BEFORE THE
EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES AUTHORITY
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the First Amended Accusation Against:
CORI N. HENNESSY, Respondent
Agency Case No. 22-0277

OAH No. 2025060418

PROPOSED DECISION

Jennevee H. de Guzman, Administrative Law Judge, Office of Administrative
Hearings, State of California, heard this matter by videoconference on November 4,

2025, from Sacramento, California.

Phillip L. Arthur, Deputy Attorney General, represented complainant Kimberly
Lew, Licensing, Standards, and Training Branch Chief, California Emergency Medical

Services Authority (EMSA), Professional Standards Division.

Joseph A. Hoffmann, Attorney at Law, Mastagni Holstedt, PC, represented

respondent Cori N. Hennessy, who was present.

Prior to hearing, the parties filed briefs regarding the application of California
Code of Regulations, title 22, section 100111.02, subdivision (b)(2). After the hearing,
complainant’s brief was marked as Exhibit 5 and respondent’s as Exhibit AA and added

to Case Center for administrative efficiency.



Evidence was received, the record closed, and the matter submitted for decision

on November 4, 2025.

FACTUAL FINDINGS

Jurisdictional Matters

1. On April 16, 2020, EMSA issued respondent Emergency Medical
Technician-Paramedic (EMT-P) license number P41351. The license will expire on April

30, 2026, unless renewed.

2. On June 13, 2025, complainant, acting solely in her official capacity,
signed and thereafter filed the First Amended Accusation. Complainant seeks to
discipline respondent’s EMT-P license based upon her conviction of a crime

substantially related to the qualifications, functions, or duties of prehospital personnel.

3. Respondent timely filed a Notice of Defense. The matter was set for an
evidentiary hearing before an Administrative Law Judge of the Office of Administrative
Hearings, an independent adjudicative agency of the State of California, pursuant to

Government Code section 11500 et seq.
Complainant’s Evidence

4, On October 26, 2023, in the Superior Court of California, County of
Sacramento, Case No. 22FE015736, respondent was convicted of misdemeanor
vandalism in violation of Penal Code section 594, subdivision (a). The court suspended
imposition of sentence and placed respondent on informal probation for one year with
conditions requiring her to attend 12 anger management meetings, perform 102 hours

of community service, and pay restitution, fines, and fees.
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5. The circumstances underlying the conviction occurred on August 9, 2022,
when an Elk Grove Police Department officer began investigating a vandalism
complaint involving K.D.s vehicle.! The officer reviewed photographs and surveillance
videos K.D. provided. The photographs depicted white streaks of an unknown liquid
appearing on the hood and passenger side of K.D.'s vehicle, as well as metal nails
underneath two tires. The officer observed the metal nails were “oriented with the
point of the nail towards the rubber of the tire. If the vehicle would have rolled, there
would be a high [likelihood] the nails would have penetrated the rubber and caused an

air leak.”

6. The officer also observed four surveillance videos taken from K.D.'s
apartment and place of employment. The first video, dated July 22, 2022, depicted
respondent entering K.D.’s apartment complex. The second video was dated July 28,
2022, and depicted respondent engaged in a pouring motion near K.D.'s gas tank at
K.D.'s apartment complex. The third video was dated July 28, 2022, and depicted
respondent carrying an unidentified object in her left hand at K.D.'s apartment
complex. The fourth video was dated July 29, 2022, and depicted respondent circling
the parking lot of K.D.'s place of employment and parking in front of K.D.'s vehicle. The
video further depicted respondent exiting her vehicle while carrying a container,
approaching K.D.’s gas tank, pouring the container, and walking back to her car. She

repeated this sequence three additional times before leaving the parking lot.

! The police report was admitted into evidence for all purposes without

objection. The victim is identified by her initials to protect her privacy.



7. The officer also reviewed an invoice for the cost to repair the damage to

K.D.'s vehicle. The invoice totaled $3,867.14.

8. The officer interviewed respondent after identifying her as the woman in
the photos and videos. Respondent explained she had received “[hundreds] of phone
calls and voicemails” from K.D. of “random recordings just to be a giant pain in my
ass.” She admitted going to K.D.'s home on July 19 and 22, 2022, to retrieve her ex-

boyfriend’s phone.

9. The officer asked respondent if she had been to K.D.'s home after July 22,
2022, and respondent replied, “[n]Jope.” Respondent admitted to visiting K.D.'s place of
employment on August 5, 2022, to serve her with a restraining order. The officer asked
respondent if those were the only dates she visited K.D.'s home and place of
employment, and respondent answered, “[yeal.” Respondent confirmed four additional
times during the interview that these were the only dates she was present at K.D.’s

home and place of employment.

10.  The officer asked respondent a set of questions regarding her
whereabouts on July 28 and 29, 2022. Respondent explained she was at a cheer camp
for work and “stayed on campus the whole time.” After the officer referenced the July
28, 2022 surveillance video, respondent admitted she was at K.D.'s home to retrieve

the phone. Respondent denied "mess[ing]” with K.D.'s vehicle.

11.  The officer then asked respondent about her whereabouts on July 29,
2022. Respondent again stated she was at the cheer camp and denied being in K.D.’s
city of residence and employment. The officer asked, “[i]s there a reason that your car
was captured on video surveillance pulling into [K.D.’s place of employment,] getting

out of your car, and pouring some unknown liquid into [K.D.'s] gas tank?” Respondent



stated, “[n]ope, [ don't know what you're talking about.” The officer advised
respondent there was “a lot” of evidence establishing her presence at K.D's residence
and place of employment on the referenced dates. Respondent “sighed” and stated,

“[ylea I might have put some stuff on her car.”

12.  The officer asked, “why did you do that?” Respondent explained, “when
someone has threatened my family for two years and we reached out to Sac Sheriffs
and they've done nothing. I would never want to do anything that would hurt
someone, but threatening my family is scary.” She explained she “assumed [K.D.’s] car
takes high gas” and poured “low-end gas” into K.D.'s gas tank because “I know my car
runs weird when I use the low-end gas.” The officer asked, “did you ever pour anything
on her car to damage the paint?” Respondent stated, “I did put a little bit of bleach on
the car to mess with the paint.” The officer asked how respondent felt about causing
over $3,000 in damages to K.D.'s vehicle. She stated, "I feel bad but I'm also frustrated

with this entire process.”

13.  The officer then asked respondent if she placed nails underneath K.D.'s
tires. Respondent replied, “[n]o.” The officer told respondent he did not believe her
and asked her to be truthful. Respondent stated, "I didn't put them in the tires, I put
them nearby.” Respondent explained, “initially, I was mad and I wanted to put them in
the tire but then I thought about it. I didn't want her to have a blowout on the freeway

so I didn't put them in.”
Respondent’s Evidence
RESPONDENT’S TESTIMONY

14.  Respondent is 33 years old. She began working as an EMT in 2018 and a
paramedic in 2020. She currently works as a paramedic for the Sacramento
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Metropolitan Fire District, Mobile Integrated Health (MIH) Unit. The MIH Unit responds
to lower acuity 911 calls by sending an advanced provider and a paramedic to render
treatment at the caller’s home. Respondent has also worked at Sierra College as an
EMT Program instructor assistant since 2016 and as a part-time adjunct professor since
2023. She enjoys mentoring students and explained she was “open” with her students
about the disciplinary proceedings against her. She wants her students to understand

how “rash decisions” made in their personal lives can affect their careers.

15. Respondent described two significant instances where she voluntarily
provided emergency assistance. First, respondent, her brother, and his fiancée were
present during the 2017 Las Vegas tragedy involving a mass shooting near the
Mandalay Bay Hotel. Respondent instructed her brother and his fiancée to leave the
scene while she stayed behind to volunteer her services. Respondent developed post-
traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) following the tragedy, but her experience nevertheless
confirmed she had made the right career choice. Second, earlier this year, a student
displayed symptoms during class that respondent recognized as signs of brain

bleeding. She immediately obtained life-saving medical care for him.

16.  Respondent discussed the underlying circumstances of her conviction.
She explained she was 30 years old and in a nearly two-year relationship with her now
ex-boyfriend. Respondent described her ex-boyfriend as a “Black male” in his forties.
Respondent explained K.D. called her hundreds of times and left messages implying
she would “show up at [respondent’s] house” and “shoot her in the head.” One text

message respondent received from K.D. stated:

Your pathetic.. but if I looked like Shrek I'd try and keep a
guy that didn’t want can get. You look even worse in person

lol. Just know that I don’t want him so you can have him but
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also at anytime I can take him from you.. but he talked so
much shit about you. Your usually pretty .. and fat. Or
skinny and ugly. Your neither. Your a cow and ugly lol. Hope
my pussy tastes good because we be fuckin all the time. Ur
just an east target cuz your pathetic.. girls like you end up

alone.
(Grammar and syntax original.)

Respondent stated she reported K.D.'s behavior to law enforcement but was told they
were unable to assist her. Respondent stated K.D. also sent messages to her parents

and brother.

17.  Prior to the vandalism, respondent’s own vehicle had been vandalized
while parked at her ex-boyfriend’s house. She stated she subsequently had a
discussion with her ex-boyfriend where “he said he would mess with [K.D.’s] car.”
Respondent explained she believed him and “told him don't risk it.” Respondent
further explained she ultimately agreed to participate in “his plan if it [would] make
[K.D.’s harassment] stop.” Respondent stated she loved her ex-boyfriend and “made an

incorrect choice . . . out of love and fear.”

18.  Respondent stated she takes responsibility for her actions and does not
“pass blame on anyone else.” She explained she “poured a substance” on K.D.’s
vehicle, “manipulated the gas tank,” and placed the nails near K.D.’s tires because she
wanted to “cause an inconvenience to stop the harassment” and believed this would
cause K.D. “to back off.” Respondent acknowledged she could have instead changed
her phone number to stop the harassment but did not want the inconvenience of

doing so. She is embarrassed by her conduct and described it as "out-of-character.”



19.  Respondent regrets her decision to help her ex-boyfriend and
acknowledged her poor decision has "ultimately threatened everything she has worked
for and [is] proud of.” She stated she "would never do anything like this again” and

now “surrounds herself with the right people.”

20.  Respondent initially saw a therapist following the 2017 Las Vegas tragedy
to address PTSD. She did not see a therapist between 2018 and 2024 because she “did
not prioritize herself.” In the last year, respondent began regularly seeing a therapist
following her mother’s death. Respondent stated she discussed her acts of vandalism

with her therapist. She has learned to prioritize herself and manage her emotions.

CHARACTER EVIDENCE

Character Witnesses

21.  Scott Perryman, Brianna Nathaniel, and Matthew Sammons testified on
respondent’s behalf. Scott Perryman is a Battalion Chief at Sacramento Metropolitan
Fire District and has nearly 20 years of fire service experience. Battalion Chief Perryman
explained the MIH Program is a new and specialized pilot program, and the MIH
paramedic position is “more advanced” than a typical paramedic position. He
specifically selected respondent to work in the MIH Unit because of her “outstanding”
work ethic and “exceptional” performance. Battalion Chief Perryman opined
respondent has positively contributed to the MIH Program, and the loss of her license

would be a loss for the community.

22.  Brianna Nathaniel is the Department Chair of Health Sciences and EMT
Program Director at Sierra College. Ms. Nathaniel has been licensed as an EMT since
2008 and a paramedic since 2011. She has been teaching since 2014. Ms. Nathaniel
has known respondent for approximately five years. She initially hired respondent as a
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skill instructor, and respondent is now a core instructor. Ms. Nathaniel stated
respondent has good communication skills and judgment and receives positive
student feedback. She stated respondent was transparent about her conviction. Ms.
Nathaniel believes respondent is a great educator and should maintain her license. She

opined losing respondent would damage the EMT Program.

23.  Matthew Sammons is a Captain at Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District
and has nearly 18 years of fire service experience. Captain Sammons has supervised
respondent and they have responded to emergency calls together. He stated
respondent is technically proficient and a team player. Captain Sammons believes
respondent performs her job well. He stated respondent was transparent about her
conviction. Captain Sammons opined respondent’s license revocation would result in
the loss of an “excellent member of his team” and “not help the public in any way,

shape, or form.”
Letters of Support

24.  Respondent submitted letters of support from individuals affiliated with
Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District and Sierra College. Shawn Burke, Captain,
supervised respondent for two years and described her as honest, hardworking, and
reliable. He explained losing respondent as a paramedic would be a "huge loss for the
citizens of Sacramento County.” Alexandra Peterson, a certified Physician Assistant, has
partnered with respondent in the MIH Unit. Ms. Peterson explained respondent is a
valued team member with “exceptional abilities.” She acknowledged respondent
“made a regrettable error in judgment during her personal time” and opined
respondent’s license revocation would “deprive the community” of an “extraordinary

healthcare provider.”



From Sierra College, respondent submitted letters of support from EMT
instructors as well as students. EMT Instructor Kevin Simon wrote respondent
exemplifies professionalism and compassion. Mr. Simon described respondent as
detail oriented and a “master at human connection and EMS assessments.” EMT
Instructor Kristin Hammond described respondent as an “excellent” instructor who is
hard-working and highly dedicated to helping her students. She wrote respondent
spoke openly about her “lapse in judgment that led to her current situation.” Ms.
Hammond believes respondent has taken steps toward accountability and personal
growth. Ms. Nathaniel, who testified on respondent’s behalf, also provided a letter of

support that was consistent with her testimony.

Sierra College EMT students Sandra Carranza, Alexander Maulino, Briana
Moreno, Dan Moore, Kevin Murphy, Nate Lee, Nazariy Pristupa, Taj Costa, and Trevor
Parker wrote about respondent’s significant and lasting impact on their EMT
education. They described respondent as exceptional, compassionate, dedicated, and

committed.
OTHER DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE

25.  Respondent offered a letter she wrote to EMSA Special Investigator Jamie
Cichy dated November 4, 2022. The letter was consistent with her testimony.
Respondent wrote, “I acted impulsively and in poor judgment that night, but I pray
that I am given an opportunity to save my job.” Respondent also offered two articles

acknowledging her efforts during the 2017 Las Vegas tragedy.
Analysis

26.  To determine the appropriate level of discipline, EMSA shall consider the
following relevant rehabilitation criteria: nature and severity of the crime; acts
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committed subsequent to the crime which also could be considered grounds for
discipline; the time that has elapsed since commission of the act(s) or crime(s); the
extent to which the person has complied with her terms of probation; and evidence of
rehabilitation. (Cal. Code Regs, tit. 22, § 100111.04, subds. (a)(1), (2)-(4), & (6).) The
nature of respondent’s crime is serious and egregious. She deliberately compromised
K.D.'s safety by tampering with K.D.'s vehicle on multiple occasions and in multiple

ways.

Respondent, however, committed these acts three years ago, has not engaged
in any subsequent conduct that could be grounds for further discipline, and is no
longer on probation. In mitigation, respondent testified she was the victim of K.D.’s
persistent harassment and was frustrated by law enforcement’s failure to act.
Respondent also presented significant character evidence demonstrating her
colleagues and students view her as an asset to the community, and she is clearly

dedicated to her profession.

When all the evidence is considered, public protection requires stayed license
revocation with appropriate probationary terms. A three-year term will protect the

public and allow respondent to continue her rehabilitation efforts.

LEGAL CONCLUSIONS

Burden and Standard of Proof

1. Complainant has the burden to prove the matters alleged in the
Accusation by clear and convincing evidence to a reasonable certainty. (Ettinger v. Bd.
of Medical Quality Assurance (1982) 135 Cal.App.3d 853, 855-856.) Clear and
convincing evidence requires a finding of high probability, or evidence so clear as to
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leave no substantial doubt and sufficiently strong as to command the unhesitating
assent of every reasonable mind. (/n re Michael G. (1998) 63 Cal.App.4th 700, 709, fn.
6.) In a disciplinary action such as this, respondent must prove rehabilitation.
(Whetstone v. Bd. of Dental Exam'rs (1927) 87 Cal.App. 156, 164; Evid. Code, § 500.)
The standard of proof is a preponderance of the evidence (Evid. Code, § 115), which
means “more likely than not.” (Sandoval v. Bank of America (2002) 94 Cal.App.4th
1378, 1388.)

Cause for Discipline

2. EMSA may discipline an EMT-P license upon the finding by the director
that a licensee is a threat to the health and safety of the public. (Health & Saf. Code, §
1798.200, subd. (b)(1).) A conviction of any crime that is substantially related to the
qualifications, functions, and duties of prehospital personnel shall be considered
evidence of a threat to the public health and safety. (Health & Saf. Code, § 1798.200,
subd. (c)(6).) A crime shall be considered substantially related to the qualifications,
functions, or duties of a paramedic “if to a substantial degree it evidences present or
potential unfitness of a paramedic to perform the functions authorized by her . ..
license in a manner consistent with the public health and safety.” (Cal. Code Regs., tit.

22,8 100111.03, subd. (a).)

3. Respondent was convicted of vandalism. A person is guilty of vandalism
if she maliciously damages or destroys personal property not her own. (Pen. Code, §
594, subd. (a)(2)-(3).) As set forth in paragraphs 4 through 13 of the Factual Findings,
the underlying circumstances of respondent’s conviction are serious. Respondent’s
crime not only demonstrated a disregard for the health and safety of others but her
actions could have caused K.D. to require the type of care respondent is responsible

for providing as a licensed paramedic. (Cal. Code Regs, tit. 22, § 100090.09 ["A
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paramedic or EMT-P is an individual whose scope of practice is to provide Advanced
Life Support (ALS) in accordance with certain prescribed regulatory standards."].)
Respondent’s conviction is therefore substantially related to the qualifications,
functions, and duties of prehospital personnel. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 22, § 100111.03,
subd. (a).) Cause therefore exists to discipline respondent’s license pursuant to Health

and Safety Code, section 1798.200, subdivision (c)(6).
Appropriate Level of Discipline

4. EMSA shall revoke a paramedic license if the licensee has been
“convicted and released from incarceration for said offense during the preceding ten
(10) years for any offense punishable as a felony.” (Cal. Code Regs, tit. 22, § 100111.02,
subd. (b)(2).) “Felony” or “offense punishable as a felony” are defined as “offenses for
which the law prescribes imprisonment in the state prison as either an alternative or
the sole penalty, regardless of the sentence the particular defendant received.” (Cal.

Code Regs, tit. 22, § 100111.02, subd. (d).)

Vandalism is an alternative felony-misdemeanor offense, also known as a
"wobbler.” (Robert L. v. Superior Court (2003) 30 Cal.4th 894, 906, fn. 14.) A wobbler is
“an offense which may be charged and punished as either a felony or a misdemeanor.”
(Davis v. Municipal Court (1988) 46 Cal.3d 64, 70.) If the amount of the damage
resulting from the vandalism is $400 or more, it is “punishable by imprisonment
pursuant to subdivision (h) of [Penal Code] Section 1170 or in a county jail not

exceeding one year . ..." (Pen. Code, § 594, subd. (b)(1).)

Penal Code section 1170, subdivision (h), was enacted as part of the
Realignment Act of 2011 and significantly changed felony punishment. (Peop/e v.
Lynch (2012) 209 Cal.App.4th 353, 357.) “Under prior laws, felonies were offenses
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punished by death or imprisonment in state prison.” (Zbid.) Presently, the Realignment
Act permits eligible, low-level felony offenders to serve their term of imprisonment in
local custody rather than state prison. (People v. Cruz (2012) 207 Cal.App.4th 664, 671;
see also Pen. Code, § 17.5.) Thus, under Penal Code section 1170, subdivision (h),
where no term is specified in the underlying offense, it is punishable "by a term of

imprisonment in a county jail for 16 months, or two or three years.”

Vandalism is punishable pursuant to the Realignment Act of 2011. (Pen. Code, §
594, subd. (b)(1).) Vandalism, even if charged and sentenced as a felony, is therefore
not an offense “for which the law prescribes imprisonment in the state prison” as
specifically required by California Code of Regulations, title 22, section 100111.02,
subdivision (d). Accordingly, EMSA is not mandated to revoke respondent’s license

pursuant to California Code of Regulations, title 22, section 100111.02, subdivision

(b)(2).

5. The purpose of an administrative action is not to punish a licensee for
her misconduct, but rather to ensure she does not exercise her license privileges
contrary to the public interest. (Camacho v. Youde (1979) 95 Cal. App. 3d 161, 164.) As
set forth in paragraph 25 of the Factual Findings, respondent provided adequate
evidence of rehabilitation. Accordingly, it would be consistent with the public health,
safety, and welfare to allow respondent to retain her license with appropriate

probation terms.

ORDER

Emergency Medical Technician-Paramedic license number P41351 issued to

respondent Cori N. Hennessy is REVOKED. However, such revocation is STAYED and
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respondent is placed on probation for three years upon the following terms and

conditions:

1. Probation Compliance: Respondent shall fully comply with all terms and
conditions of the probationary order. Respondent shall fully cooperate with the EMSA
in its monitoring, investigation, and evaluation of the respondent’s compliance with

the terms and conditions of this probationary order.

Respondent shall immediately execute and submit to the EMSA all Release of

Information forms that the EMSA may require of respondent.

2. Personal Appearances: As directed by the EMSA, respondent shall
appear in person for interviews, meetings, and/or evaluations of respondent’s
compliance with the terms and conditions of the probationary order. Respondent shall

be responsible for all of her costs associated with this requirement.

3. Quarterly Report Requirements: During the probationary period,
respondent shall submit quarterly reports covering each calendar quarter which shall
certify, under penalty of perjury, and document compliance by respondent with all the
terms and conditions of her probation. If respondent submits her quarterly reports by

mail, it shall be sent as registered mail.

4. Employment Notification: During the probationary period, respondent
shall notify the EMSA in writing of any EMS employment. Respondent shall inform the
EMSA in writing of the name and address of any prospective EMS employer prior to

accepting employment.
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Additionally, respondent shall submit proof in writing to the EMSA of disclosure,
by respondent, to the current and any prospective EMS employer of the reasons for

and terms and conditions of the respondent’s probation.

Respondent authorizes any EMS employer to submit performance evaluations
and other reports which the EMSA may request that relate to the qualifications,

functions, and duties of prehospital personnel.
Any and all notifications to the EMSA shall be by registered mail.

5. Notification of Termination: Respondent shall notify the EMSA within
seventy-two (72) hours after termination, for any reason, with her prehospital medical
care employer. The respondent must provide a full, detailed written explanation of the

reasons for and circumstances of her termination.
Any and all notifications to the EMSA shall be by registered mail.

6. Functioning as a Paramedic: The period of probation shall not run
anytime that respondent is not practicing as a paramedic within the jurisdiction of
California. If respondent, during her probationary period, leaves the jurisdiction of
California to practice as a paramedic, respondent must immediately notify the EMSA,
in writing, of the date of such departure and the date of return to California, if

respondent returns.
Any and all notifications to the EMSA shall be by registered mail.

7. Obey All Related Laws: Respondent shall obey all federal, state and local
laws, statutes, regulations, written policies, protocols and rules governing the practice
of medical care as a paramedic. Respondent shall not engage in any conduct that is

grounds for disciplinary action pursuant to Section 1798.200. To permit monitoring of
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compliance with this term, if the respondent has not submitted fingerprints to the
EMSA in the past as a condition of licensure, then respondent shall submit her
fingerprints by Live Scan or by fingerprint cards and pay the appropriate fees within 45

days of the effective date of this decision.

Within 72 hours of being arrested, cited or criminally charged for any offense,
respondent shall submit to the EMSA a full and detailed account of the circumstances
thereof. The EMSA shall determine the applicability of the offense(s) as to whether
respondent violated any federal, state and local laws, statutes, regulations, written

policies, protocols and rules governing the practice of medical care as a paramedic.
Any and all notifications to the EMSA shall be by registered mail.

8. Psychiatric Evaluation: Within 30 days of the effective date of this
decision, and on a periodic basis as specified by a psychiatrist certified by the
American Board of Psychiatry and Neurology, or other specialist as determined by the
medical director of the EMSA, respondent shall submit to a psychiatric evaluation. The
psychiatrist must be approved by the EMSA prior to the evaluation. The EMSA may
allow the psychiatric evaluation to be conducted by respondent’s employer’s

employee assistance program that meets the qualifications as set forth above.
Respondent shall be responsible for all costs associated with the evaluation.

The EMSA shall have the sole discretion to determine if respondent may
continue to practice as an EMT-P until such time that the psychiatrist evaluates and

determines that respondent is mentally fit to practice safely as an EMT-P.

9. Completion of Probation: Respondent’s license shall be fully restored

upon successful completion of probation.
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10.  Violation of Probation: If during the period of probation respondent
fails to comply with any term of probation, the EMSA may initiate action to terminate
probation and implement actual license suspension/revocation. Upon the initiation of
such an action, or the giving of a notice to the respondent of the intent to initiate such
an action, the period of probation shall remain in effect until such time as a decision
on the matter has been adopted by the EMSA. An action to terminate probation and
implement actual license suspension/revocation shall be initiated and conducted

pursuant to the hearing provisions of the California Administrative Procedure Act.

The issues to be resolved at the hearing shall be limited to whether respondent
has violated any term of her probation sufficient to warrant termination of probation
and implementation of actual suspension/revocation. At the hearing, respondent and
the EMSA shall be bound by the admissions contained in the terms of probation and

neither party shall have a right to litigate the validity or invalidity of such admissions.

DATE: December 4, 2025 e

Jefievee H. de Guzman (Dec 4, 2025 09:10:01 PST)
JENNEVEE H. DE GUZMAN

Administrative Law Judge

Office of Administrative Hearings
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