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I. INTRODUCTION 

 Dr. Simone Gold has been an anomaly since a very young age. She graduated from 

medical school at the age of 23, and from Stanford University Law School thereafter. Boasting 

credentials matching those of genius fictional television characters such as “Doogie Howser, 

M.D.” she could have been hired by any prestigious hospital, or select the law firm where she 

wanted to begin her legal career. Instead, Dr. Gold chose the path less traveled and decided to 

follow in her father’s footsteps, (a Holocaust survivor and physician), by using her gifts to serve 

her fellow citizens as a practicing doctor.  Dr. Gold’s desire to heal people led her to work in some 

of the most underserved communities and underprivileged hospitals in our state. She has worked 
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as an ER physician in Inglewood (home to the rival gangs the Crips & the Bloods where the 

scourge of urban gang-violence was honestly depicted in the movie “Boyz n the Hood”) and in 

underserved Bakersfield, California. She routinely accepted scheduling of long shifts and treating 

the most difficult cases.  Notwithstanding working under such demanding professional 

circumstances for over twenty years, she has never had a single patient complaint. Her talent and 

hard work were (naturally) recognized within the medical community and this led to her being 

recruited to serve on several prestigious hospital committees, including appointment as Chairman 

of the Risk Management Committee at St. John’s Medical Center between 2003 and 2005. Earlier 

in her career she enjoyed the honor of acting as a Congressional Fellow for Senator Jeffords of the 

Senate Labor and Human Resources Committee and worked as an Instructor of Bioethics at 

Stanford Medical School for several years. 

 In the emergency room, Dr. Gold had a reputation not only her providing efficient and 

incredible care for each patient, but also for taking on more responsibilities than were required of 

her whenever she saw that there was a need to be filled.  In addition, Dr. Gold has been, and 

continues to be, deeply committed to serving her community in non-clinical roles. For example, in 

2016, she began volunteering her time with the citizen oversight committee of the Beverly Hills 

Unified School District, and she is also a well- known Community Leader for the Jewish 

Republican Alliance.  Dr. Gold’s professional and public life is the epitome of what a California 

physician should aspire to be.   

 In 2020, during Covid-19, Dr. Gold left her position as an ER physician to create the non-

profit entity America’s Frontline Doctors.  In that role her job largely consisted of traveling 

around the country giving speeches involving treating Covid-19.  As in nearly all cases of speech-

giving on sensitive topics, there were those who disagreed with the point of view she presented 
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,just as there were those who supported her. It was in this capacity of giving a speech (for which 

she had previously obtained a permit) that led to her being inside the  

 U.S. Capitol Building on January 6, 2021.  

 Americans still believe our country is a place where individual rights are to be the 

cornerstone of an open and free society.  A key to that reality is a legal system that is apolitical, 

color blind and focused, not exclusively, but principally, on the rights of the people rather than on 

the power of government, and government agencies.  

 The instant proceeding reflects the tension between this concept as envisioned by our 

nation’s founders and as set forth in the United States’ Constitution, and the opposing view 

advocating for the government’s far-reaching ability to regulate how American medical 

professionals make a living today. 

 Over decades, it was largely agreed that certain government agencies were necessary to 

protect public and individual interests that may not rise to the level wherein application of criminal 

statutes’ related punishments were appropriate.  Thus, agencies like the California Medical Board 

(hereafter, the “CMB”) were created to license certain individuals who wished to act as physicians 

and surgeons.   

 Although financial and personnel power was extended to the CMB for implementation and 

promulgation of rules it would enforce, this grant of authority was circumscribed.  In general, the 

expectation for the CMB, acting within the authority granted under the Medical Practice Act 

(“MPA”), was to  protect the interest of the public from physicians and surgeons who were not 

capable of properly performing their designated functions. In this regard, there was a benefit to our 

society from the uniform and even-handed administration of such protections.  However, over 

time, it became apparent that by essentially providing the CMB with the powers of the 

government, it would be prudent to limit those powers in order to prevent it from devolving into 
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an entity that used its agency powers as a political weapon or an enforcement arm for objectives 

beyond its mandate.  

 To this end, the CMB provided a definition of who was to be overseen:  

“A Physician or Surgeon (M.D.) is an individual issued a license allowing them to practice 

medicine.  A physician may diagnose, prescribe, and administer treatment to individuals suffering 

from injury or disease.” (See https://www.mbc.ca.gov/Licensing/Physicians-and-

Surgeons/Apply/Physicians-and Surgeons-License/ ) 

 In addition, the Government enacted the Medical Practice Act which included several 

statutes delineating the contemplated scope of the CMB’s portfolio.  For example, see Business 

and Professions Codes §§ 2227, 2234, 2236, and California Code of Regulations § 1360 of title 

16.  These statutes became the law to define, control and effectively limit the power of the CMB.  

Virtually all of the relevant statutes direct that the rules to be enforced must be substantially 

related to the qualifications, functions, or duties of a physician and surgeon. (Emphasis added). 

 In the instant matter, the CMB has cast off its legislative moorings and now seeks to 

arrogate unto itself the power to redefine its administrative discretion to attack licensees over any 

conduct resulting in a criminal conviction (even a misdemeanor trespass) which the CMB 

arbitrarily characterizes as “substantially related to the qualifications, functions, or duties of a 

physician and surgeon” irrespective of the CMB definition of a physician and surgeon. Thus, the 

CMB is now essentially taking the position that any doctor who publicly criticizes the Board and 

says they are wrong on the medical science will face charges against their license for ANY 

criminal charge, no matter how unrelated to the qualifications, functions or duties of a physician 

and surgeon. 

 This raises the question, when a physician and surgeon jaywalks, or is issued an infraction 

for text messaging while driving, for example, are these infractions “substantially related to the 
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qualifications, functions, or duties of a physician and surgeon”?  And if the CMB does attempt to 

impair the jaywalker physician’s license, who is empowered to monitor the CMB to ensure it is 

treating all physician jaywalkers the same?  

Arguably, these CMB actions, (if allowed to stand) are far more dangerous to the 

separation of powers inherent in a well-ordered republic (and ultimately threatening to public 

safety) than any misdemeanor trespass.  Or, if a physician and surgeon is caught stealing an orange 

at a grocery store and is found guilty of a misdemeanor for this act, should this provide the pretext 

useful for the CMB to put the physician’s license at risk in the case when there is a political point 

of view held by the licensee actually providing the motive for the CMB to bring an Accusation? 

Would it benefit the California public to deny a physician’s right to continue practicing medicine 

on this basis? What if a physician surreptitiously records a conversation with her superior at work, 

believing that her superior is attempting to terminate her position in violation of the law and is 

found guilty of a felony under California Penal Code § 632(a)? Are these crimes “substantially 

related” enough to the duties, qualifications and functions of a an otherwise competent and 

successful physician and surgeon to revoke that physician and surgeon’s license?   

 In this action, the California Medical Board seeks to establish the principle that any 

criminal conviction is a per se violation which is substantially related enough to the practice of 

medicine in order to revoke a physician and surgeon’s license so long as the CMB says it is.  The 

former legislative limits have now been discarded only to be replaced by the CMB’s unfettered 

discretion to set its own administrative boundaries.  Throughout its 147 years of existence the 

California Medical Board has never before made the naked and brazen bureaucratic power-grab as 

it does in this case. Respondent’s position is that the CMB’s overreach as described above resulted 

from its political decision to prohibit discussion of Ivermectin, Hydroxychloroquine and treatment 

methods relating to Covid-19; which were ultimately found to be an unlawful attempt to squelch 
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or chill the free speech of doctors and surgeons, after the State of California determined to repeal 

California B&P Code§ 2270, designed to inhibit the types of speech the Accusation against Dr. 

Gold sets forth in ¶11, thereto.
1
 

II. ISSUES TO BE DECIDED 

A. What is the evidentiary standard to be applied in determining whether the 

Complainant has carried its burden of proof? 

B. What constitutes the practice of medicine? 

C. What constitutes acts which are substantially related to the qualifications, 

functions, or duties of a physician and surgeon? 

D. What constitutes unprofessional conduct for a licensee of the CMB and what 

constitutes acts which evidence present or potential unfitness of a licensed medical doctor to 

perform the functions authorized by the license granted in a manner consistent with public health, 

safety or welfare? 

E.  Can Dr. Gold receive a fair and impartial hearing from the CMB? 

III.  ARGUMENT 

A. The Evidentiary Standard to be Applied in Determining Whether the 

Complainant Has Carried It’s Burden of Proof is Clear and Convincing 

Evidence. 
 

 Under California law, the Board must obtain “clear and convincing proof to a reasonable 

certainty,” to prove that disciplinary action is warranted… As a result, prosecuting instances of 

unprofessional conduct is more difficult, time consuming, and expensive in California, when 

compared to most other states.” (California Medical Board Newsletter, Vol. 160). “Since it is 

apparent that the underlying purpose of disciplining both attorneys and physicians is protection of 

the public, it would be anomalous to require a higher degree of proof in disciplinary hearings 

                                              
1
 See Senate Bill No. 815, Chapter 294, Section 19, Repealing California Business & Professions Code §2270 
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involving attorneys or real estate agents than in hearings involving physicians. Accordingly, we 

hold that the proper standard of proof in an administrative hearing to revoke or suspend a doctor's 

license should be clear and convincing proof to a reasonable certainty and not a mere 

preponderance of the evidence. (See Ettinger v. Bd. of Med. Quality Assurance, 135 Cal. App. 3d 

853, 856, 185 Cal. Rptr. 601, 603 (Ct. App. 1982) 

Dr. Gold anticipates that the partially disputed evidence that the Complainant will attempt 

to offer into evidence will include actions taken by Respondent that arguably supported her plea 

agreement to 18 USC § 1752 (a)(1)-“Entering and Remaining in a Restricted Building or 

Grounds”.    

 Dr. Gold submits that there is no evidence that her actions on January 6, 2021, bore any 

relevance to her ability to practice medicine, nor do those actions substantially relate to her 

qualifications, functions, or duties as a physician.  Instead, the CMB will likely offer the opinion 

of Jillian Anderson, the California Medical Board’s investigator (who was not present when the 

underlying misdemeanor trespass took place) and perhaps supply hearsay documents which it 

hopes may reflect poorly as to Dr. Gold’s’s political alignment, presence (however limited) at a 

political demonstration that ultimately devolved into illegal activity by some,and which resulted in 

injuries and physical damage to property caused by individuals other than (and unknown to) the 

Respondent.   

 Complainant will use the fact of the unstated, but clearly existent political implications of 

chaos that erupted on January 6, to try and extract a ruling from the Administrative Law Judge that 

is not supported by a reasonable reading and interpretation of the applicable laws and cases.  In 

fact, given that the Complainant has provided no expert witnesses, it seems clear that what is being 

sought is simply a subjective judgment without any clear statutory basis. 

 Considering the factors involved in attorney discipline may be applicable to physicians:   
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“A State can require high standards of qualification, such as good moral character or proficiency 

in its law, before it admits an applicant to the bar, but any qualification must have a rational 

connection with the applicant's fitness or capacity to practice law. Douglas v. Noble, 261 U.S. 165, 

43 S.Ct. 303, 67 L.Ed. 590; Cummings v. State of Missouri, 4 Wall. 277, 319—320, 18 L.Ed. 356. 

Cf. Nebbia v. People of State of New York, 291 U.S. 502, 54 S.Ct. 505, 78 L.Ed. 940. Obviously, 

an applicant could not be excluded merely because he was a Republican or a Negro or a member 

of a particular church. Even in applying permissible standards, officers of a State cannot exclude 

an applicant when there is no basis for their finding that he fails to meet these standards, or when 

their action is invidiously discriminatory.  (See Cf. Yick Wo v. Hopkins, 118 U.S. 356, 6 S.Ct. 

1064, 30 L.Ed. 220.; Schware v. Bd. of Bar Exam. of State of N.M., 353 U.S. 232, 239, 77 S. Ct. 

752, 756, 1 L. Ed. 2d 796 (1957).) "Since it is apparent that the underlying purpose of disciplining 

both attorneys and physicians is protection of the public, it would be anomalous to require a higher 

degree of proof in disciplinary hearings involving attorneys or real estate agents than in hearings 

involving physicians. [1] Accordingly, we hold that the proper standard of proof in an 

administrative hearing to revoke or suspend a doctor's license should be clear and convincing 

proof to a reasonable certainty and not a mere preponderance of the evidence."   (Emphasis 

added) Ettinger v Board of Medical Quality (1982) 135 Cal. App. 3d 853, 856 

B. What Constitutes the Practice of Medicine. 

 There seems to be little dispute as to this issue.  As pointed out above, the Complainant has 

defined the functions of a physician as follows: 

“A Physician or Surgeon (M.D.) is an individual issued a license allowing them to practice 

medicine.  A physician may diagnose, prescribe, and administer treatment to individuals suffering 

from injury or disease.”
2
 

                                              
2
 https://www.mbc.ca.gov/Licensing/Physicians-and-Surgeons/Apply/Physicians-and Surgeons-License/ 
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 The Complainant carefully avoids providing a more detailed description defining the 

practice of medicine.  This, of course, makes it less obvious as to when an any action taken by, or 

imputed to a licensee is “substantially related to the qualifications, functions or duties of a 

physician or surgeon.” Ostensibly in an effort clear up this ambiguity, in 2020, the legislature 

required the CMB to provide clarification as to how conviction of a criminal offense would affect 

a medical license.  (See Business & Professions Code § 481, et seq.)  Unfortunately, so far as 

Respondent can determine, the CMB has made no changes to applicable statutory provisions.  

This allows the CMB to continue to prosecute the revocation of a medical professional’s license to 

practice his or her profession based upon an entirely subjective analysis of the facts by a non-

transparent process operated by political appointees of the CMB. 

C. What Constitutes Acts That are Substantially Related to the Qualifications, 

Functions, or Duties of a Physician. 

 

 Generally, for purposes of a revocation of a license, (the act) shall be considered to be 

substantially related to the qualifications, functions, or duties of a licensee if it evidences present 

or potential unfitness of a licensee to perform the functions authorized by the license consistent 

with the public health, safety and welfare.  See CCR Title 16 Article 7; Business and Professions 

Code § 490.  Government has criminalized the “Unauthorized practice of medicine”, reflected in 

Business and Profession Code §2052.  The minute details of what the practice of medicine entails 

is outlined in the statute.  (See also Cal B&P § 2038).  None of the acts identified are remotely 

connected to the acts attributable to Respondent. 

 Many licensed professions can be analogized to assist in the instant matter: 

"[T]he Board’s authority to take disciplinary action against a licensed nurse derives from the 

state’s inherent power to regulate the use of property to preserve public health, morals, comfort, 

order[,] and safety." Sulla v. Bd. Of Registered Nursing (2012) 205 Cal.App.4th 1195.   The 
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substantial-relationship requirement stems from the due process principle that "a statute 

constitutionally can prohibit an individual from practicing a lawful profession only for reasons 

related to his or her fitness or competence to practice that profession." Hughes v. Board of 

Architectural Examiners (1998) 17 Cal.4th 763, 788, 72 Cal.Rptr.2d 624, 952 P.2d 641, emphasis 

added.) To satisfy this standard, " ‘[t]here must be a logical connection of licensees' [or 

applicants’] conduct to their fitness or competence to practice the profession or to the 

qualifications, functions, or duties of the profession in question.’ "  Griffiths v. Superior Court 

(2002) 96 Cal.App.4th 757, 769, 117 Cal.Rptr.2d 445.) 

 And the CMB’s own history supports our position. Over the past several decades virtually 

every case before the CMB falls into one of three categories: abuse of a patient (sexual assault), 

gross negligence (drunk in the OR), or allegations of health care financial fraud (billing.) The 

CMB has never alleged that a misdemeanor trespass is connected to practicing medicine. 

 Clearly, a misdemeanor for trespass has no “logical connection” to a physician’s fitness or 

competence to practice medicine, and consequently, does not support the revocation of a 

physician’s license or any other form of discipline. 

D. Does the Conviction of Any Crime Justify Adverse Action on a Professional 

License for “Unprofessional Conduct”. 

 

 A statute constitutionally can prohibit an individual from practicing a lawful profession 

only for reasons related to his or her fitness or competence to practice that profession.  (Hughes v. 

Board of Architectural Examiners, 17 Cal. 4
th

 at 788). Thus, the state can impose discipline on a 

professional license only if the conduct upon which the discipline is based relates to the practice of 

the particular profession and thereby demonstrates an unfitness to practice such profession. 

Griffiths v. Medical Board of California (2002) 96 Cal. App. 4
th

 757,769. “There must be a logical 

connection of licensees’ conduct to their fitness or competence to practice the profession of the 
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qualifications, functions or duties of the profession in question.” (Clare v. State Bd. Of 

Accountancy (1992) 10 Cal. App. 4
th

 294 at 302.) 

 In Morrison v. State Board of Education (1969) 1 Cal.3d 214, 82 Cal.Rptr. 175, 461 P.2d 

375, the Supreme Court held that the term "unprofessional conduct" under former Education Code 

§ 13202 covered only that conduct "which indicates unfitness to teach." (Morrison , at p. 225, 82 

Cal.Rptr. 175, 461 P.2d 375.) The Court concluded that the term had to "depend upon, and thus 

relate to, the occupation involved" since "the Legislature surely did not mean to endow the 

employing agency with the power to dismiss any employee whose personal, private conduct 

incurred its disapproval." (Id. at pp. 225, 227, 82 Cal.Rptr. 175, 461 P.2d 375.) 

 In Shea v. Board of Medical Examiners (1978) 81 Cal.App.3d 564, 146 Cal.Rptr. 653, (a 

case that the CMB has cited in support of its position), the Third District Court of Appeal 

interpreted former Business & Professions Code § 2361, as does § 2761(a).  This statute defined 

"unprofessional conduct" to include but not be limited to certain types of conduct.  (Shea , at p. 

575, 146 Cal.Rptr. 653.) Citing Morrison , The Shea Court observed that this language did "not 

mean ... that an overly broad connotation is to be given the term ‘unprofessional conduct;’ it must 

relate to conduct which indicates an unfitness to practice medicine." ( Ibid. ) Specifically, the court 

interpreted the term to mean "that conduct which breaches the rules or ethical code of a profession, 

or conduct which is unbecoming a member in good standing of a profession." ( Ibid. ) 

Subsequently, Division Three of this Court cautioned that Shea ’s language about " ‘conduct 

which breaches the rules or ethical code of a profession’ " was "at best dicta or at least an 

overstatement of the applicable law," explaining that the touchstone was " ‘unfitness to practice 

medicine.’" (See Thorburn v. Department of Corrections (1998) 66 Cal.App.4th 1284, 1289-1291, 

78 Cal.Rptr.2d 584.) See also, Moustafa v. Bd of Registered Nursing (2018) 29 Cal. App. 5th 1119 

and Arneson v. Fox (1980) 28 Cal. 3d 490 for the general proposition that the substantial 
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relationship requirement stems from the due process principle that a statute constitutionally can 

prohibit an individual from practicing a lawful profession only for reasons related to his or her 

fitness or competence to practice. 

 E. Can Dr. Gold Receive a Fair and Impartial Hearing From the CMB? 

 The administrative disciplinary action which the CMB has brought against Dr. Gold is 

governed by the Government Code (Hereinafter “GC”) §§ 11000 et seq.  With respect to Dr. 

Gold’s claim that CMB President Lawson and the CMB are irrevocably biased against Dr. Gold, 

GC § 11425.40 is titled “Bias, prejudice or interest,” and contemplates this situation can arise as 

well as the process to protect the individual’s by providing, in relevant part, (a) “The presiding 

officer is subject to disqualification for bias, prejudice, or interest in the proceeding.” Part (c) 

provides “The provisions of this section governing disqualification of the presiding officer also 

govern of the agency head or other person or body to which the power to hear or decide in the 

proceeding is delegated.” GC § 11512 (c) requires that “An administrative law judge or agency 

member shall voluntarily disqualify themselves and withdraw from any case in which there are 

grounds for disqualification, including disqualification under Section 11425.40.” (Emphasis 

added).  § 11512 (c) also provides that a party may request the disqualification of an agency 

member “…by filing an affidavit, prior to the taking of evidence at the hearing, stating with 

particularity the grounds upon which it is claimed that the … agency member is disqualified.  

Where the request concerns an agency member, the issue shall be determined by the other member 

of the agency.”  As set forth in the Statement of Facts below, Dr. Gold has presented the agency 

with the requisite affidavit (See Exhibit “A” hereto). 

 Even where the matter is decided by the ALJ, the CMB retains ultimate authority over the 

fate of the doctor’s license.  GC § 11517 (c) provides that after the ALJ has rendered the decision, 

the CMB may (A) adopt the decision in its entirety, (B) reduce or mitigate the proposed penalty, 
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(C) Make technical or other minor changes in the proposed decision, (D) Reject the proposed 

decision and refer the case to the same administrative law judge if reasonably available, to take 

additional evidence, or (E) reject the proposed decision and decide the case upon the record. Here, 

as set forth in Exhibit “A” hereto, Kristina Lawson, the President of the California Medical Board 

wrote in a letter to the judge presiding over Dr. Gold’s sentencing hearing,   “Simone Gold and her 

organization have actively targeted me because I am a public official.  She orchestrated a series of 

terrorizing events in any attempt to intimidate me and silence me.  Consistent with the crimes she 

committed on January 6, 2021, over the course the courses of the past six months she has 

attempted to impede and obstruct California’s legal processes by targeting and terrorizing me.  She 

is dangerous and must be stopped.”  The CMB now claims that that it holds no bias against Dr. 

Gold. 

IV.  CONCLUSION 

 It cannot be reasonably disputed that Dr. Gold did anything which impacted her ability to 

competently practice medicine. Her record of over twenty years’ work as an exemplary ER 

physician in the most underserved regions in our state without a single patient complaint…ever- 

speaks for itself. In addition, her actions and motivations surrounding the January 6, 2021 

appearance and entry into the capitol building had absolutely nothing to do with her qualifications, 

functions or duties as a physician.  She did not evidence a present or potential unfitness to perform 

her duties as a medical license holder.  There was nothing she did which is unbecoming a member 

in good standing of the medical profession, and which demonstrates an unfitness to practice 

medicine. The unspoken truth about Dr. Gold’s appearance at the Capitol on January 6, 2021 is 

that if she had been preaching “Fauci was right” and “Lockdowns will save us all” – no matter 

how much of a disturbance she had caused, the California Medical Board would never have 
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pursued her license at all. But she was preaching “early treatment works, lockdowns don’t, and not 

to live in fear.” And here we are nearly two years later.  

  The subjective beliefs of the CMB and the proof provided, if any, do not reflect clear and 

convincing proof to a reasonable certainty that Dr. Gold violated any statutory provision which 

would justify disciplinary action of any kind. For this reason, Dr. Gold should not be subject to 

any disciplinary action by the California Medical Board based on the Accusation at issue herein. 

      Respectfully Submitted, 

      Law Offices of Heather Gibson, P.C. 

       
Dated:  November 6, 2023    By:       

      Heather E. Gibson, Esq., 

      Stanley L. Gibson, Esq., 

      Attorneys for RESPONDENT 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 
In the Matter of the Accusation Against:  Simone Melissa Gold 

Department of Consumer Affairs Case No. 800-2021-074424 
 

I am employed in the County of Santa Clara, State of California.  I am over the age of 

eighteen years and not a party to the within action.  My business address is 1871 Martin Ave., Santa 

Clara, CA 95050.   

On the date set forth below, I caused the following document(s) entitled:   

RESPONDENT’S PRE-HEARING BRIEF 
 

to be served on the party(ies) or its (their) attorney(s) of record in this action listed below by the 

following means: 

X BY MAIL.  By placing each envelope (with postage affixed thereto) in the U.S. Mail at 
the Law Offices of Heather Gibson, P.C., 1871 Martin Ave., Santa Clara, California, 
95050 addressed as shown herein.  I am readily familiar with this firm’s practice for 
collection and processing of correspondence for mailing with the U.S. Postal Service, 
and in the ordinary course of business, correspondence would be deposited with the 
U.S. Postal Service the same day it was placed for collection and processing. 

X BY ELECTRONIC MAIL. By transmitting a true copy thereof by electronic mail to 

the interested party(ies) or their attorney(s) of record to said action at the electronic mail 

address(es) shown herein.   

 
Christine Rhee, Esq.  
Alexandra Alvarez, Esq.  
Karolyn Westfall, Esq.  
Department of Justice 
Attorney General of California 
600 West Broadway, Suite 1800 
Sam Diego, CA 92101 
Email:  Christine.Rhee@doj.ca.gov 
Alexandra.Alvarez@doj.ca.gov; Karolyn.Westfall@doj.ca.gov 
 
Attorneys for Complainant, 
MEDICAL BOARD OF CALIFORNIA 
 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 

is true and correct.  Executed on November 6, 2023 at Santa Clara, California. 

      
            

      Anthony A. Piedra 

      Law Offices of Heather Gibson, P.C.  

 




