January meeting, some PTs complained
that these requirements are unnecessary in
many situations and will result in an in-
crease in the cost of care to the consumer.
One PT noted that the protocols in section
1399 would have to be followed even
when the treatment assigned to the aide is
as minor as applying a hot pack or cold
pack. Despite these objections, PTEC
made only minor changes to language of
section 1399 and adopted it subject to an
additional 15-day comment period which
ended on May 4.

New section 1399.1 would restrict a
PT to supervising not more than one aide
who is performing a patient-related task at
any one time. This one-to-one ratio is not
a new requirement but rather a clarifica-
tion of existing law, Business and Profes-
sions Code section 2630, which states that
a PT may use “an” aide to assist him/her
in the practice of physical therapy. The
Committee has always interpreted “an”
aide to mean one aide. Although several
PTs objected to section 1399.1, claiming
that the requirement unfairly restricts their
ability to practice, PTEC adopted the pro-
posal and emphasized that it does not
change existing law but merely clarifies
the supervision requirement for physical
therapy aides.

At this writing, the proposed amend-
ments to section 1399 and new section
1399.1 have been forwarded to the De-
partment of Consumer Affairs (DCA) for
review but have not yet been approved.
Once they are approved by DCA, they will
be forwarded to the Office of Administra-
tive Law (OAL) for review and approval.

Also atits January meeting, PTEC held
a public hearing and adopted proposed
amendments to section 1398.47 which de-
scribe numerous combinations of training
and experience which PTEC believes are
equivalent to its education requirements
for PTAs. The amendments also specify
that for applicants who file an application
for PTA approval after June 30, 1996, a
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significant portion of any qualifying work
experience must be gained under the im-
mediate supervision of a licensed PT in an
acute care inpatient facility. //4:] CRLR
61; 13:2&3 CRLR 89]No objections to this
proposal were voiced at the public hear-
ing. The Committee made minor modifi-
cations to the language of the proposal,
and released it for an additional 15-day
comment period on May 26. At this writ-
ing, the rulemaking file has yet to be for-
warded to DCA and OAL for review.

ENMG and KEMG Certification
Regulations. Following a public hearing
at its January meeting, PTEC adopted reg-
ulatory amendments to sections 1399.61
through 1399.67, its requirements for spe-
cialty certifications in electroneuro-
myography (ENMG) and kinesiological
electromyography (KEMG). PTEC cur-
rently administers one examination in
KEMG and a separate examination in
ENMG, and has always interpreted sec-
tion 1399.65(a) to require an applicant for
ENMG to first pass the KEMG exam and
then pass the ENMG exam. The rulemak-
ing proposal adopted by PTEC follows a
year of research and consists of a series of
amendments designed to establish ENMG
and KEMG as two distinct specialties with
separate certification requirements and
examinations. [/4:1 CRLR 61-62]

At the January hearing, Arnold Tripp,
an expert in the field, explained to the
Committee that when the KEMG/ENMG
certification regulations were originally
adopted, KEMG was a last-minute add-on
to the regulatory scheme; Tripp ques-
tioned whether the original certification
scheme was correct to begin with. He em-
phasized that over the past year, it has
become clearly apparent that the special-
ties are diverse, separate, and require dif-
ferent training. He concluded that the
exams should therefore be separate and
distinct to reflect the different skills and
training necessary to practice each spe-
cialty.

Although the Committee’s action to
separate the certification requirements
and examinations for the two specialties
was met mostly with support, the Califor-
nia Medical Association (CMA) voiced
opposition to the proposal. CMA com-
plained neither the current regulations nor
the proposed amendments include the re-
quirement that a PT obtain authorization
from a physician prior to performing tis-
sue penetration procedures, as specified in
Business and Professions Code section
2620.5. DCA legal counsel Dan Buntjer
explained that restating the requirement
that a PT obtain authorization is not nec-
essary, and that such an addition may ac-
tually cause PTEC’s proposal to be re-

jected by OAL as violative of the non-
duplication standard in Government Code
section 11349(f). CMA also voiced oppo-
sition to the fact that the rulemaking pro-
posal retains existing language in section
1399.63(d)(1) which states that physi-
cians who practice KEMG must be ap-
proved by PTEC. Buntjer replied by ex-
plaining that this approval requirement
has existed in PTEC’s regulations for
many years, and that the new rulemaking
proposal does not seek to change existing
regulations in this respect.

At this writing, the proposed amend-
ments to the ENMG and KEMG certifica-
tion requirements and examinations have
been forwarded to DCA for review but
have not yet been approved. Once ap-
proved by DCA, they will be forwarded to
OAL.

Consistent Standards for Credential
Evaluation Services Reports. Following
a public hearing at its January meeting,
PTEC adopted proposed regulatory lan-
guage providing for consistent credential
evaluations from all the approved creden-
tial evaluation services used by the Com-
mittee in reviewing applications from for-
eign-trained PTs. [14:1 CRLR 62]

The proposed regulatory amendment
adds subsection (c) to section 1398.25,
and provides that reports submitted to
PTEC by credential evaluation services
must be based on a review of the original
copies of the applicant’s credentials and
must document (1) the equivalent profes-
sional degree the applicant would have
received from an accredited PT education
program located in the United States, and
(2) whether completion of the applicant’s
PT education and training entitled the ap-
plicant to fully practice as a PT in the
country where the education and training
was completed. At this writing, the pro-
posed amendments to section 1398.25(c)
have been forwarded to DCA but have not
yet been approved. Once approved by DCA,
they will be forwarded to OAL.

Atits April 29 meeting, PTEC revisited
the issue of consistent credential evalua-
tions. One credential evaluation service sug-
gested that more reliable evaluations
could be obtained by having the evalua-
tion service write directly to the can-
didate’s school rather than having the can-
didate forward his/her transcript person-
ally. Committee staff has requested com-
ments from the other approved credential
evaluation services on this issue. In dis-
cussing the new proposal, members of the
Committee raised other issues about
weaknesses in the current evaluation sys-
tem, such as the lack of information re-
garding whether the candidate was actu-
ally practicing in the country in which he

or she was educated. Atthis writing, PTEC
plans to discuss these issues further at its
August meeting.

Proposed Legislation on Education
Standards for PTs and PTAs. PTEC’s
proposed changes to the statutes setting
forth educational standards for licensure
asa PT ora PTA, which were approved by
the Committee in October 1993 [14:1
CRLR 62], have beenincluded in AB 2836
(Snyder) (see LEGISLATION).

[ LEGISLATION

AB 2836 (Snyder), as amended May 4,
would require PTEC to adopt regulations
setting forth standards and requirements re-
garding PTs’ supervision of PTAs and phys-
ical therapy aides, and authorize a PT to
utilize the services of one aide. This bill
would specify that the maximum number of
PTAs that may be supervised by a PT is two,
and eliminate PTEC’s authority to waive this
maximum limitation.

This PTEC-sponsored bill would also
revise the educational requirements and
the standards for licensure as a PT and for
approval as a PTA. For example, instead
of 1,400 hours of coursework in specified
content areas, this bill would require PT
licensure applicants to complete a curric-
ulum, including academic coursework
and a clinical internship in physical ther-
apy, as referenced in criteria of the Com-
mission on Accreditation of Physical Ther-
apy Education of the American Physical
Therapy Association. This bill would also
revise the requirements for practice while
an applicant for licensure is a “physical
therapist license applicant” or while an
applicant for approval is a “physical ther-
apist assistant applicant.”

Existing law authorizes an applicant
for licensure who fails to pass the exami-
nation to, in certain circumstances, be re-
examined three times before paying an
additional reexamination fee. This bill
would instead require applicants who fail
the examination and seek to be reexam-
ined to pay the reexamination fee.

Existing law requires PTEC to approve
certain schools of physical therapy and
schools for physical therapist assistants in
accordance with specified standards. This
bill would revise the standards for ap-
proval of PT and PTA education programs.
[A. Floor]

SB 2036 (McCorquodale), as amended
May 18, would create a “sunset” review
process for occupational licensing agen-
cies within DCA, requiring each to be
comprehensively reviewed every four
years. SB 2036 would impose an initial
“sunset” date of July 1, 1999 for PTEC;
create a Joint Legislative Sunset Review
Committee within the legislature, which
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would review PTEC’s performance ap-
proximately one year prior to its sunset
date; and specify 11 categories of criteria
under which PTEC’s performance will be
evaluated. Following review of the agency
and a public hearing, the Committee
would make recommendations to the
legislature on whether PTEC should be
abolished, restructured, or redirected in
terms of its statutory authority and priori-
ties. The legislature may then either allow
the sunset date to pass (in which case
PTEC would cease to exist and its powers
and duties would transfer to DCA) or pass
legislation extending the sunset date for
another four years. (See agency report on
DCA for related discussion of the “sunset”
concept.) [S. Appr]

The following is a status update on
bills reported in detail in CRLR Vol. 14,
No. 1 (Winter 1994) at page 62:

AB 1807 (Bronshvag). Existing law
requires PTEC to approve a PTA applicant
who is otherwise qualified and receives a
grade of 75% on the required examination.
As amended March 23, this bill requires
PTEC to approve a PTA applicant who is
otherwise qualified if he/she receives a
passing grade on the examination.

Existing law sets fees for the initial PT
license and renewal of a PT license at $80,
unless a lower fee is set by PTEC. Due to
PTEC’s increased enforcement activity,
this bill increases the fee to $100, unless a
lower fee is set by PTEC, and requires
PTEC to submit a report to the legislature
whenever it increases any fee, specifying
the justification for the increase and the
percentage of the increase to be used for
enforcement purposes. This bill was
signed by the Governor on March 30
(Chapter 26, Statutes of 1994).

SB 437 (Hart), as amended May 4,
would authorize a physician who practices
physical therapy as part of his/her practice
to utilize one unlicensed aide to perform
patient-related tasks, as defined, at any
given time to assist with aspects of physi-
cal therapy, as long as, when performing
these functions, the aide is at all times
under the orders, direction, and immediate
supervision of the physician. This bill
would further require, among other things,
that the supervising physician be respon-
sible at all times for the conduct of the
aide, and be in the same facility as, and in
proximity to, the location where the aide
performs those tasks. This bill would also
expressly limit PTs to the use of one aide
to perform patient-related tasks at any
given time. [A. Health]

Il RECENT MEETINGS

At its January meeting, the Committee
charged staff with preparing a regulatory

proposal to raise the fee for PT and PTA
licensure examinations to compensate for
increases in the cost of administering the
examinations. Although the exact amount
of the fee increase has not yet been deter-
mined, staff expects that the fees will be
raised from the current rate of $80 to ap-
proximately $220.

At its April meeting, PTEC discussed
transferring its complaint processing and
investigation responsibilities from the
Medical Board of California (MBC) to
DCA'’s Division of Investigation (DOI).
PTEC has noticed that MBC tends to focus
its efforts on cases involving physicians.
[11:1 CRLR 73-74] Hoping to improve
the level of regulation of California PTs,
PTEC plans to handle its own complaint
intake and complaint mediation, and
transfer investigative responsibilities to
DOl as of July 1. Any cases in process with
MBC will remain there until they are com-
pleted.

On April 30, PTEC held a strategic
planning session intended to update its
mission statement and objectives. The
Committee tentatively plans to hold an-
other strategic planning session on the
same issues in conjunction with its August
meeting.

[ FUTURE MEETINGS

August 5 in Sacramento.
October 13 in Santa Clara.

PHYSICIAN ASSISTANT
EXAMINING

COMMITTEE
Executive Officer: Ray Dale
(916) 263-2670

he legislature established the Physi-

cian Assistant Examining Committee
(PAEC) in Business and Professions Code
section 3500 et seq., in order to “establish
a framework for development of a new
category of health manpower—the physi-
cian assistant.” Citing public concern over
the continuing shortage of primary health
care providers and the “geographic mal-
distribution of health care service,” the
legislature created the physician assistant
(PA) license category to “encourage the
more effective utilization of the skills of
physicians by enabling physicians to del-
egate health care tasks....”

PAEC licenses individuals as PAs, al-
lowing them to perform certain medical
procedures under a physician’s supervi-
sion, including drawing blood, giving in-
jections, ordering routine diagnostic tests,
performing pelvic examinations, and as-

sisting in surgery. PAEC’s objective is to
ensure the public that the incidence and
impact of “unqualified, incompetent, fraud-
ulent, negligent and deceptive licensees of
the Committee or others who hold them-
selves out as PAs [are] reduced.” PAEC’s
regulations are codified in Division 13.8,
Title 16 of the California Code of Regula-
tions (CCR).

PAEC’s nine members include one
member of the Medical Board of Califor-
nia (MBC), a physician representative of
a California medical school, an educator
participating in an approved program for
the training of PAs, one physician who is
an approved supervising physician of PAs
and who is not a member of any division
of MBC, three PAs, and two public mem-
bers. PAEC functions under the jurisdic-
tion and supervision of MBC’s Division
of Allied Health Professions (DAHP).

On April 11, Governor Wilson appointed
Caroline Lytle, MD, to fill a vacant posi-
tion on the Committee. Dr. Lytle, a pedia-
trician at the University of Southern Cali-
fornia who specializes in child abuse, di-
rects the outpatient clinic, directs the pe-
diatric residency program, and co-directs
USC'’s PA training program.

Il MAJOR PROJECTS

Fee Reduction for Supervising Phy-
sicians. Following a public hearing at its
January 21 meeting, PAEC adopted pro-
posed amendments to section 1399.553,
Division 13.8, Title 16 of the CCR; effec-
tive July 1, the revisions reduce PAEC’s
supervising physician (SP) fees to a $25
application fee, a $75 approval fee, and a
$100 biennial renewal fee. [14:1 CRLR 63]
PAEC slightly modified the language of
the proposed changes to clarify exactly
when the fee reductions will take effect,
and released the modified text for an addi-
tional 15-day public comment period which
ended on February 15. On April 22, the
changes were filed with the Office of Ad-
ministrative Law for review and approval,
where they are pending at this writing.

Citation and Fine Regulations. At its
January and April meetings, PAEC again
considered whether to implement its au-
thority under Business and Professions
Code section 125.9 by adopting citation
and fine regulations. [14:1 CRLR 63] At
the April meeting, PAEC’s Enforcement
Subcommittee presented a report recom-
mending that the Committee implement a
citation and fine program, noting that such
a system would provide PAEC with an-
other tool to discipline PAs for offenses
which are relatively minor but which
should not be ignored. The Subcommittee
also noted that a cite and fine program
would save money, because minor viola-
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tions could be sanctioned without use of
the Attorney General’s Office and the Of-
fice of Administrative Hearings. Depart-
ment of Consumer Affairs (DCA) legal
counsel Anita Scuri, who advises PAEC,
commented that citations and fines are a
matter of public record and will be dis-
losed to consumers who inquire about the
record of cited PAs.

The Subcommittee also noted that it
had studied the citation and fine regula-
tions recently adopted by the Medical Board
[14:1 CRLR 51], and recommended the
same “laundry list” approach. That is,
MBC'’s regulations set forth a long list of
specific statutory and regulatory provisions,
the violation of which is grounds for a cita-
tion and/or fine. PAEC approved the
Subcommittee’s approach and directed staff
to prepare draft citation and fine regula-
tions, develop arange of appropriate fines,
and present the issue to the Committee at
its July meeting.

Il LEGISLATION

SB 1642 (Craven), sponsored by the
California Academy of Physician Assis-
tants, originally included language allow-
ing SPs to delegate authority to PAs to
prescribe or dispense drugs and devices to
patients under the care of the SP, and cited
the following reasons (among others) for
this proposed expansion of the scope of PA
practice: (1) the documented quality and
safety of PA services; (2) the call for ex-
pansion of funding for PA services, as rec-
ommended by Dr. Molly Coye when she
was director of the Department of Health
Services and by the Clinton administration’s
health care plan; (3) the fact that most other
states allow PAs prescriptive authority; (4)
federal regulations which allow the issu-
ance of registration numbers to PAs by the
Drug Enforcement Agency in states where
PAs hold prescriptive privileges; (6) ex-
tensive training in PA programs regarding
prescriptive practices; and (7) the safety
and efficacy of PA prescribing, as demon-
strated by a 198183 pilot program of the
Office of Statewide Health Planning and
Development (OSHPD). As expected, the
California Medical Association registered
strong concems about the original version
of the bill.

As amended April 25, SB 1642 would
authorize a SP approved to supervise a PA
to delegate to a PA under his/her supervi-
sion, in a manner determined by the SP,
the authority to administer or provide
medication to a patient or transmit a pre-
scription from the SP to a person who may
lawfully furnish the medication or medi-
cal device to the patient. It would require,
prior to delegating prescription transmittal
authority to a PA, the SPto adopt a written,

practice-specific, formulary and protocols
that specify all criteria to be considered for
use of a particular drug or device, and any
contraindications for the drug or device.

The bill would require any SP’s pre-
scription that is transmitted by the PA to
be based on either the physician’s order for
the particular patient or for a drug listed in
the formulary. It would prohibit a PA from
administering, providing, or transmitting
a prescription, for Schedule II through
Schedule V controlled substances without
an order from the SP.

The bill would impose other require-
ments regarding the content of the pre-
scription transmittal order and specify
that, when transmitting a prescription, the
PA is acting on behalf of and as an agent
for the SP. [S. Floor]

SB 2036 (McCorquodale), as amended
May 18, would create a “sunset” review
process for occupational licensing agen-
cies within DCA, requiring each to be
comprehensively reviewed every four years.
SB 2036 would impose an initial “sunset”
date of July 1, 1999 for PAEC; create a Joint
Legislative Sunset Review Committee
within the legislature, which would review
PAEC’s performance approximately one
year prior to its sunset date; and specify 11
categories of criteria under which PAEC’s
performance will be evaluated. Following
review of the agency and a public hearing,
the Committee would make recommenda-
tions to the legislature on whether PAEC
should be abolished, restructured, or redi-
rected in terms of its statutory authority
and priorities. The legislature may then
either allow the sunset date to pass (in
which case PAEC would cease to existand
its powers and duties would transfer to
DCA) or pass legislation extending the
sunset date for another four years. (See
agency report on DCA for related discus-
sion of the “sunset” concept.) [S. Appr]

The following is a status update on
bills reported in detail in CRLR Vol. 14,
No. 1 (Winter 1994) at pages 63-64:

AB 1807 (Bronshvag), as amended
March 23, requires PAEC licensees to no-
tify PAEC of any change of address within
thirty days after such change; authorizes
PAEC to establish an inactive license cat-
egory; and makes minor clean-up changes
to the Physician Assistant Practice Act
related to physician assistant corpora-
tions. It also requires PAEC to consider
including training regarding the character-
istics and method of assessment and treat-
ment of AIDS in continuing education and
training requirements for its licensees.
This bill was signed by the Governor on
March 30 (Chapter 26, Statutes of 1994).

AB 1392 (Speier), as amended July 1,
1993, would require PAEC to notify DCA

whenever any complaint has gone thirty
days without investigative action, and au-
thorize the DCA Director to review any
complaint filed with PAEC. [S. B&P]
The following bills died in committee:
AB 2157 (Polanco), which would have
raised the application fee limit for a PA
supervisor to $100, and raised the ap-
proval fee limit for a PA supervisor to
$350; SB 993 (Kelley), which would have
stated the intent of the legislature that all
legislation becoming effective on or after
January 1, 1995, which either provides for
the creation of new categories of health
professionals who were not required to be
licensed on or before January 1, 1994, or
revises the scope of practice of an existing
category of health professional, be sup-
ported by expert data, facts, and studies,
including prescribed information, and be
presented to all legislative committees of
the legislature that hear that legislation
prior to its enactment; and AB 2350 (Es-
cutia), which would have required the
California Medical Assistance Commis-
sion to consider the extent to which a
hospital maximizes the delivery of pre-
ventive health care services to pregnant
mothers and children by appropriately uti-
lizing primary care physicians, primary
care nurse practitioners, and PAs, and the
demonstrated willingness of a hospital, or
university medical school with which the
hospital is affiliated, to actively support
the recruitment and training of primary
care physicians, primary care nurse prac-
titioners, and PAs at that hospital site.

B RECENT MEETINGS

At its January meeting, PAEC dis-
cussed recent problems it has experienced
in obtaining information about licensure
applicants, particularly PAs from other
states who wish to be licensed in Califor-
nia. Committee members suggested addi-
tions to PAEC’s license application form
(including questions designed to elicit in-
formation on voluntary surrender of a li-
cense, privileges, or appointments—which
frequently occurs to thwart an imminent
public disciplinary action) and the possi-
bility of requiring “letters of good stand-
ing” from other state PA boards and back-
ground checks with the Federation of
State Medical Boards (FSMB) and the
National Practitioner Data Bank (NPDB).
PAEC Enforcement Coordinator Glenn
Mitchell reported that while FSMB col-
lects information on PA disciplinary ac-
tions, the NPDB does not (although fed-
eral regulations are currently being pre-
pared which would require enhanced re-
porting to the NPDB by states of disciplin-
ary actions taken against health care prac-
titioners, including PAs). The Committee
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instructed staff to continue researching
this issue and to prepare draft amendments
to PAEC’s license application form for
review at the Committee’s July meeting.

Virginia Fowkes, director of the PA
and nurse practitioner training programs
at Stanford, attended PAEC’s January meet-
ing to discuss PA training issues. Among
other things, Fowkes noted that Stanford, in
conjunction with other PA training pro-
grams and OSHPD, is compiling prelimi-
nary data in response to AB 1065 (Camp-
bell) (Chapter 1042, Statutes of 1993),
regarding the licensure of international
medical graduates (IMGs) as PAs. [/4:]
CRLR 64; 13:4 CRLR 68; 13:2&3 CRLR
90-91] The purpose of Stanford’s effort is
to assess the eligibility of IMGs for licen-
sure as PAs, the level of clinical skills of
IMGs, and the need for improving IMGs’
skills. Stanford hopes the data it collects
will influence entrance requirements, re-
duce barriers to entry, and help IMGs to
enter the PA profession. Stanford will
present its data to PAEC once the study is
completed.

At its April 15 meeting, PA reviewed,
updated, and adopted its goals and objec-
tives for 1994. The Committee’s goals
include the following: (1) to ensure con-
sumer protection and promote fair compe-
tition by improving licensing, educa-
tional, and enforcement services; (2) to
improve internal and external communi-
cation to better inform and involve staff,
PAs, physicians, others involved in the
health care delivery system, and the pub-
lic; (3) to improve operating procedures,
upgrade equipment, and educate Commit-
tee members and staff to contain costs,
expedite work flow, and increase the
quantity and quality of products and ser-
vices delivered; and (4) ultimately, to have
PAs exclusively support the cost of oper-
ating PAEC.

To achieve these goals, the Committee
intends to: (1) process all applications in
a timely, unbiased, and efficient manner
and broaden the evaluative process by ob-
taining information regarding disciplinary
action in other states; (2) respond to all
complaints against PAs and SPs in a
prompt and appropriate manner; (3) pro-
vide accurate and timely responses to re-
quests for information; (4) monitor, eval-
uate, and revise as necessary all aspects of
PAEC operation to optimize fidelity and
efficiency; (5) provide alcohol and drug
diversion programs for selected PAs; (6)
continue to lower all SP fees; (7) continue
to investigate how to increase utilization
of PAs by physicians; (8) develop some
educational guidelines for use by SPs and
encourage SPs to provide continuing edu-
cation to PAs; (9) proactively keep in con-

tact with all PA educational programs re-
garding California licensing requirements
and related matters; (10) monitor actively
all PA educational programs for continu-
ing accreditation purposes; and (11) de-
velop programs to educate PAs and SPs
about their individual legal requirements
and responsibilities.

At the April meeting, PAEC member
Steve Johnson reported on the March 18
“Effective Pain Management Summit” co-
sponsored by the Medical Board. The
Summit brought together 120 health care
practitioners, public educators, and repre-
sentatives of professional schools, state
health care regulatory agencies, and pro-
fessional trade associations. Summit par-
ticipants identified a number of barriers
which inhibit delivery of proper pain man-
agement and attempted to develop a set of
solutions to the problems identified (see
agency report on MBC for related discus-
sion). In addition, MBC prepared a draft
policy statement on pain management and
controlled substance prescribing to re-
place its 1985 guidelines. The policy,
which was reviewed and approved by
MBC at its May meeting, emphasizes the
Board’s support for the appropriate pre-
scribing of opioid analgesics (narcotics)
and other controlled substances when
medically indicated for the treatment of
pain—not overprescribing of narcotics.
PAEC plans to disseminate both the Sum-
mit findings and recommendations and
MBC’s new policy to its licensees.

B FUTURE MEETINGS

July 29 in Los Angeles.
October 7 in Sacramento.

BOARD OF PODIATRIC

MEDICINE
Executive Officer:

James Rathlesberger
(916) 263-2647

he Board of Podiatric Medicine (BPM)

of the Medical Board of California
(MBC) regulates the practice of podiatry
in California pursuant to Business and
Professions Code section 2460 er seq.
BPM'’s regulations appear in Division
13.9, Title 16 of the California Code of
Regulations (CCR).

The Board licenses doctors of podiat-
ric medicine (DPMs), administers two li-
censing examinations per year, approves
colleges of podiatric medicine, and en-
forces professional standards by initiating
investigations and disciplining its licenti-
ates, as well as administering its own di-

version program for DPMs. The Board
consists of four licensed podiatrists and
two public members.

At this writing, BPM is functioning
with only five members; one public mem-
ber position is vacant. As the appointing
authority for the vacant position is the
Senate Rules Committee, BPM Executive
Officer Jim Rathlesberger wrote new Sen-
ate President pro Tempore Bill Lockyer in
February, urging him to expedite the ap-
pointment of a public member with no
professional, financial, or personal ties to
BPM licensees.

Il MAJOR PROJECTS

Board Amends Citation and Fine
Regulations. At its May 6 meeting, BPM
held a public hearing on its proposed
amendments to section 1399.698, Divi-
sion 13.9, Title 16 of the CCR, BPM’s
citation and fine regulation. The existing
regulation permits the Board’s Executive
Officer to issue citations for specified vi-
olations of the Business and Professions
Code, the Health and Safety Code, and the
California Code of Regulations, and sets
forth two ranges of fines (from $100-
$1,000, and from $1,100-$2,500) which
may be assessed for the violation of spec-
ified sections. BPM’s proposed regulatory
changes add specific sections of law cur-
rently excluded from the regulations, and
provide greater latitude in determining the
exact amount of the fine to be imposed.
The changes extend BPM’s cite and fine
authority to all appropriate sections of law
and conform to the citation and fine pro-
gram recently adopted by MBC. [i4:]
CRLR 51}

Following the public hearing, BPM
adopted the proposed regulatory changes
with minor modifications. At this writing,
the modified version of the regulatory lan-
guage is being prepared for an additional
15-day public comment period; thereafter,
the rulemaking file will be forwarded to
the Department of Consumer Affairs
(DCA) and the Office of Administrative
Law for review and approval.

BPM to Separate from MBC? The im-
minent abolition of the Medical Board’s Di-
vision of Allied Health Professions, under
whose jurisdiction BPM technically oper-
ates, raises questions about the future status
of BPM and presents BPM with a possible
opportunity to separate from the Medical
Board—a move BPM appeared to want sev-
eral years ago. [/12:2&3 CRLR 121; 12:1
CRLR 84; 10:4 CRLR 91]

Effective July 1, SB 916 (Presley)
(Chapter 1267, Statutes of 1993) abolishes
DAHP, from whom BPM has consistently
soughtindependence on grounds that DPMs
are not “allied health professionals”; for
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years, BPM has urged either a name change
for DAHP or separation from the Medical
Board. In DAHP’s place, SB 916 created
a “Committee on Allied Health Profes-
sions” but did not delegate any particular
authority to the new Committee, and MBC
is still in the process of evaluating the best
role for the Committee as it relates to the
so-called allied health licensing programs
(AHLPs), including BPM. While other
AHLPs are seeking complete separation
from the Medical Board and status as in-
dependent boards within DCA, BPM has
made no formal decision on its future sta-
tus. Staff believes that, eventually, MDs
and DPMs should be regulated jointly by
a single board consisting of MDs, DPMs,
and public members; thus, staff has urged
a name change for the Committee and
wishes to begin a dialogue with Medical
Board members about merging the two
boards and their functions. BPM has sug-
gested changing the Committee’s name to
“Committee on Other Healing Arts Pro-
fessions” or “Committee on Other Health
Professions”; SB 1775 (Presley), now
pending in the legislature, would change
the name to “Committee on Healing Arts
Professions” (see LEGISLATION). The
California Podiatric Medical Association
(CPMA), however, may be leaning toward
separation from the Medical Board. Dis-
cussion of this issue will continue at future
BPM meetings.

Liaison Committee to Monitor Podi-
atric Medical Education and Training.
BPM recently facilitated the creation of
the California Liaison Committee for Po-
diatric Medical Education and Training
(CLC) to further and promote the recom-
mendations made in the so-called “Nel-
son/Medio Report” on the medical and sur-
gical components of podiatric medical resi-
dencies in California. Among other things,
the Nelson/Medio Report, which was com-
missioned by BPM and the Medical Board’s
Non-M.D. Postgraduate Training Commit-
tee, recommended that first-year podiatric
residents should serve a significant portion
of their medical and surgical training in large
teaching hospitals and academic health cen-
ters (which coincides with the new standard-
ized “PGY-1” concept being espoused by
the Council on Podiatric Medical Education
(CPME)—the development of uniform
entry-level podiatric medical residencies
which include some surgical training), and
that all first-year podiatric residents should
have an emergency room rotation. [/4:]
CRLR64; 13:4 CRLR 69-70; 13:2&3 CRLR
92-93]

The CLC is chaired by Franklin J.
Medio, Ph.D., co-author of the Nelson-
Medio Report, and includes five DPMs
who represent various groups involved in

training podiatric students and residents
throughout California. The responsibili-
ties of the CLC are to advise BPM, CPMA,
and the colleges of podiatric medicine and
liaison between them; liaison with the
University of California and other medical
schools, the California Medical Associa-
tion’s Education Committee, and other
representatives of the medical commu-
nity; liaison with the CPME regarding
PGY-1 and other programs; organize pro-
grams and conferences for podiatric med-
ical residency directors; obtain funding to
support all CLC activities; and propose
additional members and duties as appro-
priate.

During the spring, the CLC organized
some significant activities, including a
February 22 meeting with high-ranking
representatives with the University of Cal-
ifornia to discuss opportunities for podiat-
ric medical residents in residencies at UC
teaching hospitals, and a March 12-13
conference of podiatric medical residency
directors in which directors of 33 of the
state’s 41 programs participated. BPM
views these two efforts as successful first
steps toward CLC’s overall goal of pro-
moting the continued development of
quality podiatric medical education and
residency training in California.

I LEGISLATION

Future Legislation. At this writing,
BPM has been unable to secure a legisla-
tive author for its proposal requiring, as of
January 1, 1996, that all approved entry-
level podiatric medical residencies in-
clude surgical training. [/4:] CRLR 64;
13:4 CRLR 69-70] Executive Officer Jim
Rathlesberger will continue to work with
the staff of Senator Presley’s office in
hopes of amending the desired language
into SB 1775 (Presley) (see below).

SB 1775 (Presley), as amended April
12, would change the name of MBC’s
Committee on Allied Health Professions,
created in SB 916 (Presley) to take over
some of the functions of the abolished
Division of Allied Health Professions, to
“Committee on Healing Arts Professions”
(see MAJOR PROIJECTS).

Under existing law, the use of a ficti-
tious, false, or assumed name by a podia-
trist, solely or in a partnership or corpora-
tion, without a fictitious name permit is-
sued by BPM constitutes unprofessional
conduct. This bill would repeal the provi-
sion making the use of the fictitious name
unprofessional conduct, and instead make
violation of the permit requirement a pub-
lic offense punishable as either a misde-
meanor or a felony. This bill would further
require that the permit be posted; that a
permit be obtained for each principal of-

fice of a medical group, clinic, or corpora-
tion; that the application for a permit be
signed under penalty of perjury; and that
the Board be notified within ten days of
changes of staff, ownership, or physical
address. This MBC-sponsored bill is ex-
pected to be amended considerably over
the summer (see agency report on MBC
for related discussion). [S. B&P]

SB 2036 (McCorquodale), as amended
May 18, would create a “sunset” review
process for occupational licensing agen-
cies within DCA, requiring each to be
comprehensively reviewed every four years.
SB 2036 would impose an initial ‘“‘sunset”
date of July 1, 1999 for BPM; create a Joint
Legislative Sunset Review Committee
within the legislature, which would review
BPM’s performance approximately one
year prior to its sunset date; and specify 11
categories of criteria under which BPM’s
performance will be evaluated. Following
review of the agency and a public hearing,
the Committee would make recommenda-
tions to the legislature on whether BPM
should be abolished, restructured, or redi-
rected in terms of its statutory authority
and priorities. The legislature may then
either allow the sunset date to pass (in
which case BPM would cease to exist and
its powers and duties would transfer to
DCA) or pass legislation extending the
sunset date for another four years. (See
agency report on DCA for related discus-
sion of the “sunset” concept.) [S. Appr]

AB 1339 (Bronshvag), as amended
May 9, would specify that, to the extent
permitted by federal law, for purposes of
services provided under the Medi-Cal pro-
gram, DPMs shall receive the same rea-
sonable consideration for participation
and inclusion in, and reimbursement for
services provided under, the program, to
the same extent as any other specialty
provider. [S. Floor]

The following is a status update on
bills reported in detail in CRLR Vol. 14,
No. 1 (Winter 1994) at page 65:

AB 1807 (Bronshvag), as amended
March 23, revises the terms that may be
used by DPMs for fictitious name permits,
and reduces the amount of time within
which a DPM may renew his/her expired
license from five to three years. This bill
was signed by the Governor on March 30
(Chapter 26, Statutes of 1994).

The following bills died in committee:
AB 2214 (Lee), which would have re-
quired any podiatrist who sells, closes, or
transfers his/her practice to notify each
patient in writing of the sale, closure, or
transfer, and required that each patient be
given an opportunity to determine where
his/her records shall be directed before the
licensee transfers or otherwise disposes of

California Regulatory Law Reporter * Vol. 14, Nos. 2&3 (Spring/Summer 1994)

85



ik

REGULATORY AGENCY ACTION

those records; AB 720 (Horcher), which
would have prohibited any person other
than a licensed physician, podiatrist, or
dentist from applying laser radiation to
any person for therapeutic purposes; and
AB 635 (Cortese), which would have pro-
hibited a health care service plan that of-
fers podiatry services within the benefits
of a plan that relate to foot care from
refusing to give reasonable consideration
to affiliation with podiatrists for the pro-
vision of podiatry services solely on the
basis that they are podiatrists.

Il RECENT MEETINGS

On January 24, BPM held a full-day
discussion session of its enforcement pro-
cess and the changes to that process which
have been occasioned by SB 916 (Presley)
and SB 2375 (Presley) (Chapter 1159,
Statutes of 1990). Representatives from
the Attorney General’s Office, the Office
of Administrative Hearings, and the Med-
ical Board were on hand to explain and
discuss their role in the process and an-
swer questions.

On January 25, BPM approved the De-
partment of Health Services’ (DHS) Guide-
lines for Preventing the Transmission of
Bloodborne Pathogens in Health Care Set-
tings. [13:2&3 CRLR 82-83] BPM and
other agencies regulating the health care
professions must adopt DHS’ guidelines
or an equivalent set of guidelines; under
existing law, knowing failure to follow
them by a DPM, without good cause, is
grounds for disciplinary action.

At its May 6 meeting, BPM reviewed
statistics on its diversion program for sub-
stance-abusing licensees. Currently, eight
podiatrists are participating in the pro-
gram. A total of 24 licensees have partici-
pated to date; of those, six have success-
fully completed the program and three
have been terminated from the program.

I FUTURE MEETINGS

November 4 in Los Angeles.
February 10 in Sacramento.
May 5 in San Francisco.

BOARD OF
PSYCHOLOGY

Executive Officer:
Thomas O’Connor
(916) 263-2699

he Board of Psychology (BOP) is the
state regulatory agency for psycholo-
gists under Business and Professions Code
section 2900 et seq. Under the general
oversight of the Medical Board’s Division

of Allied Health Professions (DAHP), BOP
sets standards for education and experi-
ence required for licensing, administers
licensing examinations, issues licenses,
promulgates rules of professional con-
duct, regulates the use of psychological
assistants, investigates consumer com-
plaints, and takes disciplinary action
against licensees by suspension or revoca-
tion. BOP’s regulations are located in Di-
vision 13.1, Title 16 of the California Code
of Regulations (CCR).

BOP is composed of eight members—
five psychologists and three public mem-
bers. Each member of the Board is ap-
pointed for a term of four years, and no
member may serve for more than two con-
secutive terms.

Il MAJOR PROJECTS

Continuing Education Regulations.
At its March 19 meeting, BOP held an-
other public hearing on its proposal to
adopt new Article 10 (commencing with
section 1397.60), Division 13.1, Title 16 of
the CCR, to implement SB 774 (Boatwright)
(Chapter 260, Statutes of 1992). SB 774
added section 2915 to the Business and Pro-
fessions Code, which requires psycholo-
gists, effective January 1, 1996, to satisfy
continuing education (CE) requirements
priorto licenserenewal. [ 14:] CRLR 65-66;
13:4 CRLR 71]

BOP’s regulations have been modified
to address some of the concerns registered
by licensees at its public hearings on the
CE rules. The April 15 version of the pro-
posed regulations, which was approved by
BOP at its March meeting subject to an
additional 15-day comment period ending
on May 1, would require each licensed psy-
chologist to submit with his/her application
for license renewal proof satisfactory to the
Board that he/she has completed the re-
quired CE hours, which may be satisfied by
lectures, conferences, seminars, and work-
shops. Correspondence courses, indepen-
dentstudy, and home study programs are not
acceptable for CE credit, except forqualified
individuals with a disability who apply to
and receive approval from the Board. Effec-
tive January 1, 1997, BOP licensees must
take a seven-hour CE course in the detec-
tion and treatment of alcohol and other
chemical substance dependency; CE
credit shall be granted for taking such a
course only once during any two renewal
periods. Licensees are encouraged to take
CE courses in spousal or partner abuse
assessment, detection, and intervention;
geriatric pharmacology; and the charac-
teristics and methods of assessment and
treatment of AIDS.

If requested by the Board, licensees
must verify completion of CE courses by

producing verification of attendance cer-
tificates; a false or material misrepresen-
tation by a licensee on a CE verification
form is grounds for disciplinary action.
Article 10 also sets forth grounds for ex-
emption from the CE requirement, criteria
for CE accreditation agencies which may
be approved by the Board, and require-
ments for approved CE course providers
(whose courses must be approved by a
BOP-recognized accreditation agency).
The rules also establish fees which provid-
ers and licensees must pay to accreditation
agencies.

At this writing, these regulations await
review and approval by the Office of Ad-
ministrative Law.

BOP Cancels Proposed Renewal Fee
Increase. At its May meeting, BOPagreed
to cancel the plan it adopted last Novem-
ber to increase its biennial renewal fee
from $400 to $500. [/4:] CRLR 66] Al-
though BOP needs additional revenue to
finance its enforcement function, it will be
refunded a total of $237,096 which was
illegally transferred from its special fund
to the state general fund through language
in recent budget bills. [7/2:4 CRLR 1] On
February 22, the Sacramento County Su-
perior Court invalidated the required
transfers as to the Medical Board in Cali-
fornia Medical Association v. Hayes, No.
374372, ruling that they are unconstitu-
tional on two separate grounds. (See
agency report on MBC for details on this
lawsuit.) Although the Hayes case was
applicable only to the Medical Board, the
state Department of Finance agreed not to
appeal the decision and to cancel the fund
transfers applicable to other special fund
agencies as well.

Il LEGISLATION

SB 2039 (McCorquodale), as amended
April 5, would require BOP and the Board
of Behavioral Science Examiners to re-
voke the license of any psychotherapist
who is found to have engaged in any act
of sexual abuse, sexual relations with a
patient, or sexual misconduct that is sub-
stantially related to the qualifications,
functions, or duties of a psychotherapist.
BOP supports this bill. fA. Health]

SB 2036 (McCorquodale), as amended
May 18, would create a “sunset” review
process for occupational licensing agen-
cies within the Department of Consumer
Affairs (DCA), requiring each to be com-
prehensively reviewed every four years.
SB 2036 would impose an initial “sunset”
date of July 1, 1999 for BOP; create a Joint
Legislative Sunset Review Committee
within the legislature, which would re-
view BOP’s performance approximately
one year prior to its sunset date; and spec-
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ify 11 categories of criteria under which
BOP’s performance will be evaluated.
Following review of the agency and a
public hearing, the Committee would
make recommendations to the legislature
on whether BOP should be abolished, re-
structured, or redirected in terms of its
statutory authority and priorities. The
legislature may then either allow the sun-
set date to pass (in which case BOP would
cease to exist and its powers and duties
would transfer to DCA) or pass legislation
extending the sunset date for another four
years. (See agency report on DCA for re-
lated discussion of the “sunset” concept.)
(S. Appr]

SB 1775 (Presley). Existing law regu-
lates patient access to medical records and
requires that patients of health care pro-
viders, as defined, be entitled to inspect
their medical records and to obtain copies
of those records in accordance with certain
procedures. Existing law provides that
willful violation of these requirements by
a health care provider is either unprofes-
sional conduct or an infraction for certain
health care providers. As amended April
12, this bill would include psychologists
within the definition of health care pro-
vider for these purposes, and provide that
a willful violation of the requirements by
a psychologist is unprofessional conduct.
[S. B&P]

AB 2659 (Morrow). Existing law sets
forth the psychotherapist-patient privi-
lege, under which the patient has a privi-
lege to refuse to disclose, and to prevent
another from disclosing, a confidential
communication between the patient and
the psychotherapist; defines “psychother-
apist” for purposes of this privilege; and
provides that a professional person ren-
dering mental health treatment has the
psychotherapist-patient privilege in situa-
tions in which a minor has requested and
received mental health treatment or coun-
seling, as specified. As amended May 9,
this bill would repeal the latter special
provision and clarify that the minor who
has requested and received mental health
treatment or counseling is the sole holder
of the psychotherapist-patient privilege.
[S. Jud]

AB 1807 (Bronshvag), as amended
March 23, revises requirements regarding
publication of notices of the regular meet-
ings of BOP, and authorizes BOPtoreduce
any of prescribed fees relating to licensing
of psychologists as it deems administra-
tively appropriate.

Existing law authorizes BOP to order
the denial of an application for licensure,
issue a license with terms and conditions,
or order the suspension or revocation of a
license for certain causes. This bill revises

these provisions and eliminates the use of
a fictitious, false, or assumed name by a
licensee, alone or in conjunction with a
group or partnership, as described, from
those causes.

This bill also authorizes BOP to issue
a citation if, upon investigation, the Board
has probable cause to believe that a person
is advertising in a telephone directory with
respect to the offering or performance of
services without being properly licensed,
and to require the violator to cease the
unlawful advertising. This bill also re-
duces the time within which a psycholo-
gist may renew his/her expired license
from five to three years, and require that
BOP maintain complaints or reports as
long as it deems necessary. This bill was
signed by the Governor on March 30
(Chapter 26, Statutes of 1994).

Il RECENT MEETINGS

Atits May meeting, BOPreviewedtwo
recent legal opinions on issues related to
the regulation of psychology. In Opinion
No. 93-706 (Dec. 10, 1993), the state At-
tomey General’s Office concluded that the
phrase “same work setting” as used in
section 1387, Title 16 of the CCR, requires
the supervisor of a registered psychologist
who is seeking licensure to render profes-
sional services a minimum of one-half
time at the same physical location where
the registered psychologist is obtaining
experience. [13:2&3 CRLR 94-95] On
April 15, DCA Supervising Counsel! Dan
Buntjer issued an opinion finding that psy-
chological counseling services provided
by a psychologist to a minor pursuant
Civil Code section 34.10(a) must be by a
psychologist who has a contract with the
state or a county under the Bronzan-
McCorquodale Act (formerly the Short-
Doyle Act).

Also in May, BOP reviewed its latest
enforcement statistics. From July 1, 1993
to May 1, 1994, the Board received 466
complaints, opened 152 investigations,
and forwarded 53 cases to the Attomey
General’s Office for disciplinary action
and/or to the district attorney’s office for
criminal action. During that same time
period, the Board filed 34 accusations and
made a total of 39 disciplinary decisions
(including the revocation of 12 licenses).
Of the 39 disciplinary decisions, ten were
for sexual misconduct, eight were for
gross negligence or incompetence, and
four were due to a criminal conviction.

[l FUTURE MEETINGS

August 26-27 in San Diego.
November 4-5 in Sacramento.

SPEECH-LANGUAGE
PATHOLOGY AND
AUDIOLOGY
EXAMINING

COMMITTEE
Executive Officer: Carol Richards
(916) 263-2666

he Speech-Language Pathology and

Audiology Examining Committee
(SPAEC) consists of nine members: three
speech-language pathologists, three audi-
ologists and three public members (one of
whom is a physician). SPAEC currently
functions under the jurisdiction and super-
vision of the Medical Board’s Division of
Allied Health Professions (DAHP).

The Committee administers examina-
tions to and licenses speech-language pa-
thologists and audiologists. It also regis-
ters speech-language pathology and audi-
ology aides. SPAEC hears all matters as-
signed to it by the Division, including but
not limited to any contested case or any
petition for reinstatement, restoration, or
modification of probation. Decisions of
the Committee are forwarded to DAHP for
final adoption.

SPAEC is authorized by the Speech-
Language Pathologists and Audiologists
Licensure Act, Business and Professions
Code section 2530 et seq.; its regulations
are contained in Division 13.4, Title 16 of
the California Code of Regulations (CCR).

Governor Wilson recently appointed
two new members to the Committee. Mar-
ilyn Dailey of San Diego joined SPAEC as
a public member, and Margaret Devane of
Castro Valley is the newest audiologist
member. At this writing, SPAEC still has
one audiologist vacancy which must be
filled by the Governor.

Il MAJOR PROJECTS

McCorquodale Legislation to Merge
SPAEC and HADEC. On April 5, Sena-
tor Dan McCorquodale amended SB 2037
(McCorquodale) to include a provision
merging SPAEC with the Hearing Aid Dis-
pensers Examining Committee (HADEC).
The April 5 version of SB 2037 called for
creation of a new “Speech-Language Pa-
thology, Audiology, and Hearing Aid Dis-
pensers Board” consisting of one speech-
language pathologist, one audiologist, one
hearing aid dispenser, and four public mem-
bers. The bill is a direct outgrowth of last
fall’s oversight hearing by the Senate Sub-
committee on Efficiency and Effectiveness
in State Boards and Commissions, chaired
by Senator McCorquodale. [ /4:1 CRLR 67]

At its March 17 meeting, SPAEC mem-
bers voted to support SB 2037 in concept
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but expressed concern about several is-
sues, including the composition of the pro-
posed board; among other things, SPAEC
directed Executive Officer Carol Richards
to request that two board positions be re-
served for speech-language pathologists
and two for audiologists, instead of only
one each. At a hearing before the Business
and Professions Committee on May 9, the
Committee agreed to restructure the com-
position of the merged board to include
two speech-language pathologists, two
audiologists, two hearing aid dispensers,
and four public members. One of the pub-
lic members must be a licensed physician
who is board-certified in otolaryngology.
The Committee also agreed to make sev-
eral other amendments requested by SPAEC
and HADEC: (1) the effective date of the
merger was extended from July 1, 1995 to
January 1, 1996; (2) the Governor, Assem-
bly Speaker, and Senate Rules Committee
must give consideration to current SPAEC
and HADEC members when appointing
members of the merged board; (3) current
SPAEC and HADEC staff should be given
consideration when staffing the new
board; and (4) the existing regulations of
the two committees will remain in effect
until the merged board adopts its own
consolidated regulations. At the request of
the California Medical Association, SB
2037 was also revised to clarify that the
merged board remains under the jurisdic-
tion of the Medical Board of California
(MBC). These amendments appear in the
May 18 version of SB 2037 (McCorquo-
dale).

One issue which was raised but not
resolved at the May 9 legislative hearing,
and which remains unresolved at this writ-
ing, is the status of the two special funds
of the separate committees. The issue is
whether to merge the funds, which are
financed by licensing fees, or keep them
separate. Representatives of speech-lan-
guage pathologist and audiologist trade
associations noted that HADEC’s licens-
ing fee is much higher than SPAEC’s li-
censing fee (because HADEC engages in
considerably more enforcement activity);
the trade association lobbyists argued that
speech-language pathologists and audiol-
ogists should not be required to pay for
enforcement activity against hearing aid
dispensers. As amended May 18, the bill
retains the separate funds of each pro-
gram, requires that expenses which are
directly related to each program’s licen-
sees be paid from that program’s separate
fund, calls for equal sharing of other ex-
penses (e.g., board member per diem and
expenses, executive officer and personnel
salaries, and board office overhead), and
requires the board to keep records “that

will reasonably ensure that funds ex-
pended in the administration of each li-
censing or registration category bear area-
sonable relation to the revenue derived
from each category.” HADEC Executive
Officer Elizabeth Ware contends that this
recordkeeping requirement will force the
new board’s executive officer to focus on
accounting functions rather than enforce-
ment activity, and intends to seek amend-
ments to this provision of SB 2037.

Ad Hoc Commiittee to Investigate In-
vasive Procedures. At its January 7 meet-
ing, SPAEC received a report from Dr.
David Alessi of the Ad Hoc Committee
which is investigating several invasive
procedures which are not presently cov-
ered by statutes establishing the scope of
practice of SPAEC licensees—specific-
ally, endoscopy (both nasal and oral) for
speech-language pathologists, and ceru-
men management (ear wax removal) for
audiologists. [/4:]1 CRLR 68; 13:4 CRLR
74]

Following meetings with representa-
tives of the American Academy of Otolar-
yngology (AAO) and the American Speech-
Language Hearing Association (ASHA), Dr.
Alessi reported that the Ad Hoc Committee’s
research has focused only on the use of
fiberoptic endoscopes and rigid strobo-
scopes by speech-language pathologists; lit-
tle progress has been made on the issue of
cerumen management by audiologists. The
Ad Hoc Committee is working on a position
paper on the issue of how speech-language
pathology might interact in areas involv-
ing endoscopy. Department of Consumer
Affairs (DCA) legal counsel Kelly Salter
reminded the Committee that the positions
of AAO, ASHA, and other professional
academies and trade associations on scope
of practice issues have no impact on Cal-
ifornia law, and that the Business and Pro-
fessions Code must be amended to clearly
permit scope of practice expansion in any
area.

SPAEC agreed that the Ad Hoc Com-
mittee should continue researching these
issues, and will revisit the matter at a
future meeting.

I LEGISLATION

SB 2037 (McCorquodale), as amended
May 18, would (among other things)
merge SPAEC and HADEC into a single
board under the jurisdiction of MBC (see
MAIJOR PROJECTS). [S. Appr]

SB 2036 (McCorquodale), as amended
May 18, would create a “sunset” review
process for occupational licensing agen-
cies within DCA, requiring each to be com-
prehensively reviewed every four years. In
the event that SB 2037 (see above) is not
enacted, SB 2036 would impose an initial

“sunset” date of July 1, 1999 on SPAEC;
create a Joint Legislative Sunset Review
Committee within the legislature, which
would review SPAEC’s performance ap-
proximately one year prior to its sunset
date; and specify 11 categories of criteria
under which SPAEC’s performance will
be evaluated. Following review of the
agency and a public hearing, the Commit-
tee would make recommendations to the
legislature on whether SPAEC should be
abolished, restructured, or redirected in
terms of its statutory authority and priori-
ties. The legislature may then either allow
the sunset date to pass (in which case
SPAEC would cease to exist and its pow-
ers and duties would transfer to DCA) or
pass legislation extending the sunset date
for another four years. (See agency report
on DCA for related discussion of the “sun-
set” concept.) [S. Appr]

SB 2101 (McCorquodale), as amended
April 4, would state that no provision of
the Speech-Language Pathologists and
Audiologists Licensing Act may be con-
strued as restricting or preventing the
practice of speech-language pathology or
audiology by personnel holding the appro-
priate credential from the Commission on
Teacher Credentialing as long as the prac-
tice is conducted within the confines of or
under the jurisdiction of a public pre-
school by which they are employed. [A.
Health]

The following is a status update on
bills reported in detail in CRLR Vol. 14,
No. 1 (Winter 1994) at page 68:

AB 1807 (Bronshvag), as amended
March 23, requires SPAEC licensees to
notify the Committee of any change of
address within thirty days, and authorizes
SPAEC to establish by regulation a system
for an inactive category of licensure. This
bill was signed by the Governor on March
30 (Chapter 26, Statutes of 1994).

AB 1392 (Speier), as amended July 1,
1993, would require SPAEC to notify
DCA whenever any complaint has gone
thirty days without investigative action,
and would require the DCA Director to
determine when a backlog of complaints
justifies the use of DCA staff to assist in
complaint investigation. [S. B&P]

The following bills died in committee:
SB 595 (Rogers), which would have per-
mitted a hearing aid dispenser to certify
that a person is deaf or hearing impaired
for purposes of receiving specialized or
supplemental telephone equipment from
telephone corporations regulated by the
Public Utilities Commission; and SB 993
(Kelley), which would have stated the in-
tent of the legislature that all legislation
becoming effective on or after January 1,
1995, which either provides for the cre-
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ation of new categories of health profes-
sionals who were not required to be li-
censed on or before January 1, 1994, or
revises the scope of practice of an existing
category of health professional, be sup-
ported by expert data, facts, and studies,
including prescribed information, and be
presented to all legislative committees
hearing the legislation prior to its enact-
ment.

I RECENT MEETINGS

At its January 7 meeting, SPAEC once
again considered whether torequire its licen-
sees to complete continuing education (CE)
coursework as a condition to license re-
newal. [13:1 CRLR 57; 12:2&3 CRLR 126]
DCA representative Jackie Bradford ex-
plained that to implement a CE program,
SPAEC would need authorizing legislation
and supporting regulations. Once the pro-
gram is in effect, monitoring CE offerings
and the qualifications of CE providers re-
quires great expense in terms of time and
money. DCA legal counsel Bob Miller sug-
gested that SPAEC approach related profes-
sional associations about pursuing legisla-
tive authorization. The Committee took no
action on this issue.

Also at the January 7 meeting, Execu-
tive Officer Carol Richards suggested that
the Committee waive its prior approval
requirement for speech-language patholo-
gist applicants who have gained their re-
quired professional experience (RPE) in
the public preschool setting, a setting
which is not currently exempt from licen-
sure under Business and Professions Code
section 2530.5 but which is proposed for
exemption in SB 2101 (McCorquodale)
(see LEGISLATION). Federal regulations
require public preschools to provide
speech therapy to preschool-age children,
and many licensure applicants are gaining
their RPE in this setting without obtaining
prior approval by SPAEC; these appli-
cants apparently believe that public pre-
school is an exempt setting under section
2530.5. After discussion at both its Janu-
ary and March meetings, SPAEC agreed
to waive prior approval requirement for
applicants who have completed sufficient
RPE in public preschool settings.

Also in January, the Committee ad-
dressed the use in speech-language pa-
thology or audiology advertisements of an
unrelated degree, such as a Ph.D. in health
care management, from a nonaccredited
institution. DCA legal counsel Bob Miller
stated that so long as an advertisement is
truthful and not misleading, it must be
permitted. At SPAEC’s March 17 meeting,
counsel Kelly Salter clarified the issue by
presenting a DCA memorandum which
states that advertisements must be clear as

to the area of the degree if it is unrelated
to the services being advertised, and there
is no law preventing advertisement of a
degree from an unaccredited institution.
At its January meeting, SPAEC re-
elected Robert Hall as its Chair and Dr.
Gail Hubbard as Vice-Chair for 1994.

Il FUTURE MEETINGS

July 22 in Irvine.
October 28 in San Francisco.

BOARD OF EXAMINERS
OF NURSING HOME
ADMINISTRATORS

Executive Officer:

Pamela Ramsey
(916) 263-2685

ursuant to Business and Professions

Code section 3901 er seq., the Board
of Examiners of Nursing Home Adminis-
trators (BENHA) develops, imposes, and
enforces standards for individuals desir-
ing to receive and maintain a license as a
nursing home administrator (NHA). The
Board may revoke or suspend a license
after an administrative hearing on findings
of gross negligence, incompetence rele-
vant to performance in the trade, fraud or
deception in applying for a license, treat-
ing any mental or physical condition with-
out a license, or violation of any rules
adopted by the Board. BENHA's regula-
tions are codified in Division 31, Title 16
of the California Code of Regulations
(CCR). Board committees include the Ad-
ministrative, Disciplinary, and Education,
Training and Examination Committees.

The Board consists of nine members.
Four of the Board members must be ac-
tively engaged in the administration of
nursing homes at the time of their appoint-
ment. Of these, two licensee members must
be from proprietary nursing homes; two oth-
ers must come from nonprofit, charitable
nursing homes. Five Board members must
represent the general public. One of the
five public members is required to be ac-
tively engaged in the practice of medicine;
a second public member must be an edu-
cator in health care administration. Seven
of the nine members of the Board are
appointed by the Governor. The Speaker
of the Assembly and the Senate Rules
Committee each appoint one member. A
member may serve for no more than two
consecutive terms.

On ‘January 14, BENHA welcomed
new public member Jack Fenton, who was
recently appointed to the Board by Assem-
bly Speaker Willie Brown.

B MAJOR PROJECTS

BENHA Continues Focus on Disci-
plinary Process. At its March meeting,
the Board continued the examination of its
disciplinary process it began in October
1993. The process by which BENHA tracks
complaints against and disciplines NHAs is
entangled with, and to a certain extent
dependent upon, the process by which the
Department of Health Services (DHS) re-
ceives, investigates, and prosecutes com-
plaints against skilled nursing facilities.
[14:1 CRLR 69]

Among other things, the Board consid-
ered several suggestions for legislative
changes made by the Attorney General’s
Office, which prosecutes enforcement cases
against NHAs on behalf of the Board. First,
the AG’s Office has recommended that
BENHA seek a change to Business and
Professions Code section 3928(a), which
requires the AG to file and serve an accu-
sation to revoke or suspend a NHA’s li-
cense within twelve months of DHS’ issu-
ance of a temporary suspension order, ser-
vice of an accusation to revoke the
facility’slicense, or final decertification of
the facility from the Medi-Cal or Medicare
program. BENHA and the AG’s Office are
dependent on DHS for providing records
and other evidence needed to prosecute an
enforcement case. However, the informa-
tion required by and the burdens of proof
imposed upon BENHA and DHS are not
identical; the mission of DHS is to regu-
late facilities, not NHAs. In addition to the
problem of insufficient information, the
AG’s Office frequently does not receive
DHS’ package of information until well
into the twelve-month period. Thus,
BENHA agreed to seek legislation length-
ening the time period within which the
AG’s Office may file an accusation
against a NHA’s license. At this writing,
the Board is seeking to insert this amend-
ment into SB 2101 (McCorquodale), the
Department of Consumer Affairs’ (DCA)
1994 omnibus bill (see LEGISLATION).

At the same meeting, the Board agreed
to work with both DHS and the AG’s
Office in preparing guidelines as to what
information BENHA needs in order to
pursue adisciplinary action. DHS has ten-
tatively agreed to consider gathering that
information at the same time it gathers the
documentation from the facility that it
needs to pursue its own disciplinary ac-
tions. Determination of the information
needed to prepare a case against a NHA
would also enable DHS to ascertain
whether that information is already being
collected, and whether DHS has the staff-
ing and resources to assist in retrieving
any additional information required.
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