
BEFORE THE
BOARD OF BEHAVIORAL SCIENCES

DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter ofthe Accusation and Petition to
Revoke Probation Against:

Case No. DI-2002-459

VICKI ELENA PAULAUSKIS
77564 Country Club Dr., Bldg.B, #400A
Palm Desert, CA 92211

Marriage and Family Therapist License No.
MFC 28013

Respondent.

DECISION AND ORDER

The attached Stipulated Surrender of License and Order is hereby adopted by the Board of

Behavioral Sciences, Department of Consumer Affairs, as its Decision in this matter.

This Decision shall become effective on October 17, 2005

It is so ORDERED October 17, 2005

~ J?1~
FOR THE BOARD OF BEHAVIORAL SCIENCES-
DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
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BILL LOCKYER, Attorney General
of the State of California

SUSAN FITZGERALD, State Bar No. 112278
Deputy Attorney General

California Department of Justice
110 West "AI!Street, Suite 1100
SanDiego,CA 92101 .

3

4

5 IIP.O. Box 85266
San Diego, CA 92186-5266

6 II Telephone: (619)645-2066
Facsimile: (619) 645-2061

7 ..

8

9

Attorneys for Complainant

BEFORE THE
BOARD OF BEHAVIORAL SCIENCES

DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
STATE OF CALIFORNIA10

11

12

In the Matter of the Accusation and Petition to
Revoke Probation Against:

Case No. Dl-2002-459

VICKI ELENA PAULAUSKIS
13 II 77564CountryClubDr.,Bldg.B,#400A

.. PalIIJ.Desert, CA 92211
14

STIPULATED SURRENDER OF
LICENSE AND ORDER

15

16

Marriage and Family Therapist License No. .

MFC 28013

17

18

Respondent.

IT IS HEREBY STIPULATED AND AGREED by and between the parties in this

19 IIproceeding that the following matters are true:

20

21

PARTIES

1. Paul Riches (Complainant) is the Executive Officer of the Board of Behavioral

22

23

Sciences. He brought this action solely in his official capacity and is represented in this matter

by Bill Lockyer, Attorney General of the State of California, by Susan Fitzgerald, Deputy

24 IIAttorney General.

25

26

Vicki Elena Pau1auskis(Respondent) is represented in this proceeding by attorney2.

O. Brandt Caudill, whose address is Callahan, McCune & Willis, 111 Fashion Lane, Tustin, CA

27

28

92780.

III

1
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2

On or about January 4, 1991, the Board of Behavioral Sciences issued Marriage3.

and Family Therapist License No. MFC 28013 to Vicki Elena Paulauskis. The license was in

full force and effect at all times relevant to the charges brought in Accusation and Petition to3

4 Revoke Probation No. Dl-2002-459. The license was suspended on August 12,2005 by an

Interim Order of Suspension, pursuant to Business & Professions Code section 494. The license5

6 will expire on September 30, 2006, unless renewed.

7

8

JURISDICTION

4. Accusation and Petition to Revoke Probation No. D1-2002-459 was filed before

9

10

the Board of Behavioral Sciences (Board), Department of Consumer Affairs, and is currently

pending against Respondent. The Accusation and Petition to Revoke Probation and all other

11

12

statutorily required documents were properly served on Respondent on August 2, 2005.

Respondent timely filed her Notice of Defense contesting the Accusation and Petition to Revoke

13

14

Probation. A copy of Accusation and Petition to Revoke Probation No. DI-2002-459 is attached

as exhibit A and incorporated herein by reference.

15

16

ADVISEMENT AND WAIVERS

5. Respondent has carefully read, fully discussed with counsel, and understands the

17

18

charges and allegations in Accusation and Petition to Revoke Probation No. DI-2002-459.

Respondent also has carefully read, fully discussed with counsel, and understands the effects of

19

20

this Stipulated Surrender of License and Order.

6. Respondent is fully aware of her legal rights in this matter, including the right to a

21

22

hearing on the charges and allegations in the Accusation and Petition to Revoke Probation in an

expedited proceeding prescribed by Business & Professions Code section 494; the right to be

23

24

represented by counsel at her own expense; the right to confront and cross-examine the witnesses

against her; the right to present evidence and to testify on her own behalf; the right to the

issuance of subpoenas to compel the attendance of witnesses and the production of documents;25

26 the right to reconsideration and court review of an adverse decision; and all other rights accorded

by the California Administrative Procedure Act and other applicable laws.27

28 III
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7. Respondent voluntarily, knowingly, and intelligently waives and gives up each

and every right set forth above.

3

4

8. Respondent stipulates and agrees that the Interim Order of Suspension, issued

August 31, 2005, shall remain in effect until the effective date of the Board's decision in the

Accusation and Petition to Revoke Probation.5

6 CULPABILITY

7

8

9. Respondent admits that the Board has established a prima facie case in the

Accusation and Petition to Revoke Probation No. DI-2002-459 by virtue of the decision in the

Petition for Interim Suspension Order that issued August 31, 2005. Respondent chooses not to9

10 contest the charges in Accusation and Petition to Revoke Probation No. DI-2002-459 and hereby

surrenders her Marriage and Family Therapist License No. MFC 28013 for the Board's formal11

12 acceptance.

13

14

10. Respondent understands that by signing this stipulation she enables the Board to

issue an order accepting the surrender of her Marriage and Family Therapist License without

further process.15

16 CONTINGENCY

17

18

11. This stipulation shall be subject to approval by the Board of Behavioral Sciences.

Respondent understands and agrees that counsel for Complainant and the staff of the Board of

Behavioral Sciences may communicate directly with the Board regarding this stipulation and19

20 settlement, without notice to or participation by Respondent or her counseL By signing the

stipulation, Respondent understands and agrees that she may not withdraw her agreement or seek21

22 to rescind the stipulation prior to the time the Board considers and acts upon it. If the Board fails

to adopt this stipulation as its Decision and Order, the Stipulated Surrender and Disciplinary23

24 Order shall be of no force or effect, except for this paragraph, it shall be inadmissible in any legal

action between the parties, and the Board shall not be disqualified from further action by having25

26 considered this matter.

27

28

III

III
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1 OTHER MATTERS

2

3

By virtue of probationary condition no.16 of the Board's Decision and Order that12.

issued on October 1,2004 concerning Respondent, Respondent agreed to pay the Board $6,000

in cost recovery. The amount not yet paid is $4,800.00. The parties herein agree that any4

5 payment of that $4,800.00 shall be deferred to such time, if ever, that Respondent reappEes to the

Board of licensure of any kind.6

7 13. The parties understand and agree that facsimile copies of this Stipulated Surrender

8

9

of License and Order, including facsimile signatures thereto, shall have the same force and effect

as the originals.

10

11

14. In consideration of the foregoing admissions and stipulations, the parties agree

that the Board may, without further notice or fonnal proceeding, issue and enter the following

12

13

Order:

ORDER

14

15

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Marriage and Family Therapist License No. MFC

28013, issued to Respondent Vicki Elena Paulauskis is surrendered and accepted by the Board of

16

17

Behavioral Sciences.

A. The surrender of Respondent's Marriage and Family Therapist license and the

18

19

acceptance of the surrendered license by the Board shall constitute the imposition of discipline

against Respondent. This stipulation constitutes a record of the discipline and shall become a

20

21

part of Respondent's license history with the Board.

B. Respondent shall lose all rights and privileges as a marriage and family therapist

22

23

in California as of the effective date ofthe Board's Decision and Order.

C. Respondent shall cause to be delivered to the Board both her wall license and

24

25

renewal certificate within five (5) days of the effective date of the Decision and Order.

D. Respondent further agrees that with the adoption by the Board of her license

26

27

surrender, Respondent may not petition the Board for reinstatement of the surrendered license.

E. Should Respondent at any time after this surrender ever reapply to the Board for

28 licensure, Respondent must meet all current requirements for licensure including, but not limited

4
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1 I have read and fully discussed 'WithRespondent Vicki Elena PauIauskis the terms and

2 B conditions and other matters contained in this Stipulated Sunender of License and Order. I

3 H approve;1$ men and c~t
4 IIDATED: September 005.

S II CALLAHAN,McCUNE & WILLIS

6

7 @~o. B '- CAUD '
Attorney for Respondent

~
8

9

10 The foregoing Stipulated SUJTeIlderof License and Order is hereby respectfi11lysubmit:ted

11 IIfor consideration by the Board of Behavioral Sciences of the Department of Consumer .Affairs.

12 II DATED: September dIL2005.

13

14 BILL LOCKYER, Attorney General
of the State of CaJifomia

15

16

17

18
Attorneys for Complainant

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

6
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1 II BILLLOCKYER,AttorneyGeneral
of the State of California

2 II SUSANFITZGERALD,StateBar No. 112278
Deputy Attorney General

3 IICalifornia Department of Justice
110 West "A" S1ree~Suite 1100

4 IISan Diego, CA 92101

5 IIP.O. Box 85266
San Diego, CA 92186~5266

6 IITelephone: (619) 645-2066
Facsimile: (619) 645-2061

7

8
Attorneysfor Complainant

9

10

BEFORE THE
BOARD OF BEBAVIORAL SCIENCES

DEPARTl\1ENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

11

12 II In the Matter of the Accusation& Petition to
Revoke Probation Against:

Case No. DI-ZOO2-459

13
ACCUSATION A.lWPETITION
TO REVOKE PROBATION

V1CKI ELENA PAULAUSKIS
14 II77564 Country Club Dr.) Bldg. B) #400A

Palm Desert, CA 92211
15

Marriageand FamilyTherapistLicenseNo.
.16 II MFC 28013

17 Respondent.

18

19 CDmplainantalleges:

20 PARTIES. .

21 .1. Paul Riches (Complainant)brings this Accusation andPetition to Revoke

22 IIProbation solely in his official capacity as the Executive Officer of the Board of Behavioral

23 IIScieuces, Department of Consumer Affairs (Board).

24

25

LICENSING HISTORY

z. On or about January 4, 1991,the Board of Behavioral SciencesissuedMarriage

26 IIand Family Therapist (MFT) License Number M:FC28013 to Vicki Elena Paulauskis

27 II (Respondept).

28 III!!

1
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1 OnFebruary 11,2004, the Board filed Accusation MF 2002..459 against3.

2 II Respondent. On Octob~ 31, 2004, said license was revoked, with revocation stayed, a

3 suspensionfor thirty days,andprobationfor five yearsunder certain terms and conditionsof

4 II probation. The licenseis currentlyrenewed through September3O,2006.

5 JURISDICTION

6

7

The Accusationportion of this pleading is brought before the Board underthe4.

8

authorityof section 822 of the BusinessandProfessions Code that provides as follows:

"If a licensingagencydeterminesthat its licentiate's ability:topracticehis or her

9 II professionsafelyis impairedbecause the licentiate is mentallyill, or physicallyill affecting

10 IIcompetency, the licensing agency may take action by anyone of the following methods:
/

11 (a) Revoking the licentiate' s certificat~ or license.

12

13

(b) Suspendingthe licentiate's right to practice.

(c) Placing the licentiateon probation.

14 (d) Taking such other action in relation to the licentiate as the licensingagencyin its

15 discretion deems proper.

The licensing agency shall not reinstate a revoked or susPending certificate or license16

17 IIuntil it has received competentevidenceof the absenceor control ofthe conditionwhichcaused

18 its actionand until it is satisfiedthatwith dueregard for the public health and safetythe person's

19 n right to practicehis or her professionmay be safelyreinstated."

20 The Petition to RevokeProbationportion of this pleading is broughtbeforethe5.

21 Boardunder the authorityof Business& Professions Code section 4980.34, whichprovidesthat

22 II the Board shall employ its resources for, inter alia, "enforcement oflaws designed to protect the

23 public from incompetent,unethical,or unprofessionalpractitioners," and under the authorityof

24 " the Board's DecisionNo. 1vfF2002-459,which provides for pertinentprobationaryconditionsas

25 follows:

26 "1. ObeyAll Laws. Respondentshall obey all federal, state and loca11aws,andobey all

27 .. statutesand regulationsgoverningthe licensee. . ."

28

2
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lJ

~

1 "10. ViolationofProbation.If Respondent violates the conditions of her probation,

2 " the Board, after giving Respondentnoticeand the opportunity to be heard, may set asidethe stay

3 order and impose the discipline of revocationof Respondent's licenseprovided in the

decision. . . ."4

5 CHARGES Al\T))ALLEGATIONS- CAUSE FOR DISCIPLINE

6 (Mental and/or Physical Unfitness to Practice -Code §8Z2)

7

8

6. Respondenthas subjectedher MFT license to having the cmrent stayedrevocation

of her license set aside and the licenserevoked outright,pursuant to Code section 822, in that she

9 /I is mentallyand or physicallyincompetentto practice marriage and familytherapysafely,as more

10 1/ particularlyallegedbelow:

11 A. On or about April 21, 2Q05, the Board issued an Order to Respondent compelling

12 /I psychologicalandmedical examinations,pursuant to Code section 820, due to observationsand

13 /I reportsby Respondent's practice supervisor(pursuantto Respondent's probationto the Board).

14 B. On or about June 1, 2005, a forensicmedical evaluationwas conductedon

15 Respondent No objectivephysicalreasonwas found to rest:qctRespondent's practice.

16 II However,the ex~minjugdoctorwas concernedabout the number of psychotropicmedications

17 " Respondentreports that she takes. Thesepsychotropicmedications include, Tylenolwith
~

18 Codeine#3, Adderall (cIoseto the maximumdose), Clonazepam0.5 mg, Prozac 20 mg., and

WellbutrinSR 100mg. The doctorrecommendedthat Respondentbe <'understrict inedical19

20 IIsupervisionincludingpossible reviewof her drug regimenby a pharmacologist."

21 C. On or about June 2,2005, Respondentunderwentpsychologicalevaluationand

22 IItesting. The conclusion of the examiner, in his July 14,2005 report, is that Respondent is not

23 safe to practice as a marriage andfamilytherapistdue to Respondent's impairedgrasp of reality.

Shewas diagnosedas sufferingfromDelusionalDisorder, Persecu~oryTypeandNarcissistic24

25 1/Personality Disorder.

26 /I 11/

27 II III

28 1/1

3
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1 PRAYER

2

3

WHEREFORE~Complainantrequeststhat a hearingbe held on the mattersherein

alleged,and that followingthe hearing,the Board of BehavioralSciencesissue a decision:

4 1. Setting aside the Order in DecisionMF 2002-459and revokingoutrightthe

5 IIMarriageand Family TherapistLicenseNumber MFC 28013, issued to Vicki ElenaPaulauskis;

6 2. Taking such other andfurther action as deemednecessaryand proper. '

711 DATED: Jwl" Z't .2005.
8

~~..~
Executive Officer
Board of BehavioralSciences
Departmentof ConsumerAffairs
State of California
Complainant

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

12

23

24

25

26

27,

28

4
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1 BILL LOCKYER, Attorney General
of the State of California

SUSAN FITZGERALD,
Deputy Attorney General
(BAR # 112278)
P.O. Box 85266
San Diego, California 92186~5266
Telephone: (619) 645-2066
Facsimile: (619) 645-2061

n'..

2
L '.

3

4 AUG 1. 0 2005

5

6 Attorneys for Petitioner

7
BEFORE THE OFFICE OF ADMIl\"1STRATlVEHEARINGS

FOR THE BOARD OF BEHAVIORAL SCIENCES
DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

8

9

10 Paul Riches,ExecutiveOfficer
BoardofBe:havioralScienc(:S.Dept.
of ConsumerAffairs,State
of California,

) Case#D1 2002-454
)
)
)
) INTERIMORDER OF
) SUSPENSION
)
)
) (GovernmentCode §494)
)
)
) Date:Friday,August 12, 2005
)
) Time: 11:00 a.m.
)
) Place: SanDiego OAR
)
)

11

12
Petitioner,

13
v.

14

15
VICKI ELENA PAULAUSKIS, MFT
77564 Coun1!y Club Dr., Bldg.B #400A
Palm Dessert, CA 92211

16

17
MaIriage& FamilyTherapist
LicenseNo., MFC 28013,

18 Respondent.

19

20 TheAdministrativeLawJudge, having receivedthe ex parte Petition of the Executive

Officerof theBoardofBehavioralSciences)the accompanyingMemorandumofPointsand21

22 Authoritiesand supportingdeclarations,havingheard oral argument,and havingdeterminedthat

23 this is a proper cause for the issuance of an Interim Suspension Order pursuant to Business &

Professions Code section 494, orders as follows:24

25 IT IS ORDERED that Marriage and Family Therapist license #MFC 28013, issued to

Vicki Elena Paulauskis be suspended and that, as of the date and time of issuance of this order,26

27 Vicki Elena Paulauskis cease practice of any nature whatsoever. directly or indirectly, anywhere

1.
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in tbe State of California, under her marriage and family therapist license until such time as a full

hearing on the pet1tion herein can be had. Such hearing shall be held on r;J36 ,2005,

commencing at)O :30tt,m. at the Office of Administrative Hearings, 1350 FrQntStreet, Room

1

2

3

4 6022, San Diego, California.

Dated: Augustn, 2005.5

6

tR, f\IUorot

2.

7

8

9

10 117003421&.wpd
11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27
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P. 01

BEFORE TI-IE
BOARD OF BEHAVIORAL SCIENCES

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter ofrhe Petition For
1ntt:rim Order DfSuspension:

Agency Case No. D 1 2002-454

OAH No. L2005080286
Paul Riches, Executive Officer,
Board of Bebavioral Sci~nce, Department
ofConsurner Affairs, State of Califomia,

Petitioner,
y-

VICKI ELENA PAULAUSKIS, MFT
77564 Country Club Dr., Bldg. B #400 A
Palm Desert~CA 92111

Marriage & Family Therapist
License No. MFC 28013,

Respondent.

DECISION

James Ahler, Administrative Law Judge, Office of Administrative Hearings, State of
California, heard this matter on August 30,2005, in San Diego, California.

Susan Fitzgerald, D~puty Attomey General, appeared on behalf of petitioner.

O. Brandt Caudill. Jr., Attorney at Law. appeared on behalf of respondent Vicki Elena
PaulaL\skis.MFT, who was not present.

The matter was sl~bmjttcd on August 30, 2005.

FACTUAL FINDINGS

l. On January 4, 199f. the Board of Behavioral Sciences (the Board).
Department of Consumer Affairs, State of California issued Marriage & Family Therapist

-I
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LicenseNo.MFC 28013to Vicki Elena Paulauskis, MFT (respondent)- That license IS
renewed throughSeptember30,2006.

2. On Febmary 11,2004, the Board fi1edAccusation MF 2002-459 against
Marria.ge& Family Therapi~t License Xo. MFC 28031.

3. On October 31, 2004, Marriage & Family Therapist License No. MFC 28031
was revoked, but the order of revocation was stayed and the license;was placed on five years
probatt011on various terms and conditions iilcluding a 30 day actu.alsuspension, a
requirement that respondent's practice be supetvised, and a requirement that respondent
participate in ongoing psychotherapy. I

4. On July 29, 2005, Paul Riches, the Board's Executive Director. signed an
Accusation and Petitlon to Rcvol<ePro bat;on in Case No. Dl-2002-459. The Accusation and
Petition essentially alleged respondent was unfit to practice as a result of a ttlental and
physical impairment.

5. On AUgL1St10, 2005, Susan Fitzgerald, on behalf of petitioner :PaulRiches,
signed the Pe:titionfor Interim Order of Suspension.

The petition aJleg~dthat as a result of reports from the therapist supervising
respondent's practice and as a resu1tofthe report ji-Ol1lthe tllerapist treating respondent, the
Board issued an order on April 21, 2005 compelling respondent to submit to a psychological
and a physical examination. The petition aIleged that while the medica] doctor's evaluation
on June 1, 2005, TesuIt~din no objective physical reason to limit respondent's practice, the
examining physician was concerned about the amount of prescription medications
respondent was taking. The petition alleged the psychologist who examined respondent
concluded respondent had an impaired grasp of reality and was suffering trom a delusional
disorder. The petition alleged, "because of her mental illness, Respondent cannot practice
her profession safely" and '.Pcrmitting Respondent to continue to practice in her present
mental condition has endangered and continues to endanger the public health, safety or
welfare." The petition sought the temporary suspension of respondent's practice under her

In the stipul;)re:l1~c;ttlcm~nt givmg rise to the di~ciplinary order, ;[c;s;polldentadmitted thl1tbetWeen August
1999 and January 2001. respondent treated N.D. after N.D. 's ttlother V'J';!,Snttacked at church and was badly beatl':n,
suffering brain damage; that during therapy, responcll:nt stmed sharing increasing amounts of personal information
a.bout hetSe1fwith N.D. lneluding infonmtion about her sex life; that she gave ND. gifts ofclothiut, planl~ aDd
other things and recejved ~ili:s froa'! X.D.; that when N.D. dc-dded to end thernpy willi N.D., rcspo"dent reminded
N.D.thatthe"DarkOI1es"W/:CcinfluencingN.D. to stop r.h~ntpy.with the r€::Suitthat therapycontinued:that durlng
therapy respcll1denrel'\.Cc\lrag~dN.D. IOsee her twiCe a week, !1frerwhicb the sessions bc:g:1nto be two o.tl1rec houts
long aDd often.la~r~d past. midnight; that respondent invi~d N.D. to &pe.ndthe weekend with bex at respondent's
1~ome:and N.D spent severnl days an.d nights at respondent's home.; that while they were presc:ut in respondent's
home, respondeut smoked mariju&na ill N.D.'s prt~C:l1CeaDd jnvi1;edN.D. to smoke it a1.!:o,whichN,D. declined; that
while they were at te!;p()"de(ll"~ 110me,respoucknt had a.m:)~sl:1goin her livint room and started to undress in front
orN-D.; that respondent bluITed tI\~.ap(;utic:boufldaries by cre"'ting IIdual relationship; that On September 11,2002,
~"Pondel1t lied YOa Boa.rd investigator. telling the investigOltor th~r QI1the weekend that N.D. was at her home
respondent did not smoke marijuana in N.D. '5 pr~!::enceand did not offer it to N.D. wben. in.fact, respondent
admitted she had dOltCso to N.D.'!: therapist A.B.

2
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NO.995 [;1004

license. A memorandum ofpoinrs and authorities, counsel's declaration, a copy ofthe
Board's decisioninCase No. :vrF2002-259, a certi'Jicationof license history, a copy of the
Board order compelling a psychoJogical and medical examinations, and [he declarations of
Carol Bayer, MFT, Edie Keller, MFT, Alan Karbdnig, Ph.D. and Kurt DeCrimis, M.D., and
a copy of the Accusation a11dPetition to revoke Probation in Case No. Dl-2002-459
accompanied the petition.

6. On August 10,2005, the Petition for Interim Order of Suspension and
accompanying documents wen~tlled with the Office of Administrative Hearings.

7. 01'1August 12,2005, AdministTC1tiveLaw Judge Alan R. Alvord (ALl Alvord)
received and reviewed the petition and accompanying documents?heard oral argument from
Susan Fitzgerald, Deputy Attorn~y General, and O. Brandt Caudill, Jr., Attomey at Law, who
appeared on behalf of respondem, and deterrruned cause existed to issue an Interim
Suspension Order under Business and Professions Code section 494. ALJ Alvord signed an
order suspending Marriage & Family Therapist License No. MFC 28013 and prohibiting
respondent from practicing under that license unlil a ful] hearing on August 30,2005.

8. Respondent? through counsel, fHed opposition to the petition for an interim
. ord.erof suspension, respondent's declaration in opposition, counsel's declaration in support

of the opposition, the declaration of William White, Ph.D. in support of the opposition, the
declaration of Steven Bucky, Ph.D. in support of the opposition, and the declaration of
Russell L Christopher, Jr., M.D., in support of the opposition.

9. Summary of Petitioner's Relevant Evidence: Carol A. Bayer (Bayer), MFT, is a
licensed maniage and family therapist. Bayer has supervised respondenes clinical practice
since December 10,2004, meeting with respondent weekly, in accordance with the order of
probation. Based on her many contacts with respondent, Bayer finally concluded in August
2005 that respondeIlt was delusional and was not competent to practice.

Edie Keller (KelJer), MFT, 15a license marriage and family therapist. Keller has
provided respondent with mental health therapy since January 31, 2005, on a weeldy basis in
accordance with the order ofprobation. On August 5,2005, respondent was upset that Keller
and a psychi3hist had discussed respondent's plan to travel with a patient to Oregon.

Alan Karbelnig (Karbc1nig),Ph.D., is a licensed psychoJogist. Karbe]nig condl~cteda
comprehensive psychological evaluation ofrespondent at the Board's request on June 2~
2005. In his interview with respondent, respondent told Karbell1igshe had tTeateda woman
(inferentially patient N.D., the subject of the prior accusation) who was one of many victims
of "Operabon Monarch," an organization enga.gedin a form of absolute mind control. When
N.D. stopp~d therapy with respondent and returned to hor "handler:. N.D. was encouraged
by her handler to file a complaint aga1nstrespondent with the Board. RespondMt told
Karbelnig she was the victim of various acts of retribution by the patient or others involved
with Operation Monarch which included breaking io.toher homo and smearing the walls with
blood and perfonning surgery on her on at least one night. Respondent said, "I know it all
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sound's strange, but It'S true. - - There is an underground of abusers, the organized rinlal
abusers, that know about me, and therefore rhey try ro intercept me." Respondent described
the nighnime s'-lrgcry to her Jeft hip as being two inches wide by two inches long by tWo
inches deep. Respondcnt told Karbe]nig that Operation Monarch officials were scrutinizing
her professional work. Psychological testing was witb1n normal 1imits except for possible
mUd cognitive impaiml.ent. Respondent's mental statUs exanllnation was not remarkable.
Karbelnig diagnosed respondent l1as having a delusional disorder, "a fairly unusua.l psychotic
condition that is rypicany hard to detect C1ndis often charactelized by a fairly nomlal clinkal
presentation and psychological te!'>treslllts." Asking the rhetorical question, "Ca:o a
delusional person. be of aSslsta-nce to another delusional person?" and noting respondent
apparently agrees with some of her patients' delusional forms ofthinking, he concluded
respondent was "incapable of helping them to test reality more accurately." Karbelnjg
concluded respondent is not currently mentally competent to practice safely as a.marriage,
fam.ily and child counselor.

10. Summary of Respondent's Relevant Evidence: Respondent sought to jmpeach
Karbelnig's opinions by offering Karbelnig's deposition transcript taken in a differf:Iltmatter
to establish he sometimes 'used intuition, an artide Karbelnig co-autllOredentitled Detecting
Accuracy in MeluQ!Healch Evaluations to stress [he Karbehiig's beHefthat psychological
.testing was very important in confIrming a diagnosis, the diagnostic criteria for a Narcissistic
Personality Disorder to establish Karbelnig misapplied those criteria, and a Research Update
fTomthe Office of Criminal Justice Planning (Special Edition) concel11ingoccult crime to
establish that some of the bizarre things respondent talked about actually occulTed. These
materials were interesting, but they did not undennjne the ultimate opinion and conclusion
Karbelnig expressed in his declaration and narrative report, i.e. respondent was suffering
.from a delusional disorder al1dwas nO!cU11'entlyrnentally competent to practice safely as a
man"iagc,family and child counselor.

Evidence was presented in an eff0l1to establish that while respondent might march to
the beat of a different drummer, she was not mentally incol"npetentarld she did not present
any danger to the public if her hcense was not suspended pending a disciplinary hearing on
the Accusation and Petition to Revoke Prob~ltion. This evidence essentially consisted ofthE:
information and opinions contained in four dec1aratiolls.

Respondent subnritted a declaration in wl1kh she claimed Bayer and Keller did not
have training in treating dissociative identity disorder patients which resulted in some clinical
disagreement~neither Bayer nor Keller ever told her they thought she was delusional, her
plan to trave] with an agoraphobic patient to Oregon was "blown out of proportion" and she
never had firm plans to do so, information communicated to Keller, Bayer and Karbelnig was
misunderstood or distorted, the cut on her hip was really three-quarters of an inch square and
abollt all inch and a half deep and appeared to be surgical in nature and she denied atuibuting
the cut to any group or organization, and she believed in ritual abuse and cults but had not
pushed her beliefs in these matters on any patients in any way.

4
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Steven Bucky (Bucky), Ph.D., is a licensed psychologist who served as an expert
witness for the Board in the past. Bucky was part of <'IRitua1 Abuse Task Force in which
about 30% of 134 rcsponding tl1erapistssaid they had seen clients who had reported
memories of rimaI abuse. According to Bucky) a minority of psychologists and therapists
believe ritua] abuse and culLabuse occurs. Bucky rcv1ewed the reporTsof Karbelnig, Bayer
and Kdler and administered (unidentified) psychological testing to respondent on August 22,
2005, when he also met with respondent and interviewed her. Bucky's review of Karbelnig's
report and his own assessment revealed no basis to assert respondent was or is delusional.
Bucky believed Karbelnig's test results were inconsistent w1th a diag110sisof a delusional
disorder. Based on his interview with respondent, Buc1cyconcluded respondent did not pose
a danger to the public. If Buck prepared <1mUTativereport summarizing his interview, testing
and evaluation ofrcspondent, it was not producE:d. His declaration was very conclusionary
and lacked details to suppOli those conclusions. Bucky's declaration was dated August 26,
2005.

William White (White). Ph.D., is a licensed psychologist who treated respondent
from May 1993 \.111ti1OCTOber1995. According to White. respondent did not give any
evidence that she was delu$ional. He did not believe she was a danger to me patients she
was lTeating. '

Russell L. Christop11er,Jr. (Christapher), M.D., is a licensed physi.cianpracticing
psychiatry who has known respondent 011a professional basi.sfor five years, sharing 75-100
patients with her over that period of lime. Christopher's declaration stated respon.denthad
never demonstrated halll\cinations or delo.siollS,was a very dedicated therapist, and obtained
good results from the individuals and couples she treated.

LEGAL CONCLUSIONS

1. Business and Professions Code section 494 provides in part:

"(a) A board or an adlninjsll"arivelaw judge sitting alone, as provided in subdivision
(11),may, upon.petition, issue an interim order suspending any licentiate. . . The
petition shall include affidavits that demonstratc, to the satisfaction of the board, both
of the following:

(1) The licentiate has engaged in acts or omissions constituting a violation of
this code or has been convicted ofa crime substantially related to the licensed
activity.

(2) Pem1ittil1gthe licentiate to continue to engage in the licensed activity, or
permitting [he licentiate to continue in the licensed activity without restrictions. would
endanger tlH;pubHc health, safety, or welfare.

5
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(b) No Inltrim order providtd for.in this section shall be issued without notice to the
licentiate unless it appears from the petitjon and supporting documents that serious
injury would resu\[ to the public before the matter could be heard on notice.

(c:)...lfthe order w~s initially issued without notice as provided in subdjvision (b).
the licentiare shall be entidcd lO a hearing on the petition within 20 days of the
issuance of the interim order w]thout notice. . .

(d) At the hearing on the peTitionfor an inTerimorder, the licentiate may:

(l) Be represented by counsel.

(2) Have a record made of the proceedings. . .

(3) Present affidavits and other documentary evidence.

(4) Present oral argument.

(e) . . . an administrativelawjudge sluing aloneas providedin subdivision(h), shan
issue a decision Onthe petition for interim order within five business days fol1owing
submission of the matter. The standard of proof required to obtain an.interim order
pursuant to this section shall be a preponderance of the evidence standard. . .

(f) The board shall file an accusation within 15 days of the issuance of an interim
order. I!l the case of an interim order issued without notice, the time shall run from the
date ofthe order issued after the noticed hearing. If the licentiate files a Notice of
Defense, the hearing shall be held within 30 days of the agency's receipt of the Notice
of Defense. A decision shall be rendered on the accusation no later than 30 days after
submission of the matter. Failure to comply with any of the requirements in this
subdivision shall dissolve tl1eI11terimorder by operation oflaw.

(g) Interim orders shall be subject to judicial review pursuant to Section 1094.5 of
the Code of Civil Procedure and shall be heard only in the superior court in and for
the Counties of Sacramento, San Francisco, Los Angeles, or San Diego, The review
of an interim order shan be Jimited to a determination of whether the board abused its
discretion in the issuance of the interim order. Abuse of discretion is established if the
respondent board has not proceeded in the manner required by law, or if the court
detem1ines that the h1terjmorder is not supported by substantial evidence in light of
the whole record.

(h) The boaTdmay, in its sole discretion, delegate the hearing on any petition for an
interim order to an administrative law judge in the Office of Administrative Hearings
. ., When the petition has been delegated to an administrative taw judge, he or she
shaUsit alone and exercise all of the POWe:l.Sof the board relating to the conduct of the
hearing. A decision issued by an administrative Jawjudge sitting alone shall be [mal

6



09v01/2005 07:26 Dept. of Justice~ 919163230707
nU\.J-..)I c-uV;,J "H..V U..)" Y,I 111 VI-I' I\.d:" VI. nVI II "" llc.nl\lI.u ",(\ "v. V'v 'oIC""-r"""

NO. 995 [;1008

when it is filed with the board. If the adminislTativetawjudge issues an intelim order
without notice, he Drshe shall preside at the noticed hearing, unless unavailable, in
which case anorher administrative law judge may hear the matter. The decision of the
administrative law judge sitting alone on the petition for an intedm order is final,
subject only to judicia] review in accordance with subdivision (g).

(i) Failure to comply with an irncl-imorder issued pursuant to subdivision (a) or (b)
shall constirute a separate cause for disciplinary action against zmylicentiate, and may
be heard (:H;and as a part of, the noticed hearing provided for in subdivision (t).
AlIegations ofnollcompliancE:with Theinterim order 111aybe filed at any time pdor to
the rendering of a decision on Theaccusation- Violation of the interil'1'1order is
established upon proof that the licentiate was on notice oftl'le interim order and i.ts
terms, and th&.tthe order was in effect (3rthe time of the violation- The finding of a
violation of an jnterim order made at the hearing on the accusation shall be reviewed
as a part of any review of a final decision of the agency.

If the interim order issued by the agency provides for anything less than a
complete suspension of the liccmiate from his or her business or profession, and the
1icentiateviolates the interim order prior to the hearing 011the accusation provided for
in subdivision (t), the agellcy may, upon notice to the licentiate and proof of violation,
modify or expand the intelim order."

2. Business and Professions Code section 820 provides:

"Whenever it appears rhat any person ho1dinga license, certificate or pennit under
this division Orunder aJ)Yinitiative act referred to in ihis division may be unable to
practice his or her profession safely because the licentiate's ability to practice is
impaired due to mentallllness. or physical illness affecting comp~tency, the licensing
agency may order the licentiate to be examjned by one or more physicians and
surgeoru;or psychologists designated by the agency. The report ofthe examiners shall
be made available to the licentiate and may be received as direct evidence in
proceedings conducted pursuant (0 Section 822:'

3. Business and Professions Code section 822 provides in part:

"If a licensing agency determines thar its licentiate's ability to practice his or her
profession safely is i1i1pair~dbecause the licentiate is mentally in, or physically ill
affecting competel1cy~the licensing agency may take action by anyone ofthe
following methods:

(a) Revoking the licentiatc's certificate or license.

(b) Suspending the::licemiate's right to practice.

(c) Placing (he licentiate on probation-

7
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(d) Takil'lgsuch other action in relatiQn to the licentiate as th~ licensing agency
in its discretion deems proper.

The licensing age:oc:y£;hi:i.Ilnot reinstate a revoked or su.spended cenificate or
license until it has received competent evidence ofrhe absence or control of the
condition which caused its action and until it is satisfied that with due regard for the
public health and safety the person's right to practice his or her profession rnay be
safely reinstated."

4. Und~r the starute, petitioner need only prove his case by a preponderance of
the evidence, and this requires a demonstration of a reasonable probability that petitioner wi11
prevail in establishing the violations complained of in seeking the injunction. People v.
Fraf7gadaki!.'(1960) 184 CaLApp.2d 540,549-550.

5. The preponderance of the evidence established respondent probably suffers fi'om
a delusional disorder and that as a result of that disorder permming respondent to continue to
engage maIT1ageand family therapy would endanger the public health~safety and welfare.

Respondenr has been licensed as marriage and farrrilytherapist since January 4, 1991.
In respondent's treatment of patient N.D. between August 1999 and January 2001,
respondent engaged in conduct constituting gloss negligence and engaged ill dishonest acts.
Respondent was placed on probation on that condition her practice be supervised and on
condition that she receive psychotherapy. These conditions were imposed to alert the Board
ifit became apparent to cHhe:l'respondent's snpc;:rvisoror respondellfs therapist that
respondent might pose a danger to patients in treatment. Respondent selected Bayer as her
practice supe.rYtSOTand Keller as her psychOl:herapist.

Bayer and Keller recently became concerned about respondent's mental health and
her ability to provide her patients with safe, quality care. The Board referred respondent to
Karbelnlg, a licensed psychologist, who concludl!:d(among other things) that respondent was
delusional and was TIotcUITentlymentally competent to practice safely as a marriage, family
and child counselor. Karbelnig perfom1ed and documented his psychological testing, the
content of his interview with respondent, hi.sreview of medical and other records, and his
diagnosis, opinions and conclusions.

Karbclnig's opinion that respondent suffers from a delusional disorder and his
conclusion that respondent is not eUlTentlymentally competent to practice safely as a
marriage, family and child counselor has more far convincing force than the evidence
presented to the contrary, at least based on the evidence that was presented at this hearing.
White's opinion was not based on current evidence. Christopher's opinion concerning
rospondent~sability to practice safely bad some:probative valuc, but only if one assumes
respondent was not delusional. Exactly what respondent told Bucky is unknown. W11ether
respDndent told him she was the target of Operation Monarch retribution and had a 2"x1"x2~>
chunk of flesh removed fl.'omher left hip during rhe night is indefmite and, if i;hedid say that
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was the case, Bucky's evaluation of her clahn wa$ unidentified. The nature and extent of the
psychological testing Bucky perfonned was not reported. While it may well be ma.tritual
abuse and cult abuse takes place on a daily basis, that OCCUlTencehas nothing to do with
respondent's CU1Tentmental competency. Delusjonal persons should not be caring for other
delLLSionalpersons in a professional set1ing.

The administrative law judge is ;:J.wareof and quite sympathetic about the impact a
temporary suspension will have on respondent. However>this matter is required to proceed
to a discipHnaryhearing vtry quickly in accordance with the goveming statutes which will
mitigate r~spondent's inevitabl~ economic losses. On balance, the public safety requires the
interim sllspension ofrespondeues license at this lime.

By reason of the maners set fonh herein. petitioner has demonstrated that an interim
suspension order is necessary to protect the public health, safety and welfare. Respondent's
evidence and arguments in opposition were considered. It w.ouldnot b~ in the public interest
to impose anyth1ng less than a full stJspension of respondent's license to practice at this time.

ORDER

Marriage & Family Therapist License No. MFC 28013 is hereby suspended in
accordance \\1).(11Business and Professions Code section 494.

Respondent Vicki Elena Paulauskis, MFT shall be and hereby is immediately
reslTainedand prohibited from practicing or attempting to practice as a licensed marriage and
farnjly therapist and she is ordered to cease practice of any nature whatsoever, directly or
indirectly, anywhere in the State of California under her marriage and family therapist
license.

DATED: ~ ~// ~t!J~~

l~S AHLER
dminfstr3tiveLawJudge

Officeof AdministrativeHearings
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