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In the Matter of Charges and Complaint Case No. 24-13009-1

Against: FILED

JON LANE SIEMS, M.D.,
0CT 0¢ 2024

NEVADA STATE BOARD OF

MEQICA AMINERS
s VAT

Respondent.

COMPLAINT

The Investigative Committee' (IC) of the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners (Board),
by and through Donald K. White, Senior Deputy General Counsel and attorney for the IC, having a
reasonable basis to believe that Jon Lane Siems, M.D. (Respondent) violated the provisions of Nevada
Revised Statutes (NRS) Chapter 630 and Nevada Administrative Code (NAC) Chapter 630
(collectively, the Medical Practice Act), hereby issues its Complaint, stating the IC’s charges and
allegations as follows:

The IC alleges the following facts:

1. Respondent is currently, and was at all times relevant to this Complaint, licensed in
active-probation status (License No. 9250). Respondent was issued his license from the Board on
December 20, 1999, pursuant to the provisions of NRS Chapter 630.

2. On December 19, 2023, Case No. 23-13009-1 came before the Board during a
regularly scheduled Board Meeting and was adjudicated by the Board. The Board found that
Respondent had violated a Board Order and issued its Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and
Order, attached hereto as Exhibit 1.

3. In a letter dated December 19, 2023, Johnna LaRue, Deputy Chief of Investigations

and Compliance Officer for the Board, in normal course mailed a letter via first class mail with

' The Investigative Committee of the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners, at the time this formal
Complaint was authorized for filing, was composed of Board members Bret W. Frey, M.D., Carl N. Williams, Ir. M.D.,
and Col. Eric D. Wade (USAF (Ret.).
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return receipt required, postage prepaid to Respondent which provided explicit instructions
regarding his specific requirements and the deadlines to achieve compliance with the Board-
approved Settlement Agreement.

4, The Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order, as well as Ms. LaRue’s letter
clearly stated that Respondent had six (6) months to complete the Physician Assessment and Clinical
Education Program at the University of San Diego School of Medicine (PACE) or a substantially
simitar program. Additionally, the Board stated that Respondent shall reimburse the Board the
necessary costs and expenses actually incurred in the investigation and prosecution of the case in
the amount of seven thousand four hundred and ninety-nine dollars and twenty cents ($7,499.20)
within six (6) months of service of the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order.

5. Respondent did not reimburse the Board for the expenses as Ordered. At this time,
the Board has still not received his payment for costs and expenses in the amount of seven thousand
four hundred and ninety-nine dollars and twenty cents ($7,499.20) which is beyond the time limit
provided in the Order, June 1, 2024.

COUNT 1
NRS 630.3065(2)(a) - Knowing or Willful Failure to Comply with a Board Order

6. All of the aliegations in the above paragraphs arc hereby incorporated by reference
as though fully set forth herein.

7. NRS 630.3065(2)(a) provides that the knowing or willful failure to comply with an
order of the Board constitutes grounds for initiating disciplinary action,

8. Respondent knowingly or willfully failed to comply with an order of the Board when
he failed to pay the costs and expenses due in the amount of seven thousand four hundred and
ninety-nine dollars and twenty cents ($7,499.20) by June 1, 2024,

9. Additionally, the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order clearly states that
Respondent was to reimburse the Board in the amount of seven thousand four hundred and ninety-
nine dollars and twenty cents ($7,499.20) within six (6) months of the receipt of the Order or

June 1, 2024,

f i
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10. By reason of the foregoing, Respondent is subject to discipline by the Board as
provided in NRS 630.352.

WHEREFORE, the Investigative Committee prays:

1. That the Board give Respondent notice of the charges herein against him and give
him notice that he may file an answer to the Complaint herein as set forth in
NRS 630.339(2) within twenty (20) days of service of the Complaint;

2, That the Board set a time and place for a formal hearing after holding an Early Case
Conference pursuant to NRS 630.339(3);

3. That the Board determine what sanctions to impose if it determines there has been a
violation or violations of the Medical Practice Act committed by Respondent;

4, That the Board award fees and costs for the investigation and prosecution of this case
as outlined in NRS 622.400;

5. That the Board make, issue and serve on Respondent its findings of fact, conclusions
of law and order, in writing, that includes the sanctions imposed; and

6. That the Board take such other and further action as may be just and proper in these
premises.

DATED this E% rjdaly of October, 2024.

INVESTIGATIVE COMMITTEE OF THE
STATE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS

By:
DONALD K. WHITE
Senior-Beputy General Counsel
9600 Gateway Drive
Reno, NV 89521
Tel: (775) 688-2559
Email: dwhite@medboard.nv.gov
Attorney for the Investigative Commiltice
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VERIFICATION
STATE OF NEVADA )

. §S.

COUNTY OF WASHOE )

Bret W. Frey, M.D., having been duly sworn, hereby deposes and states under penalty of
perjury that he is the Chairman of the Investigative Commitice of the Nevada State Board of Medical
Examiners that authorized the Complaint against the Respondent herein; that he has read the
foregoing Complaint; and that based upon information discovered in the course of the investigation
into a complaint against Respondent, he believes that the allegations and charges in the foregoing
Complaint against Respondent are true, accurate and correct.

DATED this ﬁlay of October, 2024.

INVESTIGATIVE COMMITTEE OF THE
NEVADA STATE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS

O

BRET WA'REY, M.D.
Chairndn of the Investigative Commiltiee
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS
OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

& % k% &

In the Matter of Charges and Complaint | Case No. 23-13009-1
Against
JON LANE SIEMS, M.D.,

Respondent.

NVt

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER

This case was presented for adjudication and decision before the Nevada State Board of
Medical Examiners (Board), during a regularly scheduled Board meeting on December 1, 2023, at
8:40 a.m., (Pacific Standard Time), located at 325 E. Warm Springs Road, Suite 225, Las Vegas,
NV 89119, video conferenced to 9600 Gateway Drive, Reno, NV 89521. Jon Lane Siems, M.D.,
(Respondent), was properly served with a notice of the adjudication, including the datc, time and
Jocation, and was present and not represented by counsel. The adjudicating members of the Board
participating in these Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order (FOFCOL) were:
Nick M. Spirtos M.D., F.A.C.0.G., Ms. Maggie Arias-Petrel, Ms. Pamela Beal, Irwin B. Simon,
M.D., FACS, Joseph Olivarez, P.A -C, and Jason B. Farnsworth, RRT, MBA. Chricy E. Harris,
Esq., Deputy Attomey General, served as legal counsel to the Board.

The Board, having received and read the Complaint and exhibits admitted at the hearing of
this matter, the Hearing Officet’s Findings and Recommendations', and the transcript of the
hearing, made its decision pursuant to its authority and provisions of the Nevada Revised Statutes
(NRS) Chapter 630 and Nevada Administrative Code (NAC) Chapter 630 (collectively, the
Medical Practice Act), NRS Chapter 622A, and NRS Chapter 233B, as applicable.

Iy
i

' The Hearing Officer’s Findings and Recommendations were prepared by Charles Woodman, Esq., who was
appointed as Hearing Officer under NRS 630.106 in this matter and presided over the hearing.

1
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The Board, after due consideration of the record, evidence, and law, and being fully
advised in the premises, makes its FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND
ORDER in this matter, as follows:

FINDINGS OF FACT
I

Respondent held an Active-Probation license to practice medicine in the State of Nevada
issued by the Board from December 3, 2021, until December 27, 2022. An Order for Summary
Suspension of Respondent’s license was filed on December 27, 2022, served on December 27,
2022, which immediately suspended Respondent’s license until a show cause hearing could be
held to determine if his medical license would be reinstated during the regular hearing process.
On February 2, 2023, a show cause hearing was held at the office of the Nevada State Board of
Medical Examiners and the Hearing Officer entered his order during the hearing that continued
the suspension of Respondent’s medical license throughout the hearing process.

IL

On January 30, 2022, the Investigative Committee filed its formal Complaint in
Case No. 23-13009-1, alleging Respondent violated the Medical Practice Act. Respondent was
personally served with the Complaint by a USPS Certified mail on March 3, 2023. The Complaint
alleges as follows: Count I, a violation of NRS 630.3065(2)(a) Knowing or Willful Failure to
Comply with a Board Order.

Respondent did not answer or file a response to the allegations set forth in the Complaint.
Pursuant to NAC 630.460(4), the allegations of the Complaint are deemed generally denied if an
answer is not filed.

111

An Early Case Conference was held at the conclusion of the show cause hearing.
Donald K. White, Senior Deputy General Counsel was present on behalf of the Investigative
Committee (IC) of the Board, with Hearing Officer Charles Woodman, Esq., Respondent
participated in the Early Case Conference and show cause hearing but was not represented by an

attorney.
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I In compliance with NAC 630.465 an Order After Prehearing and Order Confirming
Hearing Date was filed March 1, 2023, setting dates for the formal hearing calendared to
commence on April 13, 2023, at the Office of the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners,
9600 Gateway Drive, Reno, Nevada 89521 video conferenced to the Board’s Las Vegas Office,
located at 325 E. Warm Springs Road, Suite 225, Las Vegas, NV 89119. All documents intended
to be introduced as evidence in the casc were to be exchanged on or before March 13, 2023.
Respondent was served this Order via USPS Certified Mail on March 6, 2023, at his address of
record.
v,

On April 13, 2023, as duly noticed and ordered, a hearing was held before the Hearing
! Officer to receive cvidence and to hear arguments of both parties. Legal counsel for the
Investigative Committee, Donald K. White, Senior Deputy General Counsel appeared, along with
Respondent, without legal counsel, and Hearing Officer Charles Woodman, Esq. Mr. White
presented the IC’s case, offered documentary evidence, and presented witness testimony. Exhibits
one (1) through (4) from the IC and several of Respondent’s exhibits, were marked and admitied
into evidence.

The Hearing Officer provided the Synopsis and Analysis of Record, filed May 9, 2023.
This matter was scheduled for final adjudication on December 1, 2023, at a regularly scheduled
Board meeting,.

The notice of the adjudication was sent via USPS Certified Mail on October 30, 2023, and
was delivered to Respondent on November 3, 2023, at 10:14 a.m.

A copy of the adjudication materials along with a copy of the Hearing Officer’s Synopsis
Aand Analysis of Record were mailed via Fed Ex 2-Day and were delivered to Respondent’s
address of record on November 10, 2023,

V.

Pursuant to NRS 622A.300(5)(a), the Findings and Recommendations of the Hearing

| Officer are hereby approved by the Board in their entirety, with modification to the discipline, and

if///
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are hereby specifically incorporated and made part of this Order by reference and are attached
hereto as Exhibit 1.
VL
In accordance with the Synopsis and Analysis of Record, the Board hereby finds that the
count set forth in the Complaint, and as recapitulated in Paragraph II above, have been established
by a preponderance of the evidence.
VIL
If any of the foregoing Findings of Fact is more properly deemed a Conclusion of Law, it
may be so construed.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

L

The Board has jurisdiction over Respondent and the Complaint, and an adjudication of this

matter by the Board members as set forth herein is proper.
IL.

Respondent was timely and properly served with the Complaint, and all notices and orders
in advance of the hearing and adjudication thereon, in accordance with NRS and NAC
Chapters 630, NRS Chapters 241, 622A and 233B, and all legal requirements of due process.

III.

With respect to the ailegations of the Complaint, the Board concludes that Respondent has
violated NRS 630.3065(2)(a) Knowing or Willful Failure to comply with a Board Order, as
alleged in Count I. Accordingly, Respondent is subject to discipline pursuant to NRS 630.352.

IV.

The Board finds that, pursuant to NRS 622.400, recovery from Respondent of reasonable
attorneys’ fees and costs incurred by the Board as part of its investigation and disciplinary
proceedings against Respondent is appropriate. The Board has reviewed the Investigative
Committee’'s Memorandum of Costs and Disbursements and Attorneys’ Fees, and the Board finds
them to be the actual fees and costs incurred by the Board as part of its investigative,

administrative and disciplinary proceedings against Respondent, and finds them to be reasonable,
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“ necessary, and actually incurred based on: (1) the abilities, training, education, expericnce,
professional standing and skill demonstrated by Board staff and attorneys; (2) the character of the
work done, its difficulty, its intricacy, its importance, the time and skill required, the responsibility
imposed and the prominence and character of the parties where, as in this case, they affected the
importance of the litigation; (3) the work actually performed by the Board's attorneys and staff,
and the skill, time and attention given to that work; and (4) the product of the work and benefits to
the Board and the people of Nevada that were derived therefrom.
V.

If any of the foregoing Conclusions of Law is more properly decmed a Finding of Fact, it
“ may be so construed.

ORDER

Based upon the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, and good cause
appearing therefore,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that:

1. Respondent has violated the Medical Practice Act, as atleged in the Complaint, as
follows: one (1) violation of NRS 630.3065(2)(a), Knowing or Willful Failure to comply with a
Board Order.

2. Pursuant to NRS 630.352(4)(e), the Board shall administer a written public

reprimand to Respondent.
r 3. Respondent’s license shall be suspended for a period of one year, from
December 28, 2022, to December 27, 2023.2 On December 28, 2023, Respondent’s license status
shall be reinstated 1o an Active-Probation status.
“ 4, Pursuant to NRS 630.352(4)(k), Respondent shall complete at the University of
San Diego Physician Assessment and Competency Evaluation Program (PACE), Competency
Assessment, or substantially similar assessment by another entity approved by the Board within

six (6) months of issuance of this Order. Any aforementioned hours of Continuing Medical

2 pursuant to the Board’s motion imposing discipline, the one-year suspension imposed upon Respondent
shall take into account the time he has been suspended since the Order of Summary Suspension, which was served
upon him on December 28, 2022.

5
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Education received for attending the program that is substantially related to PACE shall be in
addition to the requirements that are regularly imposed upon Respondent as a condition of
licensure in the State of Nevada pursuant to NAC 630.153(1).

5. Respondent shall reimburse the Board the reasonable and necessary costs and

expenses actually incurred in the investigation and prosecution of this case in the amount of seven

J thousand four hundred and ninety-nine dollars, and twenty cents ($7,499.20) within six (6) months of
service of this Order. The Board, and/or its designee, are granted the authority to collect any and all
‘ funds due under this Order.

6. Investigation Case Nos. 18-18146, 19-18953, 20-19625, 20-19679, 20-19736, 2i-
20367, 22-21285, 22-21357, 23-22654, 23-22790, and 23-22844 shall be dismissed with prejudice.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

DATED this 19th day of December, 2023.

NEVADA STATE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS

. Tt M A~

NICK M. SPIRTOS, M.D., FA.C.O.G.
President of the Board
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CERTIFICATION

I certify that the foregoing is the full and true original FINDINGS OF FACT,
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER on file in the office of the Board of Medical
Examiners in the matter of JON LANE SIEMS, M.D., Case No. 23-13009-1.

I further certify that Nick M. Spirtos, M.D., F.A.C.0.G., is the President of the Nevada
State Board of Medical Examiners and that full force and credit is due to his official acts as such;
and that the signature to the foregoing ORDER is the signature of said Nick M. Spirtos, M.D.,
F.AC.OG.

IN WITNESS THEREOF, | have hereunto set my hand in my official capacity as
Secretary-Treasurer of the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners.

DATED this 19th day of December, 2023.
NEVADA STATE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS
By: W[mub ﬂ:\,m A6l

MAGGIE ARIAS-PETREL
Secretary-Treasurer and Public Member of the Board
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS

OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

In the Matter of Charges and Complaint Case No.: 23-13009-1
Against (Case No.:19-13009-2)

JON L. SIEMS, M.D.,
Respondent.

SYNOPSIS AND ANALYSIS OF THE RECORD
Hearing Officer Charles B. Woodman, having heard a formal pre-hearing
conference, as well as the formal Hearing of this matter, hereby presents the Nevada State
Board of Medical Examiners with his formal Analysis of this case. This Analysis is based
upon all evidence adduced at the formal Hearing, this Hearing Officer’s findings of facts
and conclusions of law, which findings include the credibility of the witnesses who gave
evidence,

RELEVANT BACKGROUND

This is a combined case as shown in the caption, whercby the Investigative
Committee (“IC") of the Board of Medical Examiners of the State of Nevada (*“Board™)
alleged that Dr. Jon Lane Siems, M.D., (“Dr. Siems”) failed to comply with the Settlement
Agreement he entered into as resolution to Board Case 19-13009-2. The final page of that
Settlement Agreement contains the Board’s order mandating compliance with the
Agreement. A duly noticed formal hearing of the matter was held before the undersigned
Hearing Officer on April 13, 2023 at the Northern Nevada office of the Board in Reno.
Mr. Donald K. White, Esq., Senior Deputy General Counsel appeared on behalf of the
Board’s IC. Dr. Siems appeared via videoconference from the Board’s Southem Nevada
office representing himself in pro se. The matter was duly recorded by a licensed reporter

and is a matter of public record.
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The formal Complaint in Board Case 23-13009-1 alleges a single count of
Knowing or Willful Failure to Comply with a Board Order, a violation of NRS
630.3065(2)(a), which states that:

The following acts, among others, constitute grounds for initiating disciplinary

action or denying licensure:
LI

2. Except as otherwise provided in NRS 630.2672, knowingly or willfully
failing to comply with:

(a) A regulation, subpoena or order of the Board or a committee designated
by the Board to investigale a complaint against a physician;

More specifically, the IC afleges at paragrephs 8-9 of the Complaint that:

8. Respondent [Dr. Siems] knowingly or willfully failed to comply with
an order of the Board when he failed to complete 20 hours of CMEs or the PACE
Program by or within the deadline he agree to with the Board [in Case 19-13005-
2}.

9. Additionally, the Settlement Agreement [in Case 19-13009-2] that
Respondent signed and was subsequently approved by the Board clearly states
that Respondent agreed to be placed on stayed suspension and that if he violated
any terms of the agreement that the IC shall be authorized to immediately suspend
Respondent's license to practice medicine in Nevada pending an Order to Show
Cause hearing.

Accordingly, the two cases are inextricably finked inasmuch as Dr. Siems’ alleged
violation of the Order at the final page of the Settlement Apreement entered into in Case
19-13009-2 makes up the entirety of the basis for Case 23-13009-1. Further, it appears
that the Board may determine to take formal action in both such cases.

At commencement of the formal Hearing of this matter, Dr. Siems was again
advised of his right to be represented by counsel, as this Hearing Officer has so advised
him in prior proceedings. The Hearing proceeded with Dr. Siems electing to represent
himself. See Transcript at page 5 (“T.5").

It is noted very significantly here that the Board has already determined that Dr.
Siems “willfully and knowingly violated his Settlement Agreement” via the Board’s Order
of Suspension And Notice of Hearing filed December 27, 2022. That Order was issued

summarily based on evidence proffered by the IC. A duly noticed formal Order to Show
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Cause hearing to determine whether that summary suspension should continue was heard
before the undersigned on February 2, 2023, with Dr. Siems in attendance, also
representing himself at that time. Afier that hearing and in light of evidence provided by
the 1C and by Dr, Siems, this Hearing Officer confirmed the suspension pending further
decisions by the Board and pending adjudication of the new complaint in Case 23-13009-
1. The April 13 hearing was held to formally adjudicate Case 23-13009-1. At the hearing,
the IC"s burden was to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that Dr. Siems committed
the violation alleged in the Complaint in Case 23-13009-1, i.e. that he knowingly or
willingly failed to comply with the Board's order confirming his Settlement Agreement.
THE EVIDENCE

The evidence adduced at the Apri! 13 hearing is summarized as follows (bold and
italics are inserted by the Hearing Officer):

The IC’s Deputy Chief of Investigations and Compliance Officer Johnna LaRue
testified that:

Following the Board's approval of the Settlement Agreement entered into between
Dr, Siems and the IC, Ms. LaRue mailed notice of the Board's decision to Dr. Siems’ then
counsel on December 14, 2021, T.15-17;

Ms. LaRue’s letter, including a copy of the Settlement Agreement, disclosed the
specific requirements with which Dr. Siems would have to comply to meet his obligations
under the Settlement Agreement, and the fact that he would have one year from the date of
the Board hearing to so comply, which would allow Dr. Siems until December 3, 2022 to
meet all the conditions outlined in the Settlement Agreement, and required by the Board’s
Order thereon. T.18-20;

Receipt of Ms. LaRue's letter containing the Settlement Agreement and Board
Order by Dr. Siems’ then counsel' was confirmed via documentary evidence showing that

it was received on December 18, 2021. T.21-22, 26, IC Exhibit 4;

! As noted, Dr. Siems was not represented by counsel at the formal Hearing in Case 19-
13009-2. However, he retained counsel after the Hearing which culminated in execution
of the Settlement Agreement.
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Dr. Siems and his counsel both signed the Settlement Agreement, T.28;

Via a November 18, 2022 email to the IC's counsel Mr. Whilte, Dr. Siems’ counsel
advised Mr. White that he was no longer representing Dr. Siems. T.29-30;

At no time did Dr. Siems’ counsel or any other person ever contact Ms. LaRue or
anyone else at the Board to request an extension of time for Dr. Siems to complete his
requirements under the Settlement Agreement. T.31-33;

Extensions of time to comply with settlement agreement conditions are routinely
given under reasonable circumstances. T.33-34;

Dr. Siems did not complete all his CMEs required by the Settlement Agreement
within the mandated one-year period, nor did he complete the PACE program. T.34-35.
Rather, the last required CMEs were completed within a few days following the February
2, 2023 hearing on the license suspension, (which would have been approximately two
months late) . T.35;

Dr. Siems pressed Ms. LaRue on whether the Board should have required him (Dr.
Siems) to complete the PACE program when he discovered that the program could not
accommodate him, However, Ms. LaRue responded by saying that the Board would have
amended the Settlement Agreement had Dr. Siems contacted the Board within the one-year
period 1o advise that PACE could not accommodate him, T.38-43;

In response to Dr. Siems raising the issue of possibly not receiving a copy of the
Settlement Agreement from his counsel, Ms. LaRue advised that she had worked a number
of times in the past with the same attorney who represented Dr. Siems, and she has never
had any issues with practitioners not receiving documents from that attorney. T.45-46;

Had the IC known at any time prior to expiration of his one-year timeline that the
PACE program could not presently accommodate Dr. Siems, arrangements would have
been made 1o take the matter back to the Board to alter the terms of the Settlement
Agreement. T.47-48;

Dr. Siems recognized a copy of the Settlement Agreement and acknowledged that

he signed it. T.51-52;




10
11
12
13
14
is
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
23
26
27

28

g

Dr. Siems acknowledged that he knew his deadline for complying with the terms
of the Settlement Agreement was December 3, 2022. T.54;

At some time during December, 2022, Dr. Siems had his manager Isabella call
the IC to provide an update on his process of complying with ﬂ;e Setilement Agreement,
but not to request an extension of time. T.55-56;

Dr. Siems confirmed that while he does not recall receiving the IC’s letter via his
counsel following the appraval of the Settlement Agreement, that does not mean that he
does not remember the “settlement demands.” “That’s not my claim. Iwas aware of
what the settlement demands were.” On questioning by Mr. White, Dr. Siems
acknowledged he was aware of the settlfement demands as of the date he signed the
document, i.e. November 24, 2021, 1.57;

Email correspondence between Dr. Siems and the PACE program showed that Dr.
Siems was not yet enrolled with PACE as of December 20, 2022, as his outstanding
balance due for participation was $10,000.00. The balance due check was dated December
30, 2022, three days after service of the suspension order. T.61, 63-65, Respondent's
Exhibits p.0003, 060095,

The first time that Dr. Siems, or his office personnel, contacted the PACE
program was October 31, 2022 (or approximately 33 days prior to the compliance
deadline in the Settlement Agreement). T.63;

When asked directly if he complied with the terms of the Settlement Agreement,
Dr. Siems answered “No.” T.65;

Dr. Siems was advised that he had the opportunity to present a defense case, but as
the Board and its IC have the burden of proof, he (Dr. Siems) had no obligation to do so.
Dr. Siems chose to provide a defense case. T.67-68;

Beginning at page 75 of the transcript, Dr. Siems provided a quite thorough history
of some highly traumatic personal crises which began happening in his life in November,
2022, i.c. approximately one month or less before the December 3, 2022 deadline for
complying with the Settiement Agreement. Those circumstances include a November 22,

2022 trip to Europe for approximately two wecks due to family medical emergencies,
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ongoing emergent care of a young man that Dr. Siems refers to as his step-son upon retumn
to the United States from Europe, and the necessity of a restraining order on December 23,
2022, The undersigned Hearing Officer declines to include details of those matters here to
protect the privacy of Dr. Siems’ and his family members. Suffice it to say that
circumstances involving the mother of his children, and the young man whom Dr. Siems
refers to as his step-son, were in crisis stage, which, according to sworn testimony, were
physically and emotionally consuming. T.75-141;

Dr, Siems received a letter from the PACE program advising that the program
could not accommodate Dr. Siems. That letter was dated April 6, 2023, T.82,
Respondent’s Exhibits p.0147;

Dr. Siems believes it is the Board’s responsibility to determine whether or not the
PACE program could accommodate him. Dr. Siems does not feel it is his responsibility to
make that determination. T.B4;

Dr. Siems testified that he waited four months, i.e. until the PACE program letter of
April 6, 2023, to discover / confirm that PACE could not accommedate him. T.89;

Dr. Siems asked his witness Amel Youssef, O.D., if the trauma they jointly
experienced because of her son's medical emergencies could distract a person “enough that
mundane parts of life, perhaps, were ignored and made oblivious?" She testified in the
affirmative. T.114-115;

ANALYSIS

This Hearing Officer did not find any witness who testified at the hearing to have
credibility issues. While the witnesses called by Dr. Siems could be argued to be self-
serving, those witnesses presented as genuine and factual. This Hearing Officer takes their
testimony, along with all of that elicited by the IC, at full face value.

Dr. Siems executed the Settlement Agreement on November 24, 2021, He soon
thereafter learned that pursuant to an Order of the Board, he had until December 3, 2022,
to complete the conditions of his resolution. He first contacted the PACE program on
October 31, 2022, one month and three days before his deadline for full completion of all

conditions. That deadline came and went without Dr. Siems handling his CME or PACE
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obligations. On December 27, 2022, Dr. Siems’ license was summarily suspended for his
failure to comply with the conditions of the Settlement Agreement. A formal noticed
hearing confirming the suspension was held February 2, 2023. It was after that hearing
that Dr. Siems completed his CME requirements, which was more than two months out of
compliance. Dr. Siems received a letter confirming that the PACE program could not
accommodate him on or after April 6, 2023, just a week prior to the formal Hearing on the
Complaint alleging his failure to comply. And while Dr. Siems had his office manager
contact the IC with a status update on his compliance at some time in December, 2022,
(most likety after his December 3 deadline), at no time ~ either before or after the deadline
- did Dr. Siems or his stafF ever request additional time to complete his requirements under
the Settlement Agreement.

Dr. Siems offered what is genuinely a compassion-evoking explanation of a series
of unfortunate and even tragic events in his life - not the results of his doing - and which no
doubt required a great deal of his time and attention, The evidence is clear that he
responded well to loved ones in need. His actions were indeed admirable.

Unfortunately, Dr. Siems’ defense is measured against three harsh realities. First,
as he readily acknowledged, Dr. Siems failed 10 comply with the terms of his Settlement
Agreement and the Board's Order mandating such. Second, Dr, Siems made no contact
with the PACE program till he was only thirty-three days away from his deadline. Third,
Dr. Siems did not reach out to the IC until after his deadline passed, and even when he had
his office manager cali, it was to provide a status update and not to seek additional time to
comply. Further, it is apparent from the record that the great mejority of the chatlenges
that occurred in Dr. Siems' personal life arose either just prior to his compliance deadline
and some even occurred thereafter (such as the necessity of obtaining a restraining order).

Dr. Siems also offers as part of his defense that it should have been the Board's
responsibility to ensure that the PACE program could accommodate his area of specialty /
expertise before including such in the Settlement Agreement. While not fully articulated in
the record, it appears to the Hearing Officer that those involved in crafting the Seitlement

Agreement had ample cause to believe based on past experience that the PACE program
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could serve a physician of Dr. Siems® specialty. It is also apparent from the record that
Covid-19 had impacted the ability of the PACE program to accommodate some specialties.
Accordingly, the Hearing Officer does not recognize a basis to leave upon the Board sole
responsibility for the potential availability of the PACE program to function for Dr. Siems.
As stated repeatedly by the IC’s counsel Mr. White, had Dr. Siems not waited 333 days to
initiate contact with PACE, this case could have been quite different. Ms. LaRue made
sufficiently clear that timely notice of any deficiency in the ability of the PACE program to
serve in this case would have allowed the Board to amend its requirements. Finally, there
is the logical reality that the party on the hook, i.e. the one with his licensure at stake,
ought to engage in sufficient due diligence to ensure he is doing all that is required to
preserve his valuable practice, Dr. Siems offered no explanation as to why he did not
reach out to PACE until October 31, 2022, or why he did not complete his CMEs from the
time he signed the Seitlement Agreement in November, 2021, until his personal challenges
arose in late November 2022. Finally, it must be recognized that Dr. Siems’ counsel — who
was an extension of Dr. Siems, participated in the negotiating and crafting of the
Settlement Agreement. And it was Dr. Siems who executed that Agreement. And
accordingly, Dr. Siems shares responsibility for what that Agreement contains.

It is also significant that the statute at issue here is one of strict liability. While Dr.
Siems argues that the statute does not prohibit consideration of extenuating circumstances,
that does not obviate the plain language of the law that “knowingly or willfully failing to
comply with . .. [an] order of the Board constitutes grounds for initiating disciplinary
action. The Settlement Agreement became an Order of the Board when the Board
approved it. The Order is the final page of the Agreement. Dr. Siems candidly admitted
he knew that he did not comply with that Order. The knowing prong of the statute is thus
satisfied. And while not a necessary finding or conclusion since either a knowing or
willful violation will trigger the ramifications of the statute, it can reasonably be
determined that Dr. Siems’ failure to comply was willful considering the long delay before
he took any action whatsoever. The Hearing Officer finds Dr. Siems’ passive description

of the Board’s Order as a “mundane part of life” as a reflection of the amount of concern
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he had for the Order, which is further reflected in the long delay before any action was
taken whatsoever. In any event, the knowing violation is clear and convincing, thus
exceeding the IC's burden of proving their case by a preponderance of the evidence.
CONCLUSION

This Hearing Officer, while readily acknowledging the significent trying life events
experienced by Dr. Siems and his family, must recommend that the Board find that
Respondent Dr. Jon Lane Siems, M.D., violated the statute as alleged in the Complaint, in
that he knowingly failed to comply with the terms of the Order contained within the
Settlement Agreement. There is no doubt reom for compassion for Dr. Siems in all he
experienced in his personal life right around the compliance deadline. But those
extenuating circumstances do not negate the knowing failure to meet his mandated
obligations, especially when he took no action to inform the Board of those circumstances

and/or 1o seek additional time to comply, or to have the requirements duly amended.

Respectfully submitted this 8th day of May, 2023.

/ !
- ~
L =3
= ———

Chartes B. Woodman, Hearing Officer
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS
OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

ok k% K
In the Matter of Charges and Case No. 24-1300911-]: LE D
Complaint Against:
AUG -5 2025
JON LANE SIEMS, M.D,
NEVADA STATE BOARD OF
MEBICAL EXAMINERS

Respondent. By

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS/SYNOPSIS OF RECORD

L INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to the Scheduling Order, filed June 17, 2025, in the above-entitled case, a formal
hearing was held in front of the under-signed hearing officer on July 29, 2025, beginning at 9:00
A.M. at the Reno office of the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners (the *“Board”). Donald K.
White, Senior Deputy General Counsel, appeared on behalf of the Investigative Committee of the
Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners (the “IC”). The Respondent, Jon Lane Siems, M.D., did
not appear personally or through a representative. Court Reporter Brandi Ann Vianney Smith was
present and transcribed the proceedings. Legal Assistant Meg Byrd was also present in the hearing
room to provide administrative support for the hearing.

The following witness appeared and were sworn in by the court reporter before testifying:
Meg, Byrd, Legal Assistant for the Board; and Johnna LaRue, Deputy Chief of Investigations and
Compliance Officer for the Board.

The transcript prepared by the court reporter consists of 48 pages of testimony and argument.
References to the hearing transcript are made below and designated by “TR-” followed by the page
number of the transcript. References are also made to the exhibits submitted by I1C by the designation
NSBME followed by the page number.

The following exhibits were admitted into evidence and the transcript page of the exhibit’s

admission is noted:
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o Exhibit I—Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order, NSBME 001-017 (TR-
24)

¢ Exhibit 2—Compliance Letter, NSBME 018-019 (TR-27)
o Exhibit 3—Proof of Service, NSBME 020-024 (TR-27)

¢ Exhibit 4—Order Denying Respondent’s Request for Modification of the Terms of
the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order, NSBME 025-029 (TR-31)

e Exhibit 5—Emails with CPEP, NSBME 030-033 (TR-38)

o Exhibit 6—Board of Medical Examiners Statement, NSBME 034 (TR-41)

The formal hearing began at 9:01 A.M. and concluded at 10:02 A.M.

IL ALLEGATIONS

A formal complaint against Respondent was filed on October 8, 2024. The Complaint
contains one count of a knowing or willful failure to comply with a Board order in alleged violation
of NRS 630.3065(2)(a) by knowingly or willfully failing to comply with an order of the Board to pay
$7,499.20 by June 1, 2024. As such, the Complaint asserts, Respondent is subject to discipline by the
Board as provided for in NRS 630.352.

No answer was filed. Pursuant to NRS 630.339(2), when a respondent does not file an
answer, the respondent shall be deemed to have denied generally the allegations of the formal

complaint and the 1C may proceed in the same manner as if the answer were timely filed.

III. WITNESSES, EVIDENCE AND THE FORMAL HEARING
The testimony of the witness is summarized below from the transcript of the hearing. As a
summary of the testimony, it does not include everything stated on the record.
Senior Deputy General Counsel Don White appeared for the [C. The hearing ofﬁcer noted
that Respondent was not present in petson or electronically nor was he represented by another person.

A 10-minute recess was called to provide additional time for Respondent to appear. TR-5.
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A. Meg Byrd. Board of Medical Examiners Legal Assistance Meg Byrd was present at
the hearing. Mr. White explained that Ms. Byrd has several separate functions with the Board of
Medical Examiners. In addition to serving as an assistant to Mr. White, Ms. Byrd is also a filing
clerk whose duties include serving filed documents on the parties to Board cases. TR-7.

The hearing officer noted that pursuant to NRS 622A.350 when a party fails to appear at a
scheduled hearing, the hearing officer must determine whether adequate notice of a formal hearing
was given before proceeding without the absent party, TR-9. As such the hearing officer asked Ms.
Byrd be sworn and provide testimony about the notices for the formal hearing that were given to
Respondent. Ms. Byrd was not listed as a witness in the prehearing conference statement. The
hearing officer found, due to the absence of Respondent and any representative, good cause exists for
the testimony of Ms. Byrd regarding the notices of the hearing. TR-7.

Ms. Byrd stated she was familiar with Exhibit 10 and said it was the scheduling order for
Respondent’s case filed on June 17, 2025. The scheduling order was served on Respondent as
evidenced by the FedEx confirmation slip (No. 882094509691). TR-10. The scheduling order states
that the date of the formal hearing is July 29, 2025. Ms. Byrd explained that she has regular
communication with her counterparts in the Las Vegas office of the Board concerning the logistics
for Board cases. Through communications with Malia Kaeo just prior to the start of the formal
hearing, Ms. Byrd confirmed that Respondent was not present in the Las Vegas office of the Board to
appear at the hearing remotely. TR-11.

The hearing officer found that adequate notice of the formal hearing was given to
Respondent, and the hearing could continue in his absence. TR-12. Mr. White noted for the record
Exhibit 4 (which was later admitted into evidence) establishes that Ms. Byrd also filed proof of
service for the Complaint. TR-12.

B. Johnna LaRue.

State Board of Medical Examiners Deputy Chief of Investigations and Compliance Officer
Johnna LaRue was called by the IC. Ms. LaRue has been with the Board for 19 years and Deputy
Chief for 4 years. She has been the Compliance Officer since 2009. TR-19. As Compliance Officer

Ms. LaRue is tasked with keeping track of licensees’ compliance with Board orders. TR-20.
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Ms. LaRue reviewed Exhibit | and was familiar with it. Exhibit [ is the Findings of Fact,
Conclusions of Law, and Order for Respondent in Case no. 23-13009-1, file-stamped December 19,
2023. TR-21. Paragraph 5 of Exhibit | provides that Respondent was ordered to pay $7,499.20
within six months of December 26, 2023 which was the date of service of the Order (Exhibit 1). TR-
23,

Ms. LaRue reviewed Exhibit 3 and was familiar with it. Exhibit 3 is the proof of service of
the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order for Respondent and proof of service of a
compliance letter. TR-22.

When licensees pay amounts due under a Board order, Ms. LaRue receives a receipt from the
Board Finance Department that money has been paid. TR-23. Respondent has not paid anything.
TR-23.

Ms. LaRue reviewed Exhibit 2 and was familiar with it. Exhibit 2 is a compliance letter sent
to Respondent. TR-24. Ms. LaRue knows the compliance letter was received at Respondent’s
address because of the return receipt in Exhibit 3. TR-24. Ms. LaRue’s practice is to send
compliance letters after the Board of Medical Examiners has issued an order regarding a licensee.
TR-25.

The compliance letter states that the Board’s order mandates payment of $7,499.20 by June |,
2024. TR-26. Respondent was not summarily suspended immediately after the failure to pay
$7,499.20 by June 1, 2024. The summary suspension took place in September [of 2024]. TR-26.
The $7,499.20 remains unpaid. TR-27. The compliance letter also informs Respendent of the
Board’s order that he complete a physician assessment and competency evaluation within six months
of the date of the order. TR-27.

Ms. LaRue reviewed Exhibit 4 and was familiar with it. Exhibit 4 is an order of the Board
denying Respondent’s request to modify the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order. TR-
28. Respondent appeared at the March, 2025 meeting of the Board and his request to modify the
terms of the Board’s order was denied. TR-28-29.

Ms. LaRue noted as Compliance Officer she was aware from reviewing email

correspondence that it appears Respondent is declining to participate in any further proceedings
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involving his compliance with Board orders afier the Board meeting in March of 2025. TR-30.
NSBME 027-029.

Ms. LaRue reviewed Exhibit 5 and was familiar with it. Exhibit 5 consists of email
communication between Ms. LaRue and Amanda Besmanoff from the CPEP organization regarding
Respondent’s physician assessment. TR-32. Ms. LaRue recalls that she initially contacted Ms.
Besmanoff to set up an assessment for Respondent. TR-32. Even though Respondent participated in
the assessment, CPEP and Ms. Besmanoff would not release the results because Respondent
neglected to pay the costs of the assessment to CPEP. TR-32-33. As of February 4, 2025,
Respondent had not paid the amount [$5,500] due for the assessment completed October 14-15,
2024. NSBME 030-033.

Ms. LaRue’s corresponded with Ms. Besmanoff and CPEP prior to the March, 2025 Board
meeting to be able to inform the Board of Respondent’s compliance with the prior order. Due to
Respondent’s failure to pay CPEP for the costs of the assessment, the results of the assessment were
unavailable to Mr, LaRue and therefore unavailable to the Board for the March meeting. TR-35-37.

Ms. LaRue reviewed Exhibit 6 and was familiar with it. Exhibit 6 is statement for
Respondent which is used to track the payment of balances owed to the Board. It is dated June 17,
2025. NSBME 034. When payments are received, Ms. LaRue gets receipts that show payments.
TR-39. The receipt processing and logging of payments are done by the Board’s Finance
Department. TR-40-41,

Ms. LaRue explained that the reports from physician assessment companies address the
physician’s knowledge of the physician’s specialty and competency. The report also evaluates the
person’s physical and mental health and will make recommendations about the potential need for
further training or assessments. The reports are usually not more than five pages but can be longer if
the assessment lasts multiple days. The reports are usually shared with the Board prior to Board
meetings involving a physician. TR-42-43. In Respondent’s case, the assessment report could not be
provided to the Board because the assessment company will not release the report without payment
of its fees. TR-43-44.

The IC gave a closing argument. TR-45-47.

5




IV. LEGAL STANDARDS FOR HEARINGS AND EVIDENCE

A. The Rules of Evidence in Administrative Agency Discipline Cases.

This case is an administrative proceeding under NRS Chapter 233B and the usual evidentiary
standards are relaxed. NRS 630.346 provides that in any disciplinary hearing, a hearing officer is
*not bound by formal rules of evidence, except that evidence must be taken and considered in the
hearing pursuant to NRS 233B.123, and a witness must not be barred from testifying solely because

the witness was or is incompetent.”
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NRS 233B.123, in turn, provides:

1. Irrelevant, immaterial or unduly repetitious evidence must be excluded.
Evidence may be admitted, except where prectuded by statute, if it is of a type
commenly relied upon by reasonable and prudent persons in the conduct of their
affairs. Agencies shall give effect to the rules of privilege recognized by law.
Objections to evidentiary offers may be made and must be noted in the record.
Subject to the requirements of this subsection, when a hearing will be expedited and
the interests of the parties will not be prejudiced substantially, any part of the
evidence may be received in written form.

2. Documentary evidence may be received in the form of authenticated
copies or excerpts. Upon request, parties must be given an opportunity to compare the
copy with the original.

3. Every witness shall declare, by cath or affirmation, that he or she will
testify truthfully.

4. Each party may call and examine witnesses, introduce exhibits, cross-
examine opposing witnesses on any matter relevant to the issues even though the
matter was not covered in the direct examination, impeach any witness, regardless of
which party first called the witness to testify, and rebut the evidence against him or
her.

5. Notice may be taken of judicially cognizable facts and of generally
recognized technical or scientific facts within the specialized knowledge of the
agency. Parties must be notified either before or during the hearing, or by reference in
preliminary reports or otherwise, of the material noticed, including any staff
memoranda or data, and they must be afforded an opportunity to contest the material
so noticed. The experience, technical competence and specialized knowledge of the
agency may be utilized in the evaluation of the evidence.

B. Hearsay in Administrative Agency Discipline Cases.

Hearsay is admissible in administrative hearings. State, Dept. of Motor Vehicles v. Kiffe, 709

P.2d 1017, 101 Nev. 729 (Nev. 1985) (Hearsay statements of one police officer to another were
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evidence of the type commonly relied upon by reasonable and prudent persons in the conduct of their
affairs and not excluded.} Referring to the Kiffe decision, the Nevada Supreme Court wrote in

State, Dept. of Motor Vehicles and Public Safety v. Evans:

[W]e confirmed that the hearsay evidence was admissible under the general hearsay
exception, NRS 51.075(1). We further confirmed that the hearsay was expressly
admissible in the administrative revocation proceeding under NRS 233B.123(1)
because, under the circumstances, the evidence consisting of the first officer's
statement to the second officer was of a type commonly relied upon by reasonable
and prudent persons in the conduct of their affairs.

952 P.2d 958,.960, 114 Nev. 41, 44 (Nev. 1998).

C. Authentication in Administrative Agency Discipline Cases.

Only irrelevant, immaterial or unduly repetitious evidence must be excluded in an
administrative hearing. NRS 233B.123(1). Authentication of documentary evidence ensures that the
matter in question is what its proponent of the evidence claims it to be. NRS 52.015.

" Authentication relates to relevancy because ‘evidence cannot have a tendency to make the existence
of a disputed fact mare or less likely if the evidence is not that which its proponent claims.’
Rodriguez v. State, 128 Nev, 155, | 273 P.3d 845, 848 (2012) (internal quotation marks omitted)."
(Proponents of text messages as evidence in a criminal case must explain purposes for which they are
being offered and provide direct or circumstantial corroborating evidence of authorship in order to

authenticate). The Court wrote in Rodriquez:

The requirement of authentication or identification as a condition precedent to
admissibility is satisfied by evidence or other showing sufficient to support a finding
that the matter in question is what its proponent claims.” NRS 52.015(1). Because the
authentication inquiry is whether “the matter in question is what its proponent
claims,” the proponent of the evidence “can control what will be required to satisfy
the authentication requirement” by “deciding what he offers it to prove.” 31 Charles
Alan Wright & Victor James Gold, Federal Practice and Procedure § 7104, at 31 (Ist
ed. 2000) (internal quotation marks omitted). The question then is what is necessary
to authenticate a text message.

Id., 273 P.3d at 849. Rodriguez is a criminal case and the evidentiary standards in criminal case are
different from administrative procedures. Nonetheless, the need to establish that a piece of evidence

is what its proponent of the evidence claims it to be is important for the relevance determination.

7




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

D. The Burden of Proof.

The allegations of the Complaint must be proven by a preponderance of evidence. NRS
630.301(4). The Respondent did not appear and did not present evidence. Thus, there is no evidence
to weigh against the evidence the IC presented. Whether the allegations of the Complaint were
proven depends only upon the IC’s evidence.

NRS 622A.350 provides:

1. Ifaparty fails to appear at a scheduled hearing and a continuance has not
been scheduled or granted, any party who is present at the hearing may make an offer of
proof that the absent party was given sufficient legal notice. Upon a determination by the
regulatory body or hearing panel or officer that the absent party was given sufficient legal
notice, the regulatory body or hearing panel or officer may proceed to consider and dispose of
the case without the participation of the absent party.

2. Ifthe ficensee fails to appear at a hearing, the regulatory body or hearing
panel or officer may accept the allegations against the licensee in the charging document as
true.

V. FINDINGS

Ms. Byrd and Ms. LaRue appeared genuine and gave credible testimony.

The Complaint alleges Respondent knowingly or willfully failing to comply with an order of
the Board to pay $7,499.20 by June 1, 2024, All the available evidence establishes that Respondent
has failed to pay $7,499.20 by June 1, 2024, The only remaining question is whether the failure to
pay was knowing or willful.

The uncontroverted evidence establishes the following:

e Paragraph 5 of Exhibit | (Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order for
Respondent in Case no. 23-13009-1) provides that Respondent was ordered to pay
$7,499.20 within six months of December 26, 2023 which was the date of service of the
Order (Exhibit 1), NSBME 014-019.

»  Exhibit 2 (Compliance letter) further establishes that Respondent was informed of the
mandate to pay $7,499.20,

e  Exhibit 3 (Proof of Service) establishes that Respondent had notice of the Findings of
Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order for Respondent in Case no. 23-13009-1 and the
Compliance letter both of which describe the obligation to pay $7,499.20.
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¢ Exhibit 4 (Board order denying request to modify Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law,
and Order) establishes that Respondent knew of the existence of the order to pay
$7,499.20 because he sought relief from it.

¢ Exhibit 6 {Balance statement) establishes that Respondent has not paid the $7,499.20 as
recently as June 17, 2025.

The Respondent was given several written notices of his obligation under the Board’s order to
pay $7,499.20. The Respondent knew of the obligation because he appeared at the Board’s March
2025 meeting and asked for relief from that order. The continued failure to pay the amount due must
therefore be knowing or willful. The allegations of Count | of the Complaint have been proven by a
preponderance of the evidence. And, since Respondent did not appear at the forma hearing, the

allegations in the Complaint may be accepted as true.

Vl. RECOMMENDATION

A hearing officer appointed by the Board is responsible for submitting written findings and
recommendations to the Board. NRS 622A 380(1)(I). It is the recommendation of the undersigned
hearing officer that a preponderance of the evidence establishes that, as alleged in the uncontested
Complaint, and as further described in the Findings, above, the Board should find Respondent, Dr.
Jon Lane Siems, M.D., knowingly or willfully failing to comply with an order of the Board to pay
$7,499.20 by June 1, 2024,

DATED this 5th day of August, 2025.

j H ‘ .

earing Officer

Paul A. Lipparelli
Tel: 775-771-6927
Email: paul.lipparelli@gmail.com
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RENO, NEVADA -- TUESDAY, JULY 29, 2025 -- 9:01 A M

-00o0-

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: All right.
I'd like to call to order the formal hearing in the
matter of Jon Lane Siems, the State Board of Medi cal
Exam ners case nunber 24-13009-1. |[|'m Paul
Li pparelli, the appointed Hearing Officer.

Let's have the party state their
appearances for the record.

MR. WHITE: Don VWhite, Senior Deputy
General Counsel, on behalf of the ICin this matter.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: | will state
for the record that | do not see the presence of the
respondent, Dr. Siens, nor anyone purporting to be a
representative for Dr. Siens.

He has indicated through some enmuil
correspondence that he may not -- he may choose not
to appear today, but I would like to recess the
hearing until 9:10 to give Dr. Siens an opportunity
to be present or to phone in or by any other neans.

We'll be in recess until 9:10.

(Recess from9:02 a.m to 9:10 a.m)

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: We're back on
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the record in the matter of John Lane Si ens. It's

now 9: 10 and nobody is present here in the hearing

room
M. VWhite, what 1'd |like to do as kind of

a prelimnary matter is -- and if you don't

object -- to have Ms. Byrd sworn in and and testify

to a few things concerning the notices given for
this hearing and any information she has fromthe
Las Vegas office about whether Dr. Sienms has made
any contact with the office.

MR. WHI TE: That sounds fine, M.

Li pparelli. | would agree to that.

| was actually prepared to make an offer
of proof pursuant to NRS 6228.350. That way we can
maybe make this hearing go a little quicker if he's
not going to appear.

But if it -- if you take care of
everything with Ms. Byrd, I'll only offer whatever
else that is left over, if there's anything.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Okay.

MR. WHITE: Yeah. |Is that -- does that
make sense?

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Sure. W
could go with your offer of proof, you're prepared

to do that anyway.
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Just along -- in the process of doing
that, if you could have Ms. Byrd testify about what
she knows about the notices for the hearing.

"1l state for the record that | find, due
to the absence of Dr. Siens or any other
representative, that good cause exists for the
testimony of Ms. Byrd, who was not |isted as a
proposed wi tness.

MR. WHI TE: Thank you.

So -- yeah, and maybe we should -- just to
clear up the record, |I know that everybody at the
Board probably knows this and will see this, but M.
Byrd wears kind of two hats. She is the |egal
assistant for me and Ian Cunmm ngs, who is also
present right now in here, but also, her other hat,
she's a filing clerk for this office and in our

cases, when we do these cases.

She is kind of the one in charge of -- not
kind of. She's the one in charge of making sure
I mportant docunments get to the respondents, |ike the

conpl ai nt and other things, and their fingerprints.

And, for instance, these -- sone of these things in
here in this binder, this pleading binder, |ike
scheduling orders. And we'll get to that in a
nmoment. She does wear kind of two hats.
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Pursuant to 622A.350, NRS, failure to
appear:
"If a party fails to appear at a
schedul ed hearing and a conti nuance
has not been granted or schedul ed,
any party who was present at the
heari ng may make an offer of proof
that the absent party was given
sufficient | egal notice.
"Upon a determ nation by the
regul atory body or hearing panel or
officer that the absent party was
gi ven sufficient notice, the
regul atory body or hearing panel or
officer may proceed to consider and
di spose of the case w thout the
participation of the absent party."
Subsection 2 says:
“"If the licensee fails to appear at a
hearing, the regul atory body or
heari ng panel or officer may accept
the all egations against the |icensee
i n the chargi ng docunment as true."
So based on that -- and Ms. Byrd, just for

the record, is sitting right next to nme. 1'm going
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to share a binder with her. |'mgoing through --
I'"mgoing to go through a couple of things, but
['m-- one of the things |'mgoing to go through is
t he pl eadi ng bi nder, docketed pl eadi ngs, which I

t hi nk becone officially part of the record just
because of what they purport to be, which is

pl eadi ng docunents.

So starting with page -- oh, that's right.
We've got to swear her in.

(The oath was adm ni stered.)

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : M. Wite,
bef ore you proceed with the exhibits, as you noted
by citing NRS 62A. 350, it's upon ne to make the
determ nati on that adequate notice is given before
we proceed with the hearing.

I'd like to do that by asking Ms. Byrd
just a couple of questions.

MR. WHITE: Certainly.

EXAM NATI ON BY THE HEARI NG OFFI CER
BY HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI :
Q Ms. Byrd, you have the exhibit book in

front of you and if you'll turn to Tab 11 -- not
11 -- 10, the file docketed docunents.
A. Okay. |'mthere.
Q. Are you famliar with the docunent under
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Veritext Legal Solutions
Calendar-NV @veritext.com 702-314-7200




© 00 N oo O b~ W N Bk

N RN N N NN R P R R R R R R R
g A W N B O © 0 N O OO M W N B O

Hearing; July 29, 2025

Tab 107

A. | am

Q VWhat is it?

A. It is a Scheduling Order filed on June 17,
2025.

Q Do you know whet her this was served on the

respondent ?

A. It was.
Q How do you know t hat?
A. | know t hat because | sent this docunment.

According to nmy certificate of service, which is
page 4, it was sent by Certified Mail as well as by
FedEx. Certified Mail number 9489017898203037210348
was returned. It's showing that Jon Siens did not
receive the certified mailing, which is the | ast
page of that particul ar pleading.

However, FedEx nunmber 882094509691 was
delivered, according to the FedEx confirmation slip.
It was delivered on June 24, 2025 at 11:20 a.m

Q. Thank you.

The Scheduling Order contains references

to the dates for events in the case. | s t hat
correct?
A. Yes, sSir.
Q The pre-hearing conference date?
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A. Yes, sir.

Q And the formal hearing date in July 29 --
A. Yes.

Q. .- 20257?

A. Yes.

Q Okay. Ms. Byrd, do you sonetinmes have
contact with coll eagues in the Southern Nevada
of fice concerning |ogistics for cases?

A. Yes, | do.

Q Have you had any contact with the Las
Vegas office today concerning the Siens case?

A. | have. | spoke with Malia Kaeo.

Q. Can you spell that?

A. Malia is MA-L-1-A. | will get the court
reporter her last name. It's alittle nore
complicated. | wll make sure she receives it.

| spoke with her this norning,
approxi mately 8:54 a.m, and she -- | asked her
specifically if Dr. Sienms was at the Las Vegas
office to attend the hearing.

Malia informed me that he is not at the
Las Vegas office.

| asked her to text me on ny cell phone
should he arrive; any time fromthe phone call that

| made at 8:54 until 9:10 a.m, | received no text
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messages.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Okay.
M. White, based on Ms. Byrd's testinony, | find
t hat adequate notice was given for the fornal
hearing today and that respondent is not present nor
represented by any agent, and, therefore, could be
consi dered absent.

You may proceed with the presentation of
what ever materials you feel is appropriate to
establish a record in the case.

MR. WHI TE: Thank you, M. Lipparelli.
"1l do that.

And |'d also |like to just point out, just
to really shore things up, M. Lipparelli, if you
just give nme the opportunity.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Yes.

MR. WHITE: Tab 4 is the Proof of Service
of the Conplaint, which is also obviously extrenely
I mportant in this case. He did receive that. The
date -- and it's signed by Ms. Byrd -- is October 9,
2024, is when the proof of service was filled out by
Ms. Byrd.

And if you see, attached to that, is
Exhibit 1 and it |ooks |like a signhature again. Via

FedEx, it was sent.
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HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Not ed. Thank
you.

MR. WHITE: At this monment, I'd like to
call Ms. Johnna LaRue as our -- probably our only
W t ness necessary today.

(Ms. LaRue entered the hearing room)

MR. WHITE: | have an openi ng st at enent
too. Wuld you like nme to do that before Ms. LaRue?
HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Yes.

"1l just note for the record, Ms. LaRue
I's present in the hearing room but the rule of
excl usion hasn't been invoked by anyone, and | don't
find any difficulty with her being present for your
openi ng st atenment.

MR. WHITE: Okay. Thank you. This
shoul dn't take very | ong.

| C'S OPENI NG STATEMENT

MR. WHITE: This hearing is to present
evidence to determne if Dr. Siens violated the sole
count of knowing or willful failure to conply with a
Board order pursuant to NRS 630. 3065, Subsection 2,
Subsection A

| want to note that it's inportant to note

that there's an "or" in the statute in that wording.

Doesn't have to be knowing and willful. It's
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knowing or willful. | think we'll definitely be
able to prove that it was knowi ng. And whether or
not it was willful is of no consequence; however,
that will be proven too, because he has had nmultiple
opportunities, as will be shown today, to conply
with the Board's order in this matter.

He's been licensed since Decenmber of 1999.
Just sone procedural history, Dr. Siens settled --
this all originates froma case that was filed in
2019, but | won't go through everything.

Dr. Sienms settled the matter with the
Board, which included about ten other matters, on
Decenber 3, 2021, after a hearing. But then we
ended up settling it.

The Board ordered Dr. Siens to do many
things, but in particular, he did not attend PACE,
whi ch he was supposed to. PACE stands for Physician
Assessnment and Conpetency Evaluation. It's a
program at the University of San Diego. He had a
year to get that done.

And then the Investigative Commttee
I ssued a suspension of Dr. Siens back in Decenber of
2022 for failing to conplete the PACE program

A show cause hearing took place with

Dr. Sienms in attendance on February 2, 2023. He
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remai ned suspended. | will note that this was not
with you, M. Lipparelli, this was with a different
hearing officer at the tine.

A full hearing on that Conplaint took
pl ace on April 13, 2023.

Later that year after some, | guess,
| ogi stical things, we finally got himto get in
front of the Board, and they adjudicated his matter
on Decenmber 1, 2023. The Board ordered himto --
even though the I C was asking for a much higher
penalty of revocation for several years, the Board
did not do that.

They nore or |less gave himtime served,
because he had been suspended for a year at that
poi nt, approximtely a year, and he was suspended
for just a few nore weeks, if ny recollection is
correct, and then given another six nonths, | think,
to pay $7,499.20, which is at issue today, it's
still an issue today. Also that he was to do
sonmet hi ng equi val ent to PACE, because that was
becom ng a problem apparently, so he enrolled in
t he CPEP program C-P-E-P.

He was supposed to have all that done by
June of 2024. The date's a little unclear. The

order says six nonths after the order, and then
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there's sonme things that you'll see in here that say
that it was supposed to be done by a certain date in
June. But either way, the |IC decided not to suspend
hi muntil Septenmber of 2024.

So really, again, of no consequence are
t hose exact dates in June because they gave him
another three nonths to try and conply, and he still
didn't do it.

His request to modify terms -- so he
actually did not do any of the things he was
supposed to do.

You'll see that there -- today we'l]l
present sonme evidence that it appears he did
conplete -- | guess, depending on how you define
complete -- the CPEP program or the CPEP eval uati on,
but that he didn't pay them any of their nmoney. So
they're not going to release a report to the IC, to
this staff of this Board until he does, and he has
not done that. He also has not paid the $7, 499. 20,
whi ch he had until June to do.

He al so requested to be in front of the
Board at a regularly schedul ed Board neeting, which
he successfully did in March of this year. He did
appear March 7, 2025, in front of the Board, where

he asked for a nmodification of his -- of the cost.
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He had not paid the $7,499.20, but he asked it to be
compl etely erased, and they denied that.

As of now, he still owes that, and he has
not paid it to this point. You'll see sonme evidence
to that.

Back to this immediate -- why we're here
I medi ately, the Investigative Commttee -- taking a
step back -- issued a suspension of Dr. Siens'
| icense to practice nedici ne on Septenber 16, 2024.

M. Lipparelli, you were part of that. W
personally served it to himon Septenber 17, 2024.

The show cause hearing was held on

Oct ober 18, 2024, wherein in the I1C net its burden

and Dr. Siems remain suspended and still does to
this day.

The testinmony and evidence that will be
presented today will establish that Dr. Siens

know ngly or willfully violated a Board order.

A formal conpl aint against himwas served
to himon October 9, 2024. Fromearlier offer of
proof, it's now been established that he is in
recei pt of that Conpl aint.

The evidence that will be presented today
will show that Dr. Siens has had anple notice and

opportunity to conply with the terns of the Board's
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order.

John LaRue, who is seated here today,
Deputy Chief of Investigations and Conpli ance
Officer, sent a conpliance letter to Dr. Siens to
reiterate the terns and tinelines of this Board's
order. You'll see that in the exhibits.

This letter was sent by first class mail
to him and the Board received a return receipt.
This is also -- it was also acconmpani ed by the
Fi ndi ngs of Facts and Concl usi ons of Law follow ng
t he Decenber 1, 2023, Board neeting.

It's also inportant to note that Dr. Siens
coul d have | ooked up and printed his Findings of
Facts and Concl usi ons of Law on the Board's website,
shoul d he have ever had a question. He could have
call ed us too; always happy to help him

So all of this evidence will denonstrate
that he knowingly or willfully failed to conply with
t he Board order pursuant to NRS 630. 3065, Subsection
2, Subsection A.

Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Thank you,

M. Wiite.
"1l note for the record that Ms. LaRue's

present. Let's have her sworn in.
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1 (The oath was adm ni stered.)
2 HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Thank you.
3 M. Wite?
4 MR. WHI TE: Thank you.
5 DI RECT EXAM NATI ON
6 BY MR. WHI TE:
7 Q. Ms. LaRue, could you please spell your
8 first and | ast name for the record.
9 A. Johnna LaRue, J-O-H-N-N-A L-A capital,
R- U- E.
Q. And, Ms. LaRue, where do you work?
A. Nevada St ate Board of Medical Exam ners.
Q. I n what capacity do you work for the
Nevada State Board of Medical Exam ners?
A. As deputy chief of investigations and the
compl i ance officer.
Q And how | ong have you worked for the
Nevada State Board of Medical Exam ners?
A. Ni net een years.
Q. And if you can recall, how | ong have you
been t he deputy chief?
A. Four years.
Q And conpliance officer?
A. | can't do the math. Since 2009, when |
became the conpliance officer.
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Q. Si xteen years?

A. Yeah. Roughly.

Q So we're here today for a hearing to
present evidence so that the Board can determne if
Dr. Siems violated the Medical Practice Act.

Do you understand that?

A. Yes.

Q. Ckay. As the conpliance officer, are you
tasked with keeping track of whether |icensees
conply with Board orders?

A. Yes.

Q. Okay. | want to draw your attention --

you have a binder in front of you with sone

exhibits, |I'm gonna draw your attention to that.
Ckay?

A. Yes.

Q l'd like you to take a nmonent to | ook --

and don't read it out |oud, just ook at Exhibit 1

for a nonent and | ook up when you're finished.

A. (Wtness conplied.)

Q Are you famliar with Exhibit 17

A. Yes.

Q. If you can tell us, what is that?

A. This is the Findings of Fact, Concl usions

of Law, and Order for Dr. Siems for case 23-13009-1.
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Q. If you can see, it's kind of like -- can

you see that it was filed, it's file-stanped?

A. Yeah.
st anp.

Decenber 19, 2023, is the file

Q. Have you seen findings of facts,

concl usi ons of
position?

A. Yes.

| aw, and orders before in your

Q Do you nmail these to the respondent once

they' re drafted?

A. | do.

Q. And you don't draft these, do you?

A. | do

not .

Q But you get them after they've been

drafted and send them out ?

A. Yes.
officially part

After it's been filed in and it's

of the Board order, | mail them out

with my conpliance |letter.

Q. Okay. Just so clear, I'd like you to turn
to Exhibit 3 for a nonent.

A. Um hnmm

Q. Is that -- are you famliar with what

Exhibit 3 is?
A. Yes.
Q Okay.

And what is Exhibit 3?

Page 21

Veritext Legal Solutions

Calendar-NV @veritext.com 702-314-7200




© 00 N oo O b~ W N Bk

N RN N N NN R P R R R R R R R
g A W N B O © 0 N O OO M W N B O

Hearing; July 29, 2025

A. This is my Proof of Service that the
Fi ndi ngs of fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order, the
public reprimand, and the conpliance letter were
mai | ed and received to the respondent.

MR. WHITE: Okay. Did you get all that,
court reporter?

THE REPORTER: Yes.
BY MR. WHI TE:

Q And we haven't gotten to the other ones
yet, but we do have Findi ngs of Facts, Concl usions
of Law, and Order that were sent to him and we have
a return receipt.

Is that correct?

A Correct.

Q. Okay. So he did get this?

A He di d.

Q l'd like you to turn to -- go back to

Exhibit 1 and turn to page 6.
HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Page 67?
MR. WHI TE: Yeah. NSBME page 6.
THE W TNESS: COkay.
BY MR. WHI TE:
Q I n Paragraph 5 there, do you see a nunber
t here of dollars?

A. Yes.
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Q. Ckay. And what is that amount?
A. $7, 499. 20.
Q And when was that to be paid?
A Wthin six nonths of service of the order.
Q And the service of the order, was what
dat e?
A. It was signed for on December 26, 2023.
Q. So we could say at |least the | atest date,

possi bly, would be June 26th of 2024 that this noney
was due?

A. Correct.

Q. Have you ever received any noney?
A. No.
Q Okay. O -- I'msorry -- you don't really

receive the noney, do you?

A. | don't. | receive a receipt that the
noney's been pai d.

Q. Okay. And that conmes froma different
departnment in this office, correct?

A. Correct. It conmes fromthe finance
depart ment.

Q. Have you received any receipt that the
nmoney has been pai d?

A. No.

MR. WHITE: At this time, |I'd |like to nove
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to admt Exhibit 1.
HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: There are no
objections. The exhibit is admtted.
(1C's Exhibit 1 admtted.)
BY MR. WHI TE:
Q. Pl ease turn to Exhibit 2. You've had a

chance to |l ook at it?

A. Yeah.

Q Ckay. Are you famliar with Exhibit 2?
A. Yes.

Q And what is Exhibit 2?

A. This is my conpliance letter.

Q. Okay. \When you say your conpliance
letters, this is something you wrote?

A. Yes. This is sonething that | draft as
the conpliance officer that acconpanies the
di sci plinary action docunents and public repri mnd.

Q. So if we go back to Exhibit 3, Proof of
Service, is the conpliance letter one of the things
that were sent to him and was acconpani ed by a proof

of service?

A. Yes.

Q. So we know he received this due to that
return receipt. |Is that correct --

A. Yes.
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Q. -- in Exhibit 37

>

Yes. He would have received.

Q. Okay. And it is -- who is it addressed
to?

A. Dr. Jon Siens.

Q And just so we can get some procedural
background as to what you do, there's a date on this
of Decenber 19, 2023, do you see that?

A. Yes.

Q Okay. So the Board neeting, | think, was
Decenmber 1 of 20237

A. Close. |It's somewhere in the first week
of Decenber. The first Friday.

Q Okay.

A. Yes.

Q Is it fair to say that you wait for other
things to be drafted, |ike the findings of fact,
conclusions of |aw, and then you -- at sonme point

you're drafting this conpliance letter?
s that correct?
A. Yes. M procedure is once the
di sci plinary docunents been received and filed in,
then I will draft nmy letter to acconpany that, which
Is a breakdown of all of the Board orders,

basically. It makes it a little easier to
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compr ehend.

Then it's inclusive with that disciplinary
docunment and the public reprimand, if a public
repri mand was issued.

Q. And | think -- let's get to that too.
Let's go to page 19 of Exhibit 2. 1I1t's the second
page of this exhibit.

A. Okay.

Q. Are there costs that match the cost we
just tal ked about in the Findings of Facts,
Concl usi ons of Law, and Order?

A. Yes. No. 1, $7,499. 20.

Q. And you have it as due June 1, 20247

A. Correct.

Q. Ckay. And even if -- again, did we
suspend himright after, like on June 2, did we do
t hat ?

A. No. No. And ny date was cal cul ated
six months fromthe date of the Board meeting, which

was the date that the adjudication was proved

based -- instead of the date that it was received.
Q. Ckay.
A. But no, he was not suspended until, |

bel i eve, Septenber.

Q. And also it says here, on No. 2, he's
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supposed to do sonething else. \What does that say
t here?

A. He was supposed to attend the University
of San Di ego's Physician Assessnment and Conpetency
Eval uation, which is the PACE program Again, the
date is the same, it's six nonths fromthe date of
t he actual meeting of the Board.

Q. And to your know edge, has he done -- has
he paid the $7,499. 20 costs?

A. No. | don't have a receipt for paynent.

MR VWHITE: [|'d like to nove to admt
Exhi bit 2.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: There are no
objections. Exhibit 2 is admtted.

(1C s Exhibit 2 admtted.)

MR. WHITE: And since we've been using
Exhibit 3 already and it's been shown that Ms. LaRue
I's the one who submtted these proofs of service and
require the return receipt, I also noved to adm t
Exhi bit 3.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: There are no
objections. Exhibit 3 is admtted with the
f oundati on provided by Ms. LaRue.

(1C's Exhibit 3 admtted.)
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BY MR. WHI TE:

Q Ms. LaRue, please turn to Exhibit 4.
A. Okay.

Q Are you famliar with Exhibit 47

A. Yes.

Q. And what is that?

A. This is an order denying Dr. Siens'

request to nodify the terns of the Findings of Fact,
Concl usi ons of Law, and Order.

Q If you can remenber, did you have any
di scussions or any kind of correspondence with Dr.
Siens regarding himgetting onto the Board neeting
agenda?

A. Yeah, he -- yes.

He had asked me how to go about getting
on, and | gave himthe direction that he needed to
request it in witing, to the executive director, to
have his name put on the Board agenda.

Q. And were you present at the Board neeting

in March of this year, 20257

A. | was.
Q. And was he successful in getting onto the
agenda?

A. He did. He appeared.

Q Now, | know that you -- do you see these
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emai |l s that are attached to the denial of his

request ?

A. Yeah.

Q. Okay. Are those addressed to you?

A. No, they are not.

Q In fact, I'Il submt that they are
addressed -- there's sonme emails that are addressed
to and from M. Lipparelli, Dr. Jon Siens, and
mysel f and Meg Byrd.

I's that correct?
A. Correct.
Q. Okay. | just want you to turn to page --

and as a conpliance officer, would you want to be

aware of this -- well, | guess it's just kind of a
t wo- part questi on.
Woul d you want to be aware of that the

Board deni ed his request?

A. Yes, | would need to be aware of that.

Q. To deny his request to modify his ternms?

A. Yes.

Q Okay.

A. Correct.

Q Al so, would you want to know that there's
an email in here that tal ks about whether he's going

to participate in hearings?
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A. Yes. He's supposed to communi cate with nme
during the course of his conmpliance with the Board.

Q Okay.

A. But he does not.

Q. If you | ook at page 27 of Exhibit 4, can
you see there that he -- it |looks |like he is not --
he's willingly chose not to participate in any

further Board activities or hearings.
Can you see that?

A. Yes.

Q. Okay. As compliance officer, does that
concern you?

A. Yeah, because it tells nme that he's not
going to pay and he's not going to participate.
He's not going to conplete any of the ternms that we

required of himinitially.

Q And you've had a chance to review this
prior to this -- prior to ne asking you questions?

A. Yes.

Q. Okay. |Is there anything in here that it's
not purported to be what it is? | mean, do you see

this as pretty reliable evidence in your estimation?

A. Yeah, it's pretty clear-cut.
Q That these are just enmnils between, |ike |
said before, M. Lipparelli, nyself, Ms. Byrd, and
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Dr. Siens?

A. Yeah.
Q Okay.
MR. WHI TE: | would nmove to admt

Exhibit 4. And if we need further offer of proof,

M. Lipparelli, | have Meg Byrd sitting next to ne
who was involved in this also. She's copied in al
t hese.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Ms. Byrd,
|l et's consider you still under oath. You've heard

the testinony of Ms. LaRue, is there anything about
what she said that seens inaccurate to you?

MS. BYRD: No.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Do you
confirm what she says about the origin of these
emai | s?

MS. BYRD: | do.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Thank you.

Exhibit 4 is admtted.

(1C s Exhibit 4 admtted.)

MR. WHITE: Thank you.

BY MR. WHI TE:
Q. Ms. LaRue, |1'd like you to turn to
Exhi bit 5.

A. Um hnmm
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Q. Are you famliar with what's contained in
Exhi bit 57

A. Yes.

Q And what are we | ooking at in Exhibit 5?

A These are email conmmuni cati ons between
mysel f and Amanda Besmanoff, who is the
representative fromthe CPEP organization, in
regards to Dr. Siens' assessnent.

Q OCkay. And did you make this a part of
your investigative file on this matter as conpli ance
of ficer due to the contents of those emails?

A. Yes.

Q. Let's get into a little bit of the
contents of the emails.

Who contacted who first, if we can -- |f
you remenber ?

A. In the beginning it would have been nyself
who contacted Amanda to set up the assessnent, and
then she was in contact with Dr. Siens. | was kept
in the loop for nmost of it, for the conversations.

They set up an assessnent date for him
From what | understand, he went through the
assessnment. But when | asked for results, M.
Besmanoff told nme that they would not provide ne

with results because Dr. Sienms had neglected to pay
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t he bal ance of his owing to the CPEP program | do
believe they do it on a paynent plan.
So we never got results. | conmmunicated

with her and then --

Q. Let ne stop you there for a second.

Goi ng back to -- you said you first

started -- you first contacted Ms. Besmanoff
probably to -- would it be safe to say or would it

be fair to say that it was to facilitate the
conmmuni cati on between Dr. Sienms and help him sign up
for CPEP?

A. Yes. M job is to contact themto find
out if they have an appropriate person that could
actually do an assessnent based on his specialty,
because he's an ophthal nol ogi st and not every
program of fers those types of evaluations. That was
one of the issues that canme up with PACE, was that
t hey didn't have soneone who could do that
assessnent .

So my communi cation with Amanda was to
det erm ne whether or not -- and there was
communi cati on back and forth about what type of
assessnent they want ed.

Dr. Siems was insistent that it was to be

very specific and the Board was not -- the Board
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want ed an overall general assessnment of his practice
as an opht hal nol ogi st, not anything specific. So
t hat was where ny conmmuni cation start ed.

And then she began her communication with
himto set up the assessnent, to get the paynments,
and do all the contracting. W stay out of that
portion.

Q. Ckay.

A. But |'m kept in the |oop just to know what
the dates are that he attended, whether or not |I'm
going to get results, and when. Those ki nds of
things | get communi cations on.

Q. If you turn to page 30, it's a very short
email there from-- |looks like it's from Ms.

Besmanoff to you?

A. Um hmm
Q That canme through -- when -- actually,
"Il just ask you. |It's addressed to you, it |ooks

| i ke, what day did she send that to you?

A. She sent nme a response to ny emmil on
February 4.
Q. Ckay. This year?

A 2025, yes.
Q And what does she say there?
A She said that Dr. Sienms had not paid the
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bal ance for the assessment conmpl eted on October 14th
and 15th, 2024. Per their policy, they will not be
sending the results of the assessnent w thout the
payment in full.

Q. And this is in response to an email you
sent to her, you said?

A. Correct. | sent an email to her on
January 30th inquiring about the results of the
assessnent .

Q Okay. ©Oh, | see right below --

A. It's on that same page, right at the
bottom of that same page.

Q. Thank you.

A. My email to her asking for the results
because we hadn't got them | knew that he had gone
t hrough the assessnment in October, but | didn't
never get any results.

| wanted to have that avail abl e because |
al so was aware that he was going to appear before
the Board in March, so | wanted to be prepared for
t hat .

Q. Ckay. So this was all in preparation --
we were about a nmonth out fromthe Board neeting
t hat you knew he was going to be --

A. Correct.
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Q So either way, you wanted to be able to
tell them --

A. That he'd conpli ed.

Q. -- that he either conplied and conpl et ed
it and you had the results and here's the report,
and we -- sorry we didn't get it to you sooner, but
here, Board, this is a report from CPEP. O to tell
themthat there is no report because he hasn't paid
t he bal ance.

I's that correct?

A. Correct. That's part of ny job is to make
sure that they have all the information available to
them prior to the appearance.

Q And is that part of a -- what do we call
that, |like a board packet so that they have all the
information in front of thent?

A. Yes. \Vhen sonmebody requests an
appearance, we provide the Board with as much
informati on so that they can be aware of what's
going to -- what kind of interaction they're going
to have with the respondent when he asks to appear.

Q. So based on this email, you weren't able
to provide themwith any hard copy of the assessnent
t hat was done or any kind of report because he had

not paid the bal ance.
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Is that correct?

A. Correct. They won't provide it to nme
until he does.

Q. Okay. And just -- and let's go to page 32
really quick. You had -- is this -- let's see.

Do you see the email at the top of the

page?

A. Yeah.

Q Who is that fromand who is it too, can
you tell?

A. Yeah. This is from-- if you |ook on page
31, it's from Amanda Besmanoff. |It's dated

Novenber 15, 2024, and she sends that to Dr. Siens.
Q Were you copied in it?
A. No, | was not copied into this one
directly. She forwarded it to ne afterwards.

Q That's what | wanted to know.

A. Yeah.

Q. So that's how you got this email?

A Correct. She forwarded it to ne.

Q And if you can tell me what -- you can
just read it, if you could, the email that went to

Dr. Siens at the top of page 32.
A. Okay.

"l amreaching out as a followup to
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the email on October 23rd. As of
t oday, we have not received the
payment for the bal ance of $5,500 for
t he assessnment. Pl ease be aware that
we will not release the final report
wi t hout paynment of your outstanding
bal ance.
"Pl ease contact ne with any
questions."
Q Okay. Pretty clear, right?
A. Yeah.
MR. WHITE: | would nove to adm t
Exhi bit 5.
HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: There are no
objections. Exhibit 5 is admtted.
(1C's Exhibit 5 admtted.)
BY MR. WHI TE:
Q And, finally, Exhibit 6. Do you see that?

A. Yeah.

Q. Okay. And you've had a nonent to | ook at
it?

A. Yeah

Q. Ckay. Are you famliar with Exhibit 6?

A. Yes

Q. What is Exhibit 67?
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A. This is a balance statenment for Dr. Siens.

Q Ckay. To be fair, you don't usually get
t hese as part of your conpliance case file, do you?

A. It's not a regular part of ny case file,
no.

Q But you have asked for themin the past.
I's that correct?

A. Yes. Usually these are provided to ne
when soneone doesn't pay.

It's my job to track the -- even though
don't collect the noney, it's my job as a conpliance
officer to track whether or not it's been paid or
not so then I know whether or not to rel ease the

respondent fromthe conpliance itself.

| f someone has not paid, |'mprovided with
the -- with this balance sheet statenent.
Q And usually you get -- is it true that you

usual ly get receipts if they pay?

A. Yes. Once it -- once a paynent is made, |
get sent a copy of the receipt so that | can track
it.

And | also keep nmy own log as well of who
paid and who didn't so that | can track whether or
not they're conpleted with all the terns of their

agreenents.
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Q And it's inportant to know that because,
at sonme point, if they do conply with everything,
they need to be released off the case.

I's that correct?

A. Correct. And that would be ny job is to
rel ease them once | get proof of everything
conmpl et ed.

Q And so, according to this statenment, who
woul d normally conpile this information and print
this out?

A. This conmes fromthe finance manager.

Q. Okay. And that's upstairs in our office

A. Correct.

Q. Ckay. And do you know the two people --
iIf there are one or two people that do this, who are
t hey?

A. Donya Jenkins is the finance manager, and
Hannah -- | forgot her last nane. |'msorry, her
| ast name has conpletely escaped nme right this
m nute. She's the finance manager's assi stant.

Q. We got Hannah?

A. Hannah.

Q Okay.

THE REPORTER: And Donya?
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THE W TNESS: Donya Jenki ns, D-O N-Y-A,
her first name, and her |ast name is J-E-N-K-1-N-S.

THE REPORTER: Thank you.

THE WTNESS: |It's horrible. | cannot
remenber Hannah's |ast nane. Sorry. That's
terrible.

Ni colosi, N-1-COL-OS-1.

THE REPORTER: Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : [" 11 just
state for the record that Ms. Byrd refreshed Ms.
LaRue's recollection of Hannah's name by show ng her
a docunment on her phone.

MR. WHI TE: Okay.

BY MR. WHI TE:
Q. Now you're in -- are you in communication

with them when it cones to paynents of costs?

A. Yes, I'"'min the | oop.
Q As in -- as we have in this case?
A. Correct. Yes, |I'malways in the | oop.

Donya keeps nme refreshed about what's going on
financial -w se.

MR. WHITE: | nove to admt Exhibit 6.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Exhibit 6 is
admtted. There are no objections.

(1C's Exhibit 6 admtted.)
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MR. WHITE: And | have no further
guestions for Ms. LaRue.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : | have j ust
one.

EXAM NATI ON BY THE HEARI NG OFFI CER
BY HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI :

Q. M ss LaRue, you testified about the
results in the reports that you get fromthese
trai ning program conpanies. You testified that you
did not receive them because the paynment fromthe
respondent was not made to the conpany.

Can you just explain a little bit about
what is in a typical report froma training conmpany,
what kinds of information is in that thing?

A. Okay. So what they'll assess himfor is
hi s knowl edge of his specialty, whether or not he
does surgeries, they'll assess whether or not he's
conpetent to performthose types of surgeries,
dependi ng on what type of specialty they have.

It will give also an evaluation of his
person, |like nmentally, physically, whether he's, you
know, conpetent to perform his tasks as an
opht hal nol ogi st.

And then they all make recommendati ons

about whether or not he needs further training, if
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he needs, like, a proctor in his office or if he
needs, you know, additional CMEs or if he needs sone
ki nd of an assessnment |ike a nore in-depth
neur ol ogi cal type of assessnent.
Those kinds of things are also included in

the reports that we get.

Q. What's the average |length of such a
report? Is it 2 or 3 pages, 10, 207

A. Five is usually the maxi mum dependi ng on
how in depth -- some prograns, where there are three

or four days' worth of assessnents, the reports wl

be 10 pages.

But CPEP was -- their programis not
that -- this program was not that specifically in
depth. 1'd estimate it's probably between 3 and 5

pages, the assessnent that we would have gotten.

Q If you have those reports and you're
assisting the Board in making decisions about
conpl i ance, do you present those to the Board, the
reports thensel ves?

A. Yes. |If the report -- yes. |If the report
had been conpleted and | had received it, upon his
appearance, they would have gotten a copy of it so
that they could read the results of the assessnent.

Q. Just to confirm that didn't happen here
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because the conpany declined to send you the report
due to nonpaynment ?

A. That's correct. They won't send nme a copy
of it until he pays.

Q. Okay. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: M. White,
does that spur any nore questions for you?

MR. WHITE: No. But that was a good
question. Thank you, M. Lipparelli.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: All right.

M. VWhite, | think we've gone through all of your
exhibits and Ms. LaRue's your only the w tness.

If you'd like to make a cl osing argunent,
you nmay.

THE W TNESS: Am | good?

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: And Ms. LaRue
I s excused.

MR WHITE: | don't see Dr. Siens here, he
still hasn't appeared, so | don't think there is any
Cr oss-exam nati on.

THE W TNESS: No. | highly doubt he wants
to talk to ne.

MR. WHITE: All right.

THE W TNESS: Thank you very much.

MR. WHITE: | do have a short closing
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argunent .
HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Very good.
| C'S CLOSI NG STATEMENT
MR. WHITE: On behalf of the Investigative
Comm ttee, thank you, M. Lipparelli, Madam Court

Reporter, and Ms. LaRue for her tine.

As | nmentioned just a few m nutes ago in
openi ng statenment, we're here to determne if
Dr. Siens commtted and knowing willful failure to
conply with a Board order pursuant to NRS 630. 3065,
Subsection 2, Subsection A.

You heard solely from Ms. Johnna LaRue,
Chi ef Deputy Investigator and Conpliance O ficer for
t he Nevada State Board of Medical Exam ners. She
expl ai ned that she followed all the protocols to
mai | everything that Dr. Siens needed in order to
under st and what was required of him

Specifically, obviously in Exhibit 3,
there's proof of service that she mailed the
Fi ndi ngs of Facts, Conclusion of Law, and Order, a
public reprimnd, and a conpliance letter, which
detail ed and broke down exactly what he needed to
get done. And it didn't happen.

She's al so was, as you heard, in

conmmuni cation with CPEP. She started out by hel ping
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Hearing; July 29, 2025

Dr. Siems in facilitating that relationship with
CPEP so that he could be assessed correctly for his
specialty as an ophthal nol ogi st. She did that.

Then it appears, fromthe emails that we
can see from Ms. Besmanoff, that he did actually get
assessed but then didn't conplete the program
because he didn't submt his final paynent of
$5, 500.

We were not able to present the Board --
Ms. LaRue was not able to present the Board with a
report that they could | ook at at the March board
meeti ng.

And al so he has not paid the $7,499. 20,
t hat has been clearly established through the
testinony of Ms. LaRue. She's told himnumerous
times what he needed to do. Then he even was given
an opportunity to show up at the Board neeting,
whi ch he did, they denied his request to have it
nodi fied to down to zero. He still owes it, and he
hasn't paid it to this date.

| don't think there's any -- | think it's
pretty clear that Dr. Siens knew of the deadlines
and even was given sone extra tinme to conplete all
of what he needed to do, which really comes down to

two things, which is, really, what we're here for
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Hearing; July 29, 2025

t oday, pay the nmoney of $7,499.20, and, obviously,
the Board would like to see what that CPEP program
what that report would present to them so they could
know a little bit nmore about Dr. Siens. He did not
do those things.

On behalf of the Investigative Commttee,
we submt we have proven by a preponderance of the
evidence that Dr. Siens violated NRS 630. 3065,
Subsection 2, Subsection A, by know ngly and
willfully violating a Board order.

Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Thank you,
M. Wiite.

One ot her procedural matter. The Board
entertained Dr. Sienms' request to nodify the terns
of the earlier order in this case and deni ed that
request after the March 2025 neeting.

MR. WHI TE: Yes.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: When
petitions for judicial review are filed chall enging
t he deci sions of the Board, are you nade aware of
the filing of those petitions as the IC s attorney
In the case?

MR. VWHI TE: Yes.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Are you aware
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Hearing; July 29, 2025

that any petition for judicial review has been filed
by Dr. Siens or any representative of Dr. Siens
chal l engi ng the Board's denial of his petition for
nodi fication?

MR. WHITE: |'m not aware of any right
now, no. No.

And this wouldn't -- | suppose this could
be an appeal able order, or it could be included,
maybe, in what m ght happen later on in this matter,
dependi ng on what you find, M. Lipparelli.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : My question
was whet her you're aware of the petition challenging
the Board's order?

MR. WHITE: |'m not aware of anything, no.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Thank you.

There being nothing further, substantively
or procedurally, this matter is adjourned.

(Hearing concluded at 10:02 a.m)
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Hearing; July 29, 2025

STATE OF NEVADA )
) Ss.
COUNTY OF WASHOE )

|, BRANDI ANN VI ANNEY SM TH, do hereby
certify:

That | was present on July 29, 2025, for
the hearing at the Nevada State Board of Medi cal
Exam ners, and took verbatim notes of the
proceedi ngs entitled herein, and thereafter
transcri bed the sanme into typewiting as herein
appears.

That the foregoing transcript is a full,
true, and correct transcription of ny notes of said
proceedi ngs consi sting of 49 pages, inclusive.

DATED: At Reno, Nevada, this 29th day of
July, 2025.

7(‘,‘)/;// /L,(/T,// / / /< Hl/l /’7_717—\
i S s .

(

BRANDI ANN VI ANNEY SM TH

Page 49

Veritext Legal Solutions
Calendar-NV @veritext.com 702-314-7200







EXHIBIT 1

EXHIBIT 1



OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
9600 Gateway Drive
Reno, Nevada 89521
(775) 688-2559

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

BEFORE THE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS
OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

& % k k%

In the Matter of Charges and Complaint | Case No. 23-13009-1
Against
JON LANE SIEMS, M.D,,

Respondent.

R

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER

This case was presented for adjudication and decision before the Nevada State Board of
Medical Examiners (Board), during a regularly scheduled Board meeting on December 1, 2023, at
8:40 a.m., (Pacific Standard Time), located at 325 E. Warm Springs Road, Suite 225, Las Vegas,
NV 89119, video conferenced to 3600 Gateway Drive, Reno, NV 89521. Jon Lane Siems, M.D.,
(Respondent), was properly served with a notice of the adjudication, including the date, time and
location, and was present and not represented by counsel. The adjudicating members of the Board
participating in these Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order (FOFCOL) were:
Nick M. Spirtos M.D., F.A.C.0.G., Ms. Maggie Arias-Petrel, Ms. Pamela Beal, Irwin B. Simon,
M.D., FACS, Joseph Olivarez, P.A.-C, and Jason B. Farnsworth, RRT, MBA. Chricy E. Harris,
Esq., Deputy Attomey General, served as legal counsel to the Board.

The Board, having received and read the Complaint and exhibits admitted at the hearing of
this matter, the Hearing Officet’s Findings and Recommendations!, and the transcript of the
hearing, made its decision pursuant to its authority and provisions of the Nevada Revised Statutes
(NRS) Chapter 630 and Nevada Administrative Code (NAC) Chapter 630 (collectively, the
Medical Practice Act), NRS Chapter 622A, and NRS Chapter 233B, as applicable.

1
111

' The Hearing Officer’s Findings and Recommendations were prepared by Charles Woodman, Esq., who was
appointed as Hearing Officer under NRS 630.106 in this matter and presided over the hearing.

1
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The Board, after due consideration of the record, evidence, and law, and being fully
advised in the premises, makes its FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND
ORDER in this matter, as follows:

FINDINGS OF FACT
I

Respondent held an Active-Probation license to practice medicine in the State of Nevada
issued by the Board from December 3, 2021, until December 27, 2022, An Order for Summary
Suspension of Respondent’s license was filed on December 27, 2022, served on December 27,
2022, which immediately suspended Respondent’s license until a show cause hearing could be
held to determine if his medical license would be reinstated during the regular hearing process.
On February 2, 2023, a show cause hearing was held at the office of the Nevada State Board of
Medical Examiners and the Hearing Officer entered his order during the hearing that continued
the suspension of Respondent’s medical license throughout the hearing process.

1L

On January 30, 2022, the Investigative Committee filed its formal Complaint in
Case No. 23-13009-1, alleging Respondent violated the Medical Practice Act. Respondent was
personally served with the Complaint by a USPS Certified mail on March 3, 2023. The Complaint
alleges as follows: Count 1, a violation of NRS 630.3065(2)(a) Knowing or Willful Failure to
Comply with a Board Order.

Respondent did not answer or file a response to the allegations set forth in the Complaint.
Pursuant to NAC 630.460(4), the allegations of the Complaint are deemed generally denied if an
answer is not filed.

111

An Early Case Conference was held at the conclusion of the show cause hearing.
Donald K. White, Senior Deputy General Counsel was present on behalf of the Investigative
Committee (IC) of the Board, with Hearing Officer Charles Woodman, Esq., Respondent
participated in the Early Case Conference and show cause hearing but was not represented by an

attorney.
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1 In compliance with NAC 630.465 an Order After Prehearing and Order Confirming
Hearing Date was filed March 1, 2023, setting dates for the formal hearing calendared to
commence on April 13, 2023, at the Office of the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners,
9600 Gateway Drive, Reno, Nevada 89521 video conferenced to the Board’s Las Vegas Office,
located at 325 E. Warm Springs Road, Suite 225, Las Vegas, NV 89119. All documents intended
to be introduced as evidence in the case were to be exchanged on or before March 13, 2023.
Respondent was served this Order via USPS Certified Mail on March 6, 2023, at his address of
record.
V.

| On April 13, 2023, as duly noticed and ordered, a hearing was held before the Hearing
! Officer to receive evidence and to hear arguments of both parties. Legal counsel for the
Investigative Committee, Donald K. White, Senior Deputy General Counsel appeared, along with
Respondent, without legal counsel, and Hearing Officer Charles Woodman, Esq. Mr. White
presented the [C’s case, offered documentary evidence, and presented witness testimony. Exhibits
one (1) through (4) from the IC and several of Respondent’s exhibits, were marked and admitted
into evidence.

The Hearing Officer provided the Synopsis and Analysis of Record, filed May 9, 2023.
A This matter was scheduled for final adjudication on December 1, 2023, at a regularly scheduled
Board meeting.

The notice of the adjudication was sent via USPS Certified Mail on October 30, 2023, and
was delivered to Respondent on November 3, 2023, at 10:14 am.

A copy of the adjudication materials along with a copy of the Hearing Officer’s Synopsis
Jand Analysis of Record were mailed via Fed Ex 2-Day and were delivered to Respondent’s
address of record on November 10, 2023.

V.

Pursuant to NRS 622A.300¢5)a), the Findings and Recommendations of the Hearing
h Officer are hereby approved by the Board in their entirety, with modification to the discipline, and
111
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are hereby specifically incorporated and made part of this Order by reference and are attached
hereto as Exhibit 1.
VL
In accordance with the Synopsis and Analysis of Record, the Board hereby finds that the
count set forth in the Complaint, and as recapitulated in Paragraph Il above, have been established
by a preponderance of the evidence.
VIL
If any of the foregoing Findings of Fact is more properly decmed a Conclusion of Law, it
may be so construed.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

L

The Board has jurisdiction over Respondent and the Complaint, and an adjudication of this

matter by the Board members as set forth herein is proper.
IL

Respondent was timely and properly served with the Complaint, and all notices and orders
in advance of the hearing and adjudication thereon, in accordance with NRS and NAC
Chapters 630, NRS Chapters 241, 622A and 233B, and all legal requirements of duc process.

111,

With respect to the allegations of the Complaint, the Board concludes that Respondent has
violated NRS 630.3065(2)(a) Knowing or Willful Failure to comply with a Board Order, as
alleged in Count . Accordingly, Respondent is subject to discipline pursuant to NRS 630.352.

Iv.
The Board finds that, pursuant to NRS 622.400, recovery from Respondent of reasonable

attorneys’ fees and costs incurred by the Board as part of its investigation and disciplinary

” proceedings against Respondent is appropriate. The Board has reviewed the Investigative

Committee’s Memorandum of Costs and Disbursements and Attorneys’ Fees, and the Board finds
them to be the actual fees and costs incurred by the Board as part of its investigative,

administrative and disciplinary proceedings against Respondent, and finds them to be reasonable,
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‘ necessary, and actually incurred based on: (1) the abilities, training, education, expericnce,
professional standing and skill demonstrated by Board staff and attorneys; (2) the character of the
work done, its difficulty, its intricacy, its importance, the time and skill required, the responsibility
imposed and the prominence and character of the parties where, as in this case, they affected the
importance of the litigation; (3) the work actually performed by the Board’s attorneys and staff,
and the skill, time and attention given to that work; and (4) the product of the work and benefits to
the Board and the people of Nevada that were derived therefrom.
V.

If any of the foregoing Conclusions of Law is more properly deemed a Finding of Fact, it

| may be so construed.
ORDER

Based upon the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, and good cause
appearing therefore,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that:

1. Respondent has violated the Medical Practice Act, as atleged in the Complaint, as
follows: one (1) violation of NRS 630.3065(2)(a), Knowing or Willful Failure to comply with a
Board Order.

2. Pursuant to NRS 630.352(4)(e), the Board shall administer a written public

reprimand to Respondent.
r 3. Respondent’s license shall be suspended for a period of one year, from
December 28, 2022, to December 27, 2023.2 On December 28, 2023, Respondent’s license status
shall be reinstated to an Active-Probation status.
H 4, Pursuant to NRS 630.352(4)(k), Respondent shall complete at the University of
San Diego Physician Assessment and Competency Evaluation Program (PACE), Competency
Assessment, or substantially similar assessment by another entity approved by the Board within

l six (6) months of issuance of this Order. Any aforementioned hours of Continuing Medical

? pursuant to the Board’s motion imposing discipline, the one-year suspension imposed upon Respondent
shall take into account the time he has been suspended since the Order of Summary Suspension, which was served
upon him on December 28, 2022.

5
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Education received for attending the program that is substantially related to PACE shall be in
addition to the requirements that are regularly imposed upon Respondent as a condition of
licensure in the State of Nevada pursuant to NAC 630.153(1).

5. Respondent shall reimburse the Board the reasonable and necessary costs and
expenses actually incurred in the investigation and prosecution of this case in the amount of seven
" thousand four hundred and ninety-nine dollars, and twenty cents ($7,499.20) within six {(6) months of
service of this Order. The Board, and/or its designee, are granted the authority to collect any and all
‘ funds due under this Order.

6. Investigation Case Nos. 18-18146, 19-18953, 20-19625, 20-19679, 20-19736, 21-
20367, 22-21285, 22-21357, 23-22654, 23-22790, and 23-22844 shall be dismissed with prejudice.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

DATED this 19th day of December, 2023.

NEVADA STATE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS

By: W Mﬁ(b\’

NICK M. SPIRTOS, M.D., FA.CO.G.
President of the Board
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CERTIFICATION

I certify that the foregoing is the full and true original FINDINGS OF FACT,
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER on file in the office of the Board of Medical
Examiners in the matter of JON LANE SIEMS, M.D., Case No. 23-13009-1.

1 further certify that Nick M. Spirtos, M.D., F.A.C.0.G,, is the President of the Nevada
State Board of Medical Examiners and that full force and credit is due to his official acts as such;
and that the signature to the foregoing ORDER is the signature of said Nick M. Spirtos, M.D,
F.AC.OG.

IN WITNESS THEREOF, | have hereunto set my hand in my official capacity as
Secretary-Treasurer of the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners.

DATED this 19th day of December, 2023.

NEVADA STATE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS

MAGGIE ARIAS-PETREL
Secretary-Treasurer and Public Member of the Board
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS

OF THE STATE OF NEVADA
In the Matter of Charges and Complaint Case No.: 23-13009-1
Against (Case No.:19-13009-2)

JON L. SIEMS, M.D,,

Respondent.

SYNOPSIS AND ANALYSIS OF THE RECORD

Hearing Officer Charles B. Woodman, having heard a formal pre-hearing
conference, as well as the formal Hearing of this matter, hereby presents the Nevada State
Board of Medical Examiners with his formal Analysis of this case. This Analysis is based
upon all evidence adduced at the formal Hearing, this Hearing Officer's findings of facts
and conclusions of law, which findings include the credibility of the witnesses who gave
evidence.

RELEVANT BACKGROUND

This is a combined case as shown in the caption, whereby the Investigative
Committee (“IC") of the Board of Medical Examiners of the State of Nevada (“Board”)
alleged that Dr. Jon Lane Siems, M.D., (“Dr. Siems") failed to comply with the Settlement
Agreement he entered into as resolution to Board Case 19-13009-2. The final page of that
Settlement Agreement contains the Board’s order mandating compliance with the
Agreement. A duly noticed formal hearing of the matter was held before the undersigned
Hearing Officer on April 13, 2023 at the Northern Nevada office of the Board in Reno.
Mr. Doneld K. White, Esq., Senior Deputy General Counsel appeared on behalf of the
Board’s IC. Dr. Siems appeared via videoconference from the Board’s Southem Nevada
office representing himself in pro se. The matter was duly recorded by a licensed reporter

and is a matter of public record.
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The formal Comp!aint in Board Case 23-13009-1] alleges a single count of
Knowing or Willful Failure to Comply with a Board Order, a violation of NRS
£30.3065(2)(a), which states that:

The following acts, among others, constitute grounds for initiating disciplinary

action or denying licensure:
LI R

2. Except as otherwise provided in NRS 630.2672, knowingly or willfully
failing to comply with:

(a) A regulation, subpoena or order of the Board or a committee designated
by the Board to investigate a complaint against a physician;

More specifically, the IC atleges at paragraphs 8-9 of the Complaint that:

8. Respondent [Dr. Siems] knowingly or willfully failed to comply with
an order of the Board when he failed to complete 20 hours of CMEs or the PACE
Program by or within the deadline he agree to with the Board [in Case 19-13009-
2}

9. Additionally, the Settlement Agreement [in Case 19-13009-2] that
Respondent signed and was subscquently approved by the Board clearly states
that Respondent agreed to be placed on stayed suspension and that if he violated
any terms of the agreement that the IC shall be authorized to immediately suspend
Respondent’s license to practice medicine in Nevada pending an Order to Show
Cause hearing.

Accordingly, the two cases are inextricably linked inasmuch as Dr. Siems' alleged
violation of the Order at the final page of the Settlement Agreement entered into in Case
19-13009-2 makes up the entirety of the basis for Case 23-13009-1. Further, it appears
that the Board may determine to take formal action in both such cases.

At commencement of the formal Hearing of this matter, Dr. Siems was again
advised of his right to be represented by counsel, as this Hearing Officer has so advised
him in prior proceedings. The Hearing proceeded with Dr. Siems electing to represent
himself. See Transcript at page 5 (“T.5").

It is noted very significantly here that the Board has already determined that Dr.
Siems “willfully and knowingly violated his Settlement Agreement” via the Board’s Order
of Suspension And Notice of Hearing filed December 27, 2022. That Order was issued

summarily based on evidence proffered by the IC. A duly noticed formal Order to Show
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Cause hearing to determine whether that summary suspension should continue was heard
before the undersigned on February 2, 2023, with Dr. Siems in altendance, also
representing himself at that time. After that hearing and in light of evidence provided by
the IC and by Dr. Siems, this Hearing Officer confirmed the suspension pending further
decisions by the Board and pending adjudication of the new complaint in Case 23-13009-
1. The April 13 hearing was held to formally adjudicate Case 23-13009-1. At the hearing,
the 1C’s burden was to prove by a preponderance of the evidence thet Dr. Siems committed
the violation alleged in the Complaint in Case 23-13009-1, i.e. that he knowingly or
willingly failed to comply with the Board's order confirming his Settiement Agreement.
THE EVIDENCE

The evidence adduced at the April 13 hearing is summarized as follows (bold and
italics are inserted by the Hearing Officer):

The IC’s Deputy Chief of Investigations and Compliance Officer Johnna LaRue
testified that:

Following the Board's approval of the Settlement Agreement entered into between
Dr. Siems and the IC, Ms. LaRue mailed notice of the Board's decision to Dr. Siems’ then
counsel on December 14, 2021, T.15-17;

Ms. LaRue’s letter, including a copy of the Settlement Agreement, disclosed the
specific requirements with which Dr. Siems would have to comply to meet his obligations
under the Settlement Agreement, and the fact that he would have one year from the date of
the Board hearing to so comply, which would allow Dr. Siems until December 3, 2022 to
meet all the conditions outlined in the Settlement Agreement, and required by the Board's
Order thereon. T.18-20;

Receipt of Ms. LaRue's letter containing the Settlement Agreement and Board
Order by Dr. Siems’ then counsel' was confirmed via documentary evidence showing that

it was received on December 18, 2021, T.21-22, 26, IC Exhibit 4;

! As noted, Dr. Siems was not represented by counsel at the formal Hearing in Case 19-
13009-2. However, he retained counsel after the Hearing which culminated in execution
of the Settlement Agreement.
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Dr. Siems and his counsel both signed the Settlement Agreement, T.28;

Via a November 18, 2022 email to the IC's counsel Mr. White, Dr. Siems’ counsel
advised Mr. White that he was no longer representing Dr. Siems. T.29-30;

At no time did Dr. Siems’ counsel or any other person ever contact Ms. LaRue or
anyone else at the Board to request an extension of time for Dr. Siems to complete his
requirements under the Settlement Agreement. T.31-33;

Extensions of time to comply with settlement agreement conditions are routinely
given under reasonable circumstances. T.33-34;

Dr, Siems did not complete all his CMEs required by the Settlement Agreement
within the mandated one-year period, nor did he complete the PACE program. T.34-35.
Rather, the last required CMEs were completed within a few days following the February
2, 2023 hearing on the license suspension, (which would have been approximately two
months late) . T.35;

Dr. Siems pressed Ms. LaRuc on whether the Board should have required him (Dr.
Siems) to complete the PACE program when he discovered that the program could not
accommodate him. However, Ms. LaRue responded by saying that the Board would have
amended the Seftlement Agreement had Dr. Siems contacted the Board within the one-year
period to advise that PACE could not accommodate him. T.38-43;

In response to Dr. Siems raising the issue of possibly not receiving a copy of the
Settlement Agreement from his counsel, Ms. LaRue advised that she had worked a number
of times in the past with the same attorney who represented Dr. Siems, and she has never
had any issues with practitioners not receiving documents from that attorney. T.45-46;

Had the IC known at any time prior to expiration of his one-year timeline that the
PACE program could not presently accommodate Dr. Siems, arrangements would have
been made to take the matter back to the Board to alter the terms of the Settlement
Agreement. T.47-48;

Dr. Siems recognized a copy of the Settlement Agreement and acknowledged that

he signed it. T.51-52;
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4 C

Dr. Stems acknowledged that he knew his deadline for complying with the terms
of the Settlement Agreement was December 3, 2022. T.54;

At some time during December, 2022, Dr. Siems had his manager Isabella call
the IC to provide an update on his process of complying with d;e Settlement Agreement,
but not to request an extension of time. T.55-56;

Dr. Siems confirmed that while he does not recall receiving the IC’s letter via his
counsel following the approval of the Settlement Agreement, that does not mean that he
daes not remember the “settlement demands.” “That’s not my claim, I was aware of
what the settiement demands were.” On questioning by Mr. White, Dr. Siems
acknowledged he was aware of the settlement demands as of the date he signed the
document, i.e. November 24, 2021, 1.57;

Email correspondence between Dr. Siems and the PACE program showed that Dr.
Siems was not yet enrolled with PACE as of December 20, 2022, as his outstanding
balance due for participation was $10,000.060. The balance due check was dated December
30, 2022, three days after service of the suspension order. T.61, 63-65, Respondent's
Exhibits p.0003, 00095;

The first time that Dr. Siems, or his office personnel, contacted the PACE
program was QOctober 31, 2022 (or approximately 33 days prior fo the compliance
deadline in the Settlement Agreement). T.63;

When asked directly if he complied with the terms of the Seltlement Agreement,
Dr. Siems answered “No.” T.65;

Dr. Siems was advised that he had the opportunity to present a defense case, but as
the Board and its IC have the burden of proof, he (Dr. Siems) had no obligation to do so.
Dr, Siems chose to provide a defense case, T.67-68;

Beginning at page 75 of the transcript, Dr. Siems provided a quite thorough history
of some highly traumatic personal crises which began happening in his life in November,
2022, i.e. approximately one month or less before the December 3, 2022 deadline for
complying with the Settlement Agreement. Those circumstances include a November 22,

2022 trip to Europe for approximately two weeks due to family medical emergencies,

5]
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ongoing emergent care of a young man that Dr. Siems refers to as his step-son upon return
to the United States from Europe, and the necessity of a restraining order on December 23,
2022. The undersigned Hearing Officer declines to include details of those matters here to
protect the privacy of Dr. Siems’ and his family members. Suffice it to say that
circumstances involving the mother of his children, and the young man whom Dr. Siems
refers to as his step-son, were in crisis stage, which, according to swomn testimony, were
physically and emotionally consuming. T.75-141;

Dr, Siems received a letter from the PACE program advising that the program
could not accommodate Dr. Siems. That letter was dated April 6, 2023, T.82,
Respondent’s Exhibits p.0147;

Dr. Siems believes it is the Board’s responsibility to determine whether or not the
PACE program could accommodate him. Dr. Siems does not feel it is his responsibility to
make that determination. T.84;

Dr. Siems testified that he waited four months, i.e. until the PACE program letter of
April 6, 2023, to discover / confirm that PACE could not accommodate him. T.89;

Dr. Siems asked his witness Amel Youssef, Q.D., if the trauma they jointly
experienced because of her son’s medical emergencies could distract a person “enough that
mundane parts of life, perhaps, were ignored and made oblivious?™ She testified in the
affirmative. T.114-115;

ANALYSIS

This Hearing Officer did not find any witness who testified at the hearing to have
credibility issues. While the witnesses called by Dr. Siems could be argued to be self-
serving, those witnesses presented as genuine and factual. This Hearing Officer takes their
testimony, along with all of that elicited by the IC, at full face value.

Dr. Siems executed the Setilement Agreement on November 24, 2021. He soon
thereafter learned that pursuant to an Order of the Board, he had until December 3, 2022,
to complete the conditions of his resolution. He first contacted the PACE program on
October 31, 2022, one month and three days before his deadline for full completion of all

conditions. That deadline came and went without Dr. Siems handling his CME or PACE
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obligations. On December 27, 2022, Dr, Siems’ license was summarily suspended for his
failure to comply with the conditions of the Settlement Agreement. A formal noticed
hearing confirming the suspension was held February 2, 2023. It was after that hearing
that Dr, Siems completed his CME requirements, which was more than two months out of
compliance. Dr. Siems received a letter confirming that the PACE program could not
accommodate him on or after April 6, 2023, just a week prior to the formal Hearing on the
Complaint alleging his failure to comply. And while Dr. Siems had his office manager
contact the IC with a status update on his compliance at some time in December, 2022,
(most Tikety after his December 3 deadline), at no time ~ either before or after the deadline
- did Dr. Siems or his staff ever request additional time to complete his requirements under
the Settlement Agreement.

Dr. Siems offered what is genuinely a compassion-evoking explanation of a series
of unfortunate and even tragic events in his life - not the results of his doing - and which no
doubt required a great deal of his time and attention, The evidence is clear that he
responded well to loved ones in need. His actions were indeed admirable.

Unfortunately, Dr. Siems’ defense is measured against three harsh realities. First,
as he readily acknowledged, Dr. Siems failed to comply with the terms of his Settlement
Agreement and the Board'’s Order mandating such. Second, Dr. Siems made no contact
with the PACE program till he was only thirty-three days away from his deadline. Third,
Dr. Siems did not reach out to the IC until after his deadline passed, and even when he had
his office manager call, it was to provide a status update and not to seek additional time to
comply. Further, it is apparent from the record that the great majority of the challenges
that occurred in Dr. Siems' personal life arose either just prior to his complience deadline
and some even occurred thereafter (such as the necessity of obtaining a restraining order).

Dr. Siems also offers as part of his defense that it should have been the Board's
responsibility to ensure that the PACE program could accommodate his area of specialty /
expertise before including such in the Settlement Agreement. While not fully articulated in
the record, it appears to the Hearing Officer that those involved in crafting the Settlement

Agreement had ample cause to believe based on past experience that the PACE program

P
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could serve a physician of Dr, Siems’ speciaity. It is also apparent from the record that
Covid-19 had impacted the ability of the PACE program to accommodate some specialties.
Accordingly, the Hearing Officer does not recognize a basis to leave upon the Board sole
responsibility for the potential availability of the PACE program to function for Dr. Siems.
As stated repeatedly by the IC’s counsel Mt. White, had Dr. Siems not waited 333 days to
initiate contact with PACE, this case could have been quite different. Ms. LaRue made
sufficiently clear that timely notice of any deficiency in the ability of the PACE program to
serve in this case would have allowed the Board to amend its requirements. Finally, there
is the logical reality that the party on the hook, i.e. the one with his licensure at stake,
ought to engage in sufficient due diligence to ensure he is doing all that is required to
preserve his valuable practice. Dr. Siems offered no explanation as to why he did not
reach out to PACE until October 31, 2022, or why he did not complete his CMEs from the
time he signed the Scttlement Agreement in November, 2021, until his personal challenges
arose in late November 2022. Finally, it must be recognized that Dr. Siems’ counsel — who
was an extension of Dr. Siems, participated in the negotiating and crafting of the
Settlement Agreement. And it was Dr. Siems who executed that Agreement, And
accordingly, Dr. Siems shares responsibility for what that Agreement contains.

It is also significant that the statute at issue here is one of strict liability. While Dr.
Siems argues that the statute does not prohibit consideration of extenuating circumstances,
that does not obviate the plain language of the law that “knowingly or willfully failing to
compty with . .. [an] order of the Board constitutes grounds for initiating disciplinary
action. The Settlement Agreement became an Order of the Board when the Board
approved it. The Order is the final page of the Agreement, Dr. Siems candidly admitted
he knew that he did not comply with that Order. The knowing prong of the statute is thus
satisfied. And while not a necessary finding or conclusion since either a knowing or
willful violation will trigger the ramifications of the statute, it can reasonably be
determined that Dr. Siems’ failure to comply was willful considering the long delay before
he took any action whatsoever. The Hearing Officer finds Dr. Siems’ passive description

of the Board’s Order a5 a “mundane part of life” as a reflection of the amount of concern
p
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he bad for the Order, which is further reflected in the long delay before any action was
taken whatsoever. In any event, the knowing violation is clear and convincing, thus
exceeding the IC's burden of proving their case by a preponderance of the evidence.
CONCLUSION

This Hearing Officer, while readily acknowledging the significant trying life events
experienced by Dr. Siems and his family, must recommend that the Board find that
Respondent Dr. Jon Lane Siems, M.D., violated the statute as alleged in the Complaint, in
that he knowingly failed to comply with the terms of the Order contained within the
Settlement Agreement. There is no doubt room for compassion for Dr. Siems in all he
experienced in his personal life right around the compliance deadline. But those
extenuating circumstances do not negate the knowing failure to meet his mandated
abligations, especially when he took no action to inform the Board of those circumstances

and/or 10 seek additional time to comply, or to have the requirements duly amended.

Respectfully submitted this 8th day of May, 2023.

/ 4
E - -
- .
o -

—— i i

Charles B. Woodman, Hearing Officer
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Nick M. Spirtos, M.D., FA.C.0.G.

C C

NEVADA STATE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS
9600 Gateway Drive
Reno, NV 89521

Edward O. Cousineau, J.D.

Board Prestdent Execulive Direclor

ENAT R 4

December 19, 2023

Jon Lane Siems, M.D.
41493 Margarita Road, #G109
Temecula, CA 925%91-5570

Re: Compliance Case #23-13009-1

Dear Dr. Siems:

On December 1, 2023, the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners, approved and accepted

the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order regarding the complaint filed on Case No.
23-13009-1 finding the following:

o Respondent has violated the Medical Practice Act, as alleged in the Compilaint, as

follows: one (1) violation of NRS 630.3065(2)(a), Knowing or Willful Failure to comply
with a Board Order.

As a result, the Board entered its ORDER as follows:

¢ Pursuant to NRS 630.352(4)(e), the Board shall administer a written public reprimand to
Respondent;

s Respondent’s license shall be suspended for a period of one year, from December 28,
2022 to December 27, 2023. On December 28, 2023, Respondent’s license status shall be
reinstated to Active-Probation status;

e Respondent shall complete at the University of San Diego Physician Assessment and
Competency Evaluation Program (PACE), Competency Assessment, or substantially
similar assessment by another entity approved by the Board within six (6) months of
issuance of this Order. Any aforementioned hours of Continuing Medical Education
received for attending the program that is substantially related to PACE shall be in
addition to the requirements that are regularly imposed upon Respondent as a condition
of licensure in the State of Nevada pursuant to NAC 630.153(1);

¢ Respondent shall reimburse the Board the reasonable and necessary costs and expenses
actually incurred in the investigation and prosecution of this case in the amount of seven
thousand four hundred and ninety-nine dollars, and twenty cents ($7,499.20) within six (6)
months of service of this Order. The Board, and/or its designee, are granted the authority to
collect any and all funds due under this Order;

e Investigation Case Nos. 18-18146, 19-18953, 20-19625, 20-19679, 20-19736, 21-20367,
22-21285, 22-21357, 23-22654, 23-22790, and 23-22844 shall be dismissed with prejudice.

Telephone 775-688-2559 - Fax 775-688-2321 + medbecard.nv.gov * nsbme@medboard.nv.gov

N
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Your compliance with the terms and conditions pertaining to CME’s will be monitored by Johnna
S. LaRue, CMBI, Compliance Officer. Please contact me at (775) 324-9377 for any questions or
concerns regarding CME’s.

Your compliance with the terms and conditions pertaining to Administrative Costs and Fines will
be monitored by Donya Jenkins, Chief of Finance and Human Resources. Please contact Ms.
Jenkins at (775) 324-9354 for any questions or concerns regarding payment of costs and fines.

Please make note of the Board’s new policies for making payments, credit cards, cashier’s checks
and money orders are the only form of payment accepted.

Payment can be made online at https://nsbme.us.thentiacloud.net/webs/nsbme/service/#/login.
Included in the Order are mandatory actions that you must fulfill some of which include:
1.) The costs in the amount of $7,499.20 are due by June 1, 2024

2.) The University of San Diego Physician Assessment and Competency Evaluation
Program (PACE), Competency Assessment, or substantially similar assessment by
another entity is due by June I, 2024.

Please contact me, in writing, within 30 days and provide the most expeditious method of
contacting you. Thereafter, please update me immediately upon any change in your contact
information. You may mail the information to the address below, fax it to 775-688-2553 or e-
mail it to me at jlarue@medboard.nv.gov. In addition, any additional information required from
you should be submitted to the same contact numbers and address.

If you have any questions, please call, or write. Thank you for your cooperation on this matter.

Respectfully,

Deputy (hief of Investigations/Compliance Officer
Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners

9600 Gateway Drive

Reno, NV 89521

(775) 324-9377
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS
OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

% %k % %

In The Matter of Charges and Complaint
Against:
JON LANE SIEMS, M.D.,

Respondent,

PROOF OF SERVICE

Findings of Fact, Conclusion of Law and Order

Public Reprimand
Compliance Letter

9171 9690 0935 0241 5626 30

C

Case No: 23-13009-1

FILED
JAN -2 2

NEVADA STATE BOARD OF
MEDIEAL EXAMINERS
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Jon Lane Siems, M.D.
41493 Margarita Road #G109
Temecula, CA 92591-5570
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UNITED STATES
POSTAL SERVICE

December 27, 2023
Dear Johnna LaRue;

The following is in response to your request for proof of delivery on your item with the tracking number:
9171 9690 0935 0241 5626 30,

Status: Delivered, Left with Individual
Status Date / Time: December 26, 2023, 10:26 am
Location: TEMECULA, CA 92591

Postal Product: First-Class Mail®

Extra Services: Certified Mail™

Return Receipt Electronic

Shipment Details

Weight: 0.60z
/(_/
Signature of Recipient: .
° P AV |
- a 3
Address of Recipient: l’H “4
N\,\\’

Note: Scanned image may reflect a different destination address due to Intended Recipient's delivery instructions on file.

Thank you for selecting the United States Postal Service® for your mailing needs. If you require additional
assistance, please contact your local Post Office™ or a Postal representative at 1-800-222-1811.

Sincerely,

United States Postal Service”
475 L'Enfant Plaza SW
Washington, D.C. 20260-0004
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1227/23, 8:24 AM USPS.com® - USPS Tracking® Results

(
USPS Tracking’

FAQs >

Tracking Number: Remove X

9171969009350241562630

Copy Add to Informed Delivery (https://informeddelivery.usps.com/)

Latest Update

Your item was delivered to an individual at the address at 10:26 am on December 26, 2023 in
TEMECULA, CA 92591,

Get More Out of USPS Tracking:
USPS Tracking Plus®

yoeqpes

Delivered
Delivered, Left with Individual

TEMECULA, CA 92591
December 26, 2023, 10:26 am

See All Tracking History

What Do USPS Tracking Statuses Mean? (https://fag.usps.com/s/article/Where-is-my-package}

Text & Email Updates hd

Return Receipt Electronic V__

USPS Tracking P:us® d' _ v )
Bt = = 9y

Product Information

See Less /\

hitps*/itools.usps.com/go/TrackConfirmAction7tRef=fullpage&iLc=28tex128777=&{Labels=9171 969009350241562630%2C&tABt=false 12

NSBME 023



12/27123, 8:24 AM USPS.com® - USPS Tracking® Results
Track Another Package (

Enter tracking or barcode numbers

Need More Help?

Contact USPS Tracking support for further assistance.

FAQs

https:fitools.usps.com/go/TrackConfirmAction?tRef=fullpage&tl c=28text28777=&iLabels=917 196900935024 1562630%2C&tABI=false 212
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OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

(775) 688-2559

9600 Gateway Drive

Reno, Nevada 89521

Nevada Scate Board of Medical Examiners
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS
OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

k% k% %

In the Matter of Charges and Complaint Case No. 23-13009-1

Against:

JON LANE SIEMS, M.D.,

Respondent.

ORDER DENYING RESPONDENT’S REQUEST FOR MODIFICATION OF THE TERMS

OF THE FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER

Jon Lane Siems, M.D. (Dr. Siems), License No. 13009, personally appeared in Las Vegas,
Nevada, before the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners (Board) at its regularly scheduled
Board meeting on March 7, 2025, requesting that the Board modify part of the terms of the Findings
of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order (Request). Board members Nicola (Nick) M. Spirtos, M.D.,
F.A.C.0.G, President, Bret W. Frey, M.D., Vice President, Ms. Maggie Arias-Petrel, Secretary-
Treasurer, Chowdhury H. Ahsan, M.D., Ph.D., FACC, Ms. Pamela J. Beal, Col. Eric D. Wade,
USAF, (Ret.), Carl N. Williams, Jr., M.D., FACS, Irwin B. Simon, M.D., FACS, Joseph Olivarez,
P.A.-C, and Jason B. Farnsworth, RRT, MBA, Hugh L. Bassewitz, M.D., FAAOS, were present.

After considering Dr. Siems’s request, and good cause appearing, the Board enters the
following Order:

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the formal Request for Modification of the Terms of the Findings
of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order, filed in Case No. 23-13009-1 by Dr. Siems is DENIED.

DATED this 20th day of March, 2025.

NEVADA STATE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS

predn M Smeds
NICK M. SPIRTOS, M.D/ F.A.C.0.G.
President of the Board

1 of 1
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that | am employed by the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners and
that on the 20th day of March, 2025, I served a file-stamped copy of the foregoing ORDER |
DENYING RESPONDENT’S REQUEST FOR MODIFICATION OF THE TERMS OF
THE FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER, via U.S. Certified

Mail, postage pre-paid, to the following parties:

JON LANE SIEMS. M.D.
31852 Via Patito
Coto de Caza, CA 92679

9171 9690 0935 0255 7026 88

i)

Legal A551stanl '}
Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners

Tracking No.:

5 qf__
DATED this;g{_}z day of March, 2025.
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From: Jon Siems

To: Meg Byrd
Subject: Re: Jon Siems, M.D. - Order Continuing Suspension
Date: Monday, June 2, 2025 11:17:59 AM

Attachments:

I am in receipt of the board order. Thank you. Pending further litigation on the actions previously taken by the
board against me on these issues, I willingly choose not to participate in any further board activities/hearings.
Sent from my iPhone

On Jun 2, 2025, at 10:49 AM, Meg Byrd <mbyrd@medboard.nv.gov> wrote:

Good morning Mr. Lipparelli,
The IC is requesting the ECC be scheduled as soon as you are available. | can ensure the ECC
Order is sent to Dr. Siems and he can choose to participate if he wishes to.

Thank you,
Meg

From: Paul Lipparelli <paul.lipparelli@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 21, 2025 3:32 PM

To: Donald K. White <dwhite@medboard.nv.gov>; Jon Siems <siemslasik@hotmail.com>
Cc: Meg Byrd <mbyrd@medboard.nv.gov>

Subject: Re: Jon Siems, M.D. - Order Continuing Suspension

Dr. Siems: | understand that you are consulting with attorneys and considering legal action
about what has already transpired. Nonetheless, your email did not provide dates for your
availability for the mandatory early case conference. Are you declining to participate in the
scheduling of that conference? --Paul Lipparelli.

On Wed, May 21, 2025, 1:23 PM Donald K. White <dwhite@medboard.nv.gov> wrote:
Hello Mr. Lipparelli,
| can make myself available for any of those days.

Thank you,
Don

Donald K. White, J.D.
Senior Deputy General Counsel
Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners

9600 Gateway Drive
Reno, NV 89521
775.324.9355

whi m rd.nv.gov

Notice of Confidentiality: The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to whom it is
addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. Review, retransmission, or
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dissemination of this information by anyone other than the intended recipient is not authorized. If not the
intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message.

From: Paul Lipparelli <paul.lipparelli@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 21, 2025 12:04 PM

To: Meg Byrd <mbyrd@medboard.nv.gov>

Cc: Jon Siems <siemslasik@hotmail.com>; Donald K. White <dwhite@medboard.nv.gov>
Subject: Re: Jon Siems, M.D. - Order Continuing Suspension

Dr. Siems and Mr. White,

| have received copies of the orders of the Board of Medical Examiners denying Dr. Siems
motion to modify and continuing the suspension of his medical license. A formal hearing is
still needed for the case involving the October 8, 2024 complaint (copy attached). No
answer to the October 8 complaint was filed, so the allegations are deemed denied and the
matter will proceed. NRS 630.339.

An Early Case Conference needs to be scheduled as soon as possible. At the Early Case
Conference we will choose the dates for the formal hearing, the mandatory prehearing
conference and any prehearing motions.

Early Case Conferences are held electronically. When we have agreed on a date for the
Early Case Conference, | will send a link for a Zoom meeting.

| am available for an Early Case Conference almost any time during the following days:

May 27-29

June 9-13

June 16-18

June 25-27

July 1-3

Please respond with your availability on any of those dates.

--Paul Lipparelli, hearing officer

On Mon, Apr 28, 2025 at 10:29 AM Meg Byrd <mbyrd@medboard.nv.gov> wrote:

Good morning,
Please see the attached Order Continuing Summary Suspension from the IC.

Also, it is time to schedule an Early Case Conference as soon as possible.

Thank you,
Meg

<image001.png> Mf/y gyi/' /

Legal Assistant to:

Donald K. White, Senior Deputy General Counsel
Tan J. Cumings, Senior Deputy General Counsel
Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners

9600 Gateway Drive
Ren 21

Tel: (775) 324-9350
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Fax: (775) 688-2321
mbyrd@medboard.nv.gov

*CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The contents of this email message and any attachments are intended solely for the addressee(s)and may
contain confidential and/or privileged information and may be legally protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient of
this message or their agent, or if this message has been addressed to you in error, please immediately alert the sender by reply email and
then delete this message and any attachments. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination,
copying, or storage of this message or its attachments is strictly prohibited.
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Johnna S. LaRue

From: Amanda Besmanoff <abesmanoff@cpepdoc.org>
Sent: Tuesday, February 4, 2025 1:24 PM

To: Johnna S. LaRue

Subject: RE: CPEP: Confirmation of Assessment and Next Steps

= T @j& O L] T enlh
A1 : M!‘f. _;!gl 1aft'Ed fro_m outsude the"Sja‘te of Nevad '“'ﬁExerm jcl‘éutlon when opemng
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Hi Johnna,

Dr. Siems has not paid the balance for the Assessment completed on Gctober 14-15, 2024. Per our policy, we
do not send the results of the Assessment without having the payment in full.

Thank you,

CPEP
A
ASSESSMENT AND EDUCATION FOR HEALTHCARE PROFESSIONALS

AMANDA BESMANOFF, RECRUITMENT & OUTREACH SPECIALIST - ASSESSMENT
CoLORADO OFFICE

720 S, Colorado Blvd,, Suite 1100-N

Denver, CO 80246

P:303.577.3232, ext. 214
F:720.445.3864

www.cpepdoc.org

CLICK HERE TO SEND A SECURE FILE

This e-mail and its contents are confidential and intended for the exclusive use of CPEP, Participant, and authorized professional review
organization(s). It is privileged under professional review, attorney/client, work product, or trade secrets as permitted by law. Use or disclosure
without written authorization from CPEP is strictly prohibited. If you have received this document in error, please contact CPEP

immediately. “CPEP” and “PROBE” are registered trademarks of the Center for Personalized Education for Professionals.

From: Johnna S. LaRue <jlarue@medboard.nv.gov>

Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2025 1:56 PM

To: Amanda Besmanoff <abesmanoff@cpepdoc.org>

Subject: RE: CPEP: Confirmation of Assessment and Next Steps
Importance: High

HI Amanda,

I am following up to see if Dr. Siems has paid the balance and if there will be results of his assessment. Please
let me know.
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Thank you,

Johona 5. faons, CMEI
> @\ Deputy Chief of Investigations
}, Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
e akels] 9600 Gateway Drive
S8/ Reno, NV 89521
Ph: {775) 324-9377  Fax: (775) 688-2553
Website: medboard.nv.gov

From: Amanda Besmanoff <abesmanoff@cpepdoc.org>

Sent: Friday, November 15, 2024 2:33 PM

To: Johnna S. LaRue <jlarue@medboard.nv.gov>

Subject: FW: CPEP: Confirmation of Assessment and Next Steps
importance: High

Hi Johnna,

Forwarding the email below for your records. U'll let you know if and when Dr. Siems pays the balance for the
Assessment.

CPEP
-
ASSESSMENT AND EDUCATION FOR HEALTHCARE PROFESSIONALS

AMANDA BESMANOFF, RECRUITMENT & OUTREACH SPECIALIST - ASSESSMENT
COLORADO OFFICE

720 S. Colorado Blvd., Suite 1100-N

Denver, CO 80246

P:303.577.3232, ext. 214
F: 720.445.3864

www.cpepdoc.org

CLICK HERE TO SEND A SECURE FILE

This e-mail and its contents are confidential and intended for the exclusive use of CPEP, Participant, and authorized professional review
organization{s). Itis privileged under professional review, attorney/client, work product, or trade secrets as permitted by law. Use or disclosure
without written authorization from CPEP is strictly prohibited. If you have received this document in error, please contact CPEP

immediately. “CPEP” and "PROBE" are registered trademarks of the Center for Personalized Education for Professionals.

From: Amanda Besmanoff
Sent: Friday, November 15, 2024 3:24 PM
To: siemslasik@hotmail.com
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Subject: FW: CPEP: Confirmation of Assessment and Next Steps
Importance: High

Hello Dr. Siems,

| am reaching out as a follow-up to the email | sent on October 23, As of today, we have not received the
payment for the balance of $5,500 for the Assessment. Please be aware that we will not release the final
report without payment of your outstanding balance.

Please contact me with any questions,

Thanks,

Umanda

From: Amanda Besmanoff

Sent: Wednesday, October 23, 2024 3:26 PM

To: siemslasik@hotmail.com

Subject: FW: CPEP: Confirmation of Assessment and Next Steps
Importance; High :

Hi Dr. Siems,

This is a friendly reminder to please submit the CPEP Statement of Health {signed by your provider), the
progress note from your recent physical exam, and the MoCA test results.

There is still a balance of $5,500 for the Assessment. Per the terms agreed to in the Participation Agreement
{section V. Financial Obligations) the balance was due 21 days prior to the Assessment. Please pay the balance
upon receipt of this email.

Thank you,

manda

From: Amanda Besmanoff

Sent: Friday, October 11, 2024 9:14 AM

To: siemstasik@hotmail.com

Subject: FW: CPEP; Confirmation of Assessment and Next Steps

Umanda

~N
CPEP
A"

ASSESSMENT AND EDUCATION FOR HEALTHCARE PROFESSIONALS
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AMANDA BESMANOFF, RECRUITMENT & OQUTREACH SPECIALIST - ASSESSMENT
COLORADO OFFICE

720 S. Colorado Blvd., Suite 1100-N

Denver, CO 80246

P:303.577.3232, ext. 214
F: 720.445.3864
www.cpepdoc.org

CLICK HERE TO SEND A SECURE FILE

This e-mail and its contents are confidential and intended for the exclusive use of CPEP, Participant, and authorized professional review
organization(s). Itis privileged under professional review, attorney/client, work product, or trade secrets as permitted by law. Use or disclosure
without written authorization from CPEP is strictly prohibited. If you have received this document in error, please contact CPEP

immediately. “CPEP” and “PROBE" are registered trademarks of the Center for Personalized Educaticn for Professionals.
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NV State Board of Medical Examiners

Statement

9600 Gateway Drive aE
Reno, NV 89521
6/17/2025
775 324-9354
To:
Siems, Jon L.
Amount Due Amount Enc.
$7.499.20
Date Transaction Amount Balance
12/18/2023 Balance forward 0.00
12/19/2023 INV #18-29352-7. Due 06/16/2024, 7,499.20 7,499.20
--- Administrative Cost $7,499.20
1-30 DAYS PAST 31-60 DAYS PAST 61-90 DAYS PAST QVER 90 DAYS
Sl DUE DUE DUE PAST DUE Amount Due
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7,4599.20 §7,499.20
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS
OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

ok k k%

In the Matter of the Charges and Complaint Case No.: 24-13009-1
Against: FI LE D

JON LANE SIEMS, M.D., SEP 16 2024
Respondent. NEVADA STATE BOARD OF

MEDI “XAMINERS
By: _/2——’[1 —

ORDER OF SUSPENSION AND NOTICE OF HEARING

The Investigative Committee' (IC) of the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
(Board) hercby IMMEDIATELY SUSPENDS the license of Jon Lane Siems, M.D.
(Respondent) from the practice of medicine, pursuant to the Board’s authority to regulate the
practice of medicine in the State of Nevada pursuant to Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS)
Chapter 630.

The IC issues this Order of Suspension (Order) based on its determination that Respondent
violated a Board Order when he did not satisfy all of the conditions contained in the discipline
issued by the Board after adjudication at the Board meeting on December 1, 2023. See Exhibit 1.

Prior to the preparation of this Order, Board Staff presented to the IC the following:

1. Respondent is a medical doctor licensed to practice medicine in the State of
Nevada (License No. 9250). The Board issued his license on December 20, 1999.

2. On December 27, 2022, in Case No. 19-13009-2, the IC suspended Respondent’s
license to practice medicine in the State of Nevada pending a show cause hearing regarding the
subject of that summary suspension via an Order of Summary Suspension.

3. On January 30, 2023, the IC filed a formal Complaint against Respondent in
Case No. 23-13009-1 which facts relate directly back to an Order issued in Case No. 19-13009-2.
111

! The Investigative Committee of the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners is composed of Board
members Bret W. Frey, M.D., Chairman, Carl N. Williams, Ir., M.D,, and Col. Eric D. Wade, USAF (Ret.).
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4, On February 2, 2023, a show cause hearing was held regarding Respondent’s
suspension.

5. After attempts to serve Respondent with the formal Complaint on a previous date,
Respondent was served with the formal Complaint in Case 23-13009-1 on March 3, 2023.

6. On April 13, 2023, a formal hearing was held in Case No. 23-13009-1.

7. On December 1, 2023, the Board adjudicated the matter and found that Respondent
did indeed violate the single count of Knowing or Willful Failure to Comply with a Board Order,
as provided by NRS 630.3065(2)(a), and imposed discipline.

8. The discipline the Board imposed was a written public reprimand, that
Respondent’s license be suspended for a period of one (1) year from December 28, 2022 to
December 27, 2023, and on December 28, 2023, Respondent’s license status shall be reinstated to
an active-probation status; Respondent shall complete the University of San Diego Physician
Assessment and Competency Evaluation Program (PACE), Competency Assessment, or
substantially similar assessment by another entity approved by the Board within six (6) months of
issuance of the Order; that any continuing medical education received for attending the program
shall be in addition to the requirements that are regularly imposed upon Respondent as a condition
of licensure in the State of Nevada pursuant to NAC 630.153(1); and Respondent was required to
reimburse the Board the reasonable and necessary costs and expenses actually incurred in the
investigation and prosecution of this case in the amount of seven thousand four hundred and
ninety-nine dollars, and twenty cents ($7,499.20) within six (6) months of service of the Order.

9. Respondent received a deadline of June 1, 2024, to pay the fines and costs in
Case No. 23-13009-1.

10. Johnna LaRue, CMBI, Compliance Officer for the Board sent Respondent a letter
dated December 19, 2023, containing helpful instructions and deadlines to assist Respondent in
complying with the Board Order. See Exhibit 2.

11. As of today’s date, Respondent has not paid the costs in the amount of seven
thousand four hundred and ninety-nine dollars, and twenty cents ($7,499.20) and is therefore in

violation of the Board’s Order.
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12.  NRS 630.3065(2)(a) states in pertinent part that [e]xcept as otherwise provided in
NRS 630.2672, knowingly or willfully failing to comply with: (a) [a] regulation, subpoena or
order of the Board or a committee designated by the Board to investigate a complaint against a
physician, constitutes grounds for initiating disciplinary action.

13.  Based on the foregoing, the IC finds that Respondent has willfully and knowingly
violated the Board Order and is immediately suspended from the practice of medicine in the State
of Nevada., See NRS 630.326(1).

ORDER

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the License of Jon Lane Siems, M.D. (9250) is
immediately SUSPENDED until further order of the IC or Board, and Respondent is prohibited
from engaging in any acts that constitute the practice of medicine pursuant to NRS 630.020; and

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that a hearing on this matter is set for the 18th day of
October, 2024, at 9:00 a.m., at the Board’s office located at 9600 Gateway Drive, Reno, Nevada
89521, with video conferencing to the Las Vegas office at 325 E. Warm Springs Road, Suite 225,
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 to determine whether this suspension may continue, unless the parties
mutually agree in writing to a different date and/or time to hold the hearing. See NRS 630.326(2).

DATED this 16th day of September, 2024.

INVESTIGATIVE COMMITTEE OF THE
NEVADA STATE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS

Y

BRET W. Y, M.D.
Chairman of the Investigative Commiitee
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that I am employed by the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners and
that on the 16th day of September, 2024, I served a file-stamped copy of the foregoing ORDER
OF SUSPENSION AND NOTICE OF HEARING, via Fed Ex (priority overnight), postage pre-

paid, to the following parties:
JON LANE SIEMS, M.D.
31852 Via Patito
Coto de Caza, CA 92679

Tracking No.: 778618923066

DATED this / (P %an of September, 2024,

MEG BYRD U

Legal Assistant
Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS
OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

* % % % %

In the Matter of Charges and Complaint [ Case No. 23-13009-1

Against FI LED

JON LANE SIEMS, M.D., DEC 19 7023
Respondent. NEVADA STATE BOARD OF
MEDLCAL EXAMINERS
By: ais _.d-l._‘_____l_,_.—o-'

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER

This case was presented for adjudication and decision before the Nevada State Board of
Medical Examiners (Board), during a regularly scheduled Board meeting on December 1, 2023, at
8:40 a.m., (Pacific Standard Time), located at 325 E. Warm Springs Road, Suite 225, Las Vegas,
NV 89119, video conferenced to 9600 Gateway Drive, Reno, NV 89521. Jon Lane Siems, M.D.,
(Respondent), was properly served with a notice of the adjudication, including the date, time and
location, and was present and not represented by counsel. The adjudicating members of the Board
participating in these Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order (FOFCOL) were:
Nick M. Spirtos M.D., F.A.C.0.G., Ms. Maggie Arias-Petrel, Ms. Pamela Beal, Irwin B. Simon,
M.D., FACS, Joseph Olivarez, P.A.-C, and Jason B. Farnsworth, RRT, MBA. Chricy E. Harris,
Esq., Deputy Attorney General, served as legal counsel to the Board.

The Board, having received and read the Complaint and exhibits admitted at the hearing of
this matter, the Hearing Officer’s Findings and Recommendations', and the transcript of the
hearing, made its decision pursuant to its authority and provisions of the Nevada Revised Statutes
(NRS) Chapter 630 and Nevada Administrative Code (NAC) Chapter 630 (collectively, the
Medical Practice Act), NRS Chapter 622A, and NRS Chapter 233B, as applicable.

Iy
i

1 The Hearing Officer’s Findings and Recommendations were prepared by Charles Woodman, Esq., who was
appointed as Hearing Officer under NRS 630.106 in this matter and presided over the hearing.
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The Board, after due consideration of the record, evidence, and law, and being fully
advised in the premises, makes its FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND
ORDER in this matter, as follows:

FINDINGS OF FACT
I

Respondent held an Active-Probation license to practice medicine in the State of Nevada
issued by the Board from December 3, 2021, until December 27, 2022. An Order for Summary
Suspension of Respondent’s license was filed on December 27, 2022, served on December 27,
2022, which immediately suspended Respondent’s license until a show cause hearing could be
held to determine if his medical license would be reinstated during the regular hearing process.
On February 2, 2023, a show cause hearing was held at the office of the Nevada State Board of
Medical Examiners and the Hearing Officer entered his order during the hearing that continued
the suspension of Respondent’s medical license throughout the hearing process.

1L

On January 30, 2022, the Investigative Committee filed its formal Complaint in
Case No. 23-13009-1, alleging Respondent violated the Medical Practice Act. Respondent was
personally served with the Complaint by a USPS Certified mail on March 3, 2023. The Complaint
alleges as follows: Count I, a violation of NRS 630.3065(2)(a) Knowing or Willful Failure to
Comply with a Board Order.

Respondent did not answer or file a response to the allegations set forth in the Complaint.
Pursuant to NAC 630.460(4), the allegations of the Complaint are deemed generally denied if an
answer is not filed.

111

An Early Case Conference was held at the conclusion of the show cause hearing.
Donald K. White, Senior Deputy General Counsel was present on behalf of the Investigative
Committee (IC) of the Board, with Hearing Officer Charles Woodman, Esq., Respondent
participated in the Early Case Conference and show cause hearing but was not represented by an

attorney.
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In compliance with NAC 630.465 an Order After Prehearing and Order Confirming
Hearing Date was filed March 1, 2023, setting dates for the formal hearing calendared to
commence on April 13, 2023, at the Office of the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners,
9600 Gateway Drive, Reno, Nevada 89521 video conferenced to the Board’s Las Vegas Office,
located at 325 E. Warm Springs Road, Suite 225, Las Vegas, NV 89119. All documents intended
to be introduced as evidence in the case were to be exchanged on or before March 13, 2023.
Respondent was served this Order via USPS Certified Mail on March 6, 2023, at his address of
record.

IV.

On April 13, 2023, as duly noticed and ordered, a hearing was held before the Hearing
Officer to receive evidence and to hear arguments of both parties. Legal counsel for the
Investigative Committee, Donald K. White, Senior Deputy General Counsel appeared, along with
Respondent, without legal counsel, and Hearing Officer Charles Woodman, Esq. Mr. White
presented the 1C’s case, offered documentary evidence, and presented witness testimony. Exhibits
one (1) through (4) from the IC and several of Respondent’s exhibits, were marked and admitted
into evidence.

The Hearing Officer provided the Synopsis and Analysis of Record, filed May 9, 2023.
This matter was scheduled for final adjudication on December 1, 2023, at a regularly scheduled
Board meeting.

The notice of the adjudication was sent via USPS Certified Mail on October 30, 2023, and
was delivered to Respondent on November 3, 2023, at 10:14 a.m.

A copy of the adjudication materials along with a copy of the Hearing Officer’s Synopsis
and Analysis of Record were mailed via Fed Ex 2-Day and were delivered to Respondent’s
address of record on November 10, 2023,

V.

Pursuant to NRS 622A.300(5)(a), the Findings and Recommendations of the Hearing

Officer are hereby approved by the Board in their entirety, with modification to the discipline, and

1
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are hereby specifically incorporated and made part of this Order by reference and are attached
hereto as Exhibit 1.
VL
In accordance with the Synopsis and Analysis of Record, the Board hereby finds that the
count set forth in the Complaint, and as recapitulated in Paragraph II above, have been established
by a preponderance of the evidence.
VIL
If any of the foregoing Findings of Fact is more properly deemed a Conclusion of Law, it
may be so construed.
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
I

The Board has jurisdiction over Respondent and the Complaint, and an adjudication of this

matter by the Board members as set forth herein is proper.
1I.

Respondent was timely and properly served with the Complaint, and all notices and orders
in advance of the hearing and adjudication thereon, in accordance with NRS and NAC
Chapters 630, NRS Chapters 241, 622A and 233B, and all legal requirements of due process.

I1I.

With respect to the allegations of the Complaint, the Board concludes that Respondent has
violated NRS 630.3065(2)(a) Knowing or Willful Failure to comply with a Board Order, as
alleged in Count I. Accordingly, Respondent is subject to discipline pursuant to NRS 630.352.

V.

The Board finds that, pursuant to NRS 622.400, recovery from Respondent of reasonable
attorneys’ fees and costs incurred by the Board as part of its investigation and disciplinary
proceedings against Respondent is appropriate. The Board has reviewed the Investigative
Committee’s Memorandum of Costs and Disbursements and Attorneys’ Fees, and the Board finds
them to be the actual fees and costs incurred by the Board as part of its investigative,

administrative and disciplinary proceedings against Respondent, and finds them to be reasonable,
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necessary, and actually incurred based on: (1) the abilities, training, education, experience,
professional standing and skill demonstrated by Board staff and attorneys; (2) the character of the
work done, its difficulty, its intricacy, its importance, the time and skill required, the responsibility
imposed and the prominence and character of the parties where, as in this case, they affected the
importance of the litigation; (3) the work actually performed by the Board’s attorneys and staff,
and the skill, time and attention given to that work; and (4) the product of the work and benefits to
the Board and the people of Nevada that were derived therefrom.
V.

If any of the foregoing Conclusions of Law is more properly deemed a Finding of Fact, it
may be so construed.

ORDER

Based upon the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, and good cause
appearing therefore,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that:

1. Respondent has violated the Medical Practice Act, as alleged in the Complaint, as
follows: one (1) violation of NRS 630.3065(2)(2), Knowing or Willful Failure to comply with a
Board Order.

2. Pursuant to NRS 630.352(4)(e), the Board shall administer a written public
reprimand to Respondent.

3. Respondent’s license shall be suspended for a period of one year, from
December 28, 2022, to December 27, 2023.7 On December 28, 2023, Respondent’s license status
shall be reinstated to an Active-Probation status.

4, Pursuant to NRS 630.352(4)(k), Respondent shall complete at the University of
San Diego Physician Assessment and Competency Evaluation Program (PACE), Competency
Assessment, or substantially similar assessment by another entity approved by the Board within

six (6) months of issuance of this Order. Any aforementioned hours of Continuing Medical

2 pursuant to the Board’s motion imposing discipline, the one-year suspension imposed upon Respondent
shall take into account the time he has been suspended since the Order of Summary Suspension, which was served
upon him on December 28, 2022,
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Education received for attending the program that is substantially related to PACE shall be in
addition to the requirements that are regularly imposed upon Respondent as a condition of
licensure in the State of Nevada pursuant to NAC 630.153(1).

5. Respondent shall reimburse the Board the reasonable and necessary costs and
expenses actually incurred in the investigation and prosecution of this case in the amount of seven
thousand four hundred and ninety-nine dollars, and twenty cents ($7,499.20) within six (6) months of
service of this Order. The Board, and/or its designee, are granted the authority to collect any and all
funds due under this Order.

6. Investigation Case Nos. 18-18146, 19-18953, 20-19625, 20-19679, 20-19736, 21-
20367, 22-21285, 22-21357, 23-22654, 23-22790, and 23-22844 shall be dismissed with prejudice.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

DATED this 19th day of December, 2023.

NEVADA STATE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS

. T Myt

NICK M. SPIRTOS, M.D., F.A.C.O.G.
President of the Board
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CERTIFICATION

I certify that the foregoing is the full and true original FINDINGS OF FACT,
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER on file in the office of the Board of Medical
Examiners in the matter of JON LANE SIEMS, M.D., Case No. 23-13009-1.

I further certify that Nick M. Spirtos, M.D., F.A.C.0.G,, is the President of the Nevada
State Board of Medical Examiners and that full force and credit is due to his official acts as such;
and that the signature to the foregoing ORDER is the signature of said Nick M. Spirtos, M.D.,
F.A.C.O.G.

IN WITNESS THEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand in my official capacity as
Secretary-Treasurer of the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners.

DATED this 19th day of December, 2023.
NEVADA STATE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS
By: W[WL ﬂyn,b —m

MAGGIE ARIAS-PETREL
Secretary-Treasurer and Public Member of the Board
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS

FILED

OF THE STATE OF NEVADA
MAY -9 2073
NEVADA STATE BOARD OH
MEDICAL EXAMINERS
In the Matter of Charges and Complaint Case No.: 23-13009-1
Against (Case No.:19-13009-2)

JON L. SIEMS, M.D.,

Respondent.

SYNOPSIS AND ANALYSIS OF THE RECORD

Hearing Officer Charles B. Woodman, having heard a formal pre-hearing
conference, as well as the formal Hearing of this matter, hereby presents the Nevada State
Board of Medical Examiners with his formal Analysis of this case. This Analysis is based
upon all evidence adduced at the formal Hearing, this Hearing Officer’s findings of facts
and conclusions of law, which findings include the credibility of the witnesses who gave
evidence.

RELEVANT BACKGROUND

This is a combined case as shown in the caption, whereby the Investigative
Committee (“IC") of the Board of Medical Examiners of the State of Nevada (“Board”)
alleged that Dr. Jon Lane Siems, M.D., (“Dr. Siems") failed to comply with the Settlement
Agreement he entered into as resolution to Board Case 19-13009-2. The final page of that
Settlement Agreement contains the Board’s order mandating compliance with the
Agreement. A duly noticed formal hearing of the matter was held before the undersigned
Hearing Officer on April 13, 2023 at the Northern Nevada office of the Board in Reno.
Mr. Donald K. White, Esq., Senior Deputy General Counsel appeared on behalf of the
Board’s IC. Dr. Siems appeared via videoconference from the Board’s Southern Nevada
office representing himself in pro se. The matter was duly recorded by a licensed reporter

and is a matter of public record.
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The formal Complaint in Board Case 23-13009-1 alleges a single count of
Knowing or Willful Failure to Comply with a Board Order, a violation of NRS
630.3065(2)(a), which states that:

The following acts, among others, constitute grounds for initiating disciplinary

action or denying licensure:
* %k %

2. Except as otherwise provided in NRS 630.2672, knowingly or willfully
failing to comply with:

(a) A regulation, subpoena or order of the Board or a committee designated
by the Board to investigate a complaint against a physician,

More specifically, the IC alleges at paragraphs 8-9 of the Complaint that:

8. Respondent [Dr. Siems] knowingly or willfully failed to comply with
an order of the Board when he failed to complete 20 hours of CMEs or the PACE
Program by or within the deadline he agree to with the Board [in Case 19-13009-
2).

9. Additionally, the Settlement Agreement [in Case 19-13009-2] that
Respondent signed and was subsequently approved by the Board clearly states
that Respondent agreed to be placed on stayed suspension and that if he violated
any terms of the agreement that the IC shall be authorized to immediately suspend
Respondent’s license to practice medicine in Nevada pending an Order to Show
Cause hearing.

Accordingly, the two cases are inextricably linked inasmuch as Dr. Siems’ alleged
violation of the Order at the final page of the Settlement Agreement entered into in Case
19-13009-2 makes up the entirety of the basis for Case 23-13009-1. Further, it appears
that the Board may determine to take formal action in both such cases.

At commencement of the formal Hearing of this matter, Dr. Siems was again
advised of his right to be represented by counsel, as this Hearing Officer has so advised
him in prior proceedings. The Hearing proceeded with Dr. Siems electing to represent
himself. See Transcript at page 5 (*T.5").

It is noted very significantly here that the Board has already determined that Dr.
Siems “willfully and knowingly violated his Settlement Agreement” via the Board’s Order
of Suspension And Notice of Hearing filed December 27, 2022. That Order was issued

summarily based on evidence proffered by the IC. A duly noticed formal Order to Show
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Cause hearing to determine whether that summary suspension should continue was heard
before the undersigned on February 2, 2023, with Dr. Siems in attendance, also
representing himself at that time. After that hearing and in light of evidence provided by
the IC and by Dr. Siems, this Hearing Officer confirmed the suspension pending further
decisions by the Board and pending adjudication of the new complaint in Case 23-13009-
1. The April 13 hearing was held to formally adjudicate Case 23-13009-1. At the hearing,
the IC's burden was to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that Dr. Siems committed
the violation alleged in the Complaint in Case 23-13009-1, i.e. that he knowingly or
willingly failed to comply with the Board’s order confirming his Settlement Agreement.
THE EVIDENCE

The evidence adduced at the April 13 hearing is summarized as follows (bold and
italics are inserted by the Hearing Officer):

The IC’s Deputy Chief of Investigations and Compliance Officer Johnna LaRue
testified that:

Following the Board’s approval of the Settlement Agreement entered into between
Dr, Siems and the I1C, Ms. LaRue mailed notice of the Board’s decision to Dr. Siems’ then
counsel on December 14, 2021, T.15-17;

Ms. LaRue’s letter, including a copy of the Settlement Agreement, disclosed the
specific requirements with which Dr, Siems would have to comply to meet his obligations
under the Settlement Agreement, and the fact that he would have one year from the date of
the Board hearing to so comply, which would allow Dr. Siems until December 3, 2022 to
meet all the conditions outlined in the Settlement Agreement, and required by the Board’s
Order thereon. T.18-20;

Receipt of Ms. LaRue’s letter containing the Settlement Agreement and Board
Order by Dr. Siems’ then counsel' was confirmed via documentary evidence showing that

it was received on December 18, 2021, T.21-22, 26, IC Exhibit 4;

! As noted, Dr. Siems was not represented by counsel at the formal Hearing in Case 19-
13009-2. However, he retained counsel after the Hearing which culminated in execution
of the Settlement Agreement.
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Dr, Siems and his counsel both signed the Settlement Agreement. T.28;

Via a November 18, 2022 email to the IC’s counsel Mr. White, Pr, Siems’ counsel
advised Mr. White that he was no longer representing Dr. Siems. T.29-30;

At no time did Dr. Siems’ counsel or any other person ever contact Ms. LaRue or
anyone else at the Board to request an extension of time for Dr. Siems to complete his
requirements under the Settlement Agreement. T.31-33;

Extensions of time to comply with settlement agreement conditions are routinely
given under reasonable circumstances. T.33-34;

Dr. Siems did not complete all his CMEs required by the Settlement Agreement
within the mandated one-year period, nor did he complete the PACE program. T.34-35.
Rather, the last required CMEs were completed within a few days following the February
2, 2023 hearing on the license suspension, (which would have been approximately two
months late) . T.35;

Dr. Siems pressed Ms. LaRue on whether the Board should have required him (Dr.
Siems) to complete the PACE program when he discovered that the program could not
accommodate him. However, Ms. LaRue responded by saying that the Board would have
amended the Settlement Agreement had Dr. Siems contacted the Board within the one-year
period to advise that PACE could not accommodate him. T.38-43;

In response to Dr. Siems raising the issue of possibly not receiving a copy of the
Settlement Agreement from his counsel, Ms. LaRue advised that she had worked a number
of times in the past with the same attorney who represented Dr. Siems, and she has never
had any issues with practitioners not receiving documents from that attorney. T.45-46;

Had the IC known at any time prior to expiration of his one-year timeline that the
PACE program could not presently accommodate Dr. Siems, arrangements would have
been made to take the matter back to the Board to alter the terms of the Settlement
Agreement. T.47-48;

Dr. Siems recognized a copy of the Settlement Agreement and acknowledged that

he signed it. T.51-52;
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Dr. Siems acknowledged that he knew his deadline for complying with the terms
of the Settlement Agreement was December 3, 2022. T.54;

At some time during December, 2022, Dr. Siems had his manager Isabella call
the IC to provide an update on his process of complying with tl;e Settlement Agreement,
but not to request an extension of time. T.55-56;

Dr. Siems confirmed that while he does not recall receiving the IC’s letter via his
counsel following the approval of the Settlement Agreement, that does not mean that he
does not remember the “settlentent demands.” “That’s not my claim. Iwas aware of
what the settlement demands were.” On guestioning by Mr. White, Dr. Siems
acknowledged he was aware of the settlement demands as of the date he signed the
document, i.e. November 24, 2021, T.57;

Email correspondence between Dr. Siems and the PACE program showed that Dr.
Siems was not yet enrolled with PACE as of December 20, 2022, as his outstanding
balance due for participation was $10,000.00. The balance due check was dated December
30, 2022, three days after service of the suspension order. T.61, 63-65, Respondent’s
Exhibits p.0003, 00095;

The first time that Dr. Siems, or his office personnel, contacted the PACE
program was October 31, 2022 (or approximately 33 days prior to the compliance
deadline in the Settlement Agreement). T.63;

When asked directly if he complied with the terms of the Settlement Agreement,
Dr. Siems answered “No.” T.65;

Dr. Siems was advised that he had the opportunity to present a defense case, but as
the Board and its IC have the burden of proof, he (Dr. Siems) had no obligation to do sa.
Dr. Siems chose to provide a defense case. T.67-68;

Beginning at page 75 of the transcript, Dr. Siems provided a quite thorough history
of some highly traumatic personal crises which began happening in his life in November,
2022, i.e. approximately one month or less before the December 3, 2022 deadline for
complying with the Settlement Agreement. Those circumstances include a November 22,

2022 trip to Europe for approximately two weeks due to family medical emergencies,

5
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ongoing emergent care of a young man that Dr. Siems refers to as his step-son upon return
to the United States from Europe, and the necessity of a restraining order on December 23,
2022. The undersigned Hearing Officer declines to include details of those matters here to
protect the privacy of Dr, Siems' and his family members. Suffice it to say that
circumstances involving the mother of his children, and the young man whom Dr. Siems
refers to as his step-son, were in crisis stage, which, according to sworn testimony, were
physically and emotionally consuming. T.75-141;

Dr. Siems received a letter from the PACE program advising that the program
could net accommodate Dr. Siems. That letter was dated April 6, 2023, T.82,
Respondent’s Exhibits p.0147;

Dr. Siems believes it is the Board’s responsibility to determine whether or not the
PACE program could accommodate him. Dr. Siems does not feel it is his responsibility to
make that determination. T.84;

Dr. Siems testified that he waited four months, i.e. until the PACE program letter of
April 6, 2023, to discover / confirm that PACE could not accommodate him. T.89;

Dr. Siems asked his witness Amel Youssef, O.D., if the trauma they jointly
experienced because of her son’s medical emergencies could distract a person “enough that
mundane parts of life, perhaps, were ignored and made oblivious?” She testified in the
affirmative. T.114-115;

ANALYSIS

This Hearing Officer did not find any witness who testified at the hearing to have
credibility issues. While the witnesses called by Dr. Siems could be argued to be self-
serving, those witnesses presented as genuine and factual. This Hearing Officer takes their
testimony, along with all of that elicited by the IC, at full face value.

Dr. Siems executed the Settlement Agreement on November 24, 2021, He soon
thereafter learned that pursuant to an Order of the Board, he had until December 3, 2022,
to complete the conditions of his resolution. He first contacted the PACE program on
October 31, 2022, one month and three days before his deadline for full completion of all

conditions. That deadline came and went without Dr, Siems handling his CME or PACE

6




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

c C

obligations. On December 27, 2022, Dr. Siems’ license was summarily suspended for his
failure to comply with the conditions of the Settlement Agreement. A formal noticed
hearing confirming the suspension was held February 2, 2023. It was after that hearing
that Dr. Siems completed his CME requirements, which was more than two months out of
compliance. Dr. Siems received a letter confirming that the PACE program could not
accommodate him on or after April 6, 2023, just a week prior to the formal Hearing on the
Complaint alleging his failure to comply. And while Dr. Siems had his office manager
contact the IC with a status update on his compliance at some time in December, 2022,
(most likely after his December 3 deadline), at no time — either before or after the deadline
- did Dr. Siems or his staff ever request additional time to complete his requirements under
the Settlement Agreement.

Dr. Siems offered what is genuinely a compassion-evoking explanation of a series
of unfortunate and even tragic events in his life - not the results of his doing - and which no
doubt required a great deal of his time and attention. The evidence is clear that he
responded well to loved ones in need. His actions were indeed admirable.

Unfortunately, Dr. Siems’ defense is measured against three harsh realities. First,
as he readily acknowledged, Dr. Siems failed to comply with the terms of his Settlement
Agreement and the Board’s Order mandating such. Second, Dr. Siems made no contact
with the PACE program till he was only thirty-three days away from his deadline. Third,
Dr. Siems did not reach out to the IC until afler his deadline passed, and even when he had
his office manager call, it was to provide a status update and not to seek additional time to
comply. Further, it is apparent from the record that the great majority of the challenges
that occurred in Dr. Siems’ personal life arose either just prior to his compliance deadline -
and some even occurred thereafter (such as the necessity of obtaining a restraining order).

Dr. Siems also offers as part of his defense that it should have been the Board's
responsibility to ensure that the PACE program could accommodate his area of specialty /
expertise before including such in the Settlement Agreement. While not fully articulated in
the record, it appears to the Hearing Officer that those involved in crafting the Settlement

Agreement had ample cause to believe based on past experience that the PACE program
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could serve a physician of Dr. Siems’ specialty. It is also apparent from the record that
Covid-19 had impacted the ability of the PACE program to accommodate some specialties.
Accordingly, the Hearing Officer does not recognize a basis to leave upon the Board sole
responsibility for the potential availability of the PACE program to function for Dr. Siems.
As stated repeatedly by the IC’s counsel Mr. White, had Dr. Siems not waited 333 days to
initiate contact with PACE, this case could have been quite different. Ms. LaRue made
sufficiently clear that timely notice of any deficiency in the ability of the PACE program to
serve in this case would have allowed the Board to amend its requirements. Finally, there
is the logical reality that the party on the hook, i.e. the one with his licensure at stake,
ought to engage in sufficient due diligence to ensure he is doing all that is required to
preserve his valuable practice. Dr. Siems offered no explanation as to why he did not
reach out to PACE until October 31, 2022, or why he did not complete his CMEs from the
time he signed the Settlement Agreement in November, 2021, until his personal challenges
arose in late November 2022. Finally, it must be recognized that Dr. Siems’ counsel — who
was an extension of Dr. Siems, participated in the negotiating and crafting of the
Settlement Agreement. And it was Dr. Siems who executed that Agreement. And
accordingly, Dr. Siems shares responsibility for what that Agreement contains.

It is also significant that the statute at issue here is one of strict liability. While Dr.
Siems argues that the statute does not prohibit consideration of extenuating circumstances,
that does not obviate the plain language of the law that “knowingly or willfully failing to
comply with . . . [an] order of the Board constitutes grounds for initiating disciplinary
action. The Settlement Agreement became an Order of the Board when the Board
approved it. The Order is the final page of the Agreement. Dr. Siems candidly admitted
he knew that he did not comply with that Order. The knowing prong of the statute is thus
satisfied. And while not a necessary finding or conclusion since either a knowing or
willful violation will trigger the ramifications of the statute, it can reasonably be
determined that Dr. Siems’ failure to comply was willful considering the long delay before
he took any action whatsoever. The Hearing Officer finds Dr. Siems” passive description

of the Board’s Order as a “mundane part of life” as a reflection of the amount of concern
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he had for the Order, which is further reflected in the long delay before any action was
taken whatsoever. In any event, the knowing violation is clear and convincing, thus
exceeding the IC’s burden of proving their case by a preponderance of the evidence.
CONCLUSION

This Hearing Officer, while readily acknowledging the significant trying life events
experienced by Dr. Siems and his family, must recommend that the Board find that
Respondent Dr. Jon Lane Siems, M.D., violated the statute as alleged in the Complaint, in
that he knowingly failed to comply with the terms of the Order contained within the
Settlement Agreement. There is no doubt room for compassion for Dr. Siems in all he
experienced in his personal life right around the compliance deadline. But those
extenuating circumstances do not negate the knowing failure to meet his mandated
obligations, especially when he took no action to inform the Board of those circumstances

and/or to seek additional time to comply, or to have the requirements duly amended.

Respectfully submitted this 8th day of May, 2023.

Charles B. Woodman, Hearing Officer
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NEVADA STATE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS
9600 Gateway Drive
Renc, NV 89521
Nick M. Spirtos, M.D., FA.C.0.G. -

Edward Q. Cousineau, J.D.
Board President

Executive Director

December 19, 2023

Jon Lane Siems, M.D.
41493 Margarita Road, #G109
Temecula, CA 92591-5570

Re: Compliance Case #23-13009-1

Dear Dr. Siems:

On December 1, 2023, the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners, approved and accepted
the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order regarding the complaint filed on Case No.
23-13009-1 finding the following:

e Respondent has violated the Medical Practice Act, as alleged in the Complaint, as

follows: one (1) violation of NRS 630.3065(2)(a), Knowing or Willful Failure to comply
with a Board Order.

As a result, the Board entered its ORDER as follows:

s Pursuant to NRS 630.352(4)(e), the Board shall administer a written public reprimand to
Respondent;

e Respondent’s license shall be suspended for a period of one year, from December 28,
2022 to December 27, 2023. On December 28, 2023, Respondent’s license status shall be
reinstated to Active-Probation status;

¢ Respondent shall complete at the University of San Diego Physician Assessment and
Competency Evaluation Program (PACE), Competency Assessment, or substantially
similar assessment by another entity approved by the Board within six (6) months of
issuance of this Order. Any aforementioned hours of Continuing Medical Education
received for attending the program that is substantiaily related to PACE shall be in
addition to the requirements that are regularly imposed upon Respondent as a condition
of licensure in the State of Nevada pursuant to NAC 630.153(1);

+ Respondent shall reimburse the Board the reasonable and necessary costs and expenses

actually incurred in the investigation and prosecution of this case in the amount of seven

thousand four hundred and ninety-nine dollars, and twenty cents ($7,499.20) within six (6)

months of service of this Order. The Board, and/or its designee, are granted the authority to

collect any and all funds due under this Order;

Investigation Case Nos. 18-18146, 19-18953, 20-19625, 20-19679, 20-19736, 21-20367,

22-21285, 22-21357, 23-22654, 23-22790, and 23-22844 shall be dismissed with prejudice.

Telephone 775-688-2559 + Fax 775-688-2321 - medboard.nv.gov ¢« nsbme@medboard.nv.gov

ENEPD Rev. 920
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Your compliance with the terms and conditions pertaining to CME’s will be monitored by Johnna

S. LaRue, CMBI, Compliance Officer. Please contact me at (775) 324-9377 for any questions or
concerns regarding CME’s.

Your compliance with the terms and conditions pertaining to Administrative Costs and Fines will
be monitored by Donya Jenkins, Chief of Finance and Human Resources. Please contact Ms.
Jenkins at (775) 324-9354 for any questions or concerns regarding payment of costs and fines.

Please make note of the Board’s new policies for making payments, credit cards, cashier’s checks
and money orders are the only form of payment accepted.

Payment can be made online at https://nsbme.us.thentiacloud.net/webs/nsbme/service/#/login.
Included in the Order are mandatory actions that you must fulfill some of which include:
1) The costs in the amount of $§7,499.20 are due by June 1, 2024.

2.) The University of San Diego Physician Assessment and Competency Evaluation
Program (PACE), Competency Assessment, or substantially similar assessment by
another entity is due by June 1, 2024.

Please contact me, in writing, within 30 days and provide the most expeditious method of
contacting you. Thereafter, please update me immediately upon any change in your contact
information. You may mail the information to the address below, fax it to 775-688-2553 or e-
mail it to me at jlarue@medboard.nv.gov. In addition, any additional information required from
you should be submitted to the same contact numbers and address.

If you have any questions, please call, or write. Thank you for your cooperation on this matter.

Respectfully,

Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
9600 Gateway Drive

Reno, NV 89521

(775) 324-9377
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS
OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

EE

In the Matter of the Charges and Complaint Case No.: 24-13009-1

Against: FI L E D

JON LANE SIEMS, M.D.,
SEP 17 2024

NEVADA STATE BOARD OF

MEDIC EXAMINER
By: —_

—— - ————

Respondent,

PROOF OF SERVICE

I, Meg Byrd, Legal Assistant for the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners, hereby
certify that on September 16, 2024, I sent the ORDER FOR SUSPENSION AND NOTICE OF
HEARING to:

JON LANE SIEMS, M.D.
31852 Via Patito
Coto de Caza, CA 92679

Via Federal Express Tracking number [778618923066] and was delivered on September 17, 2024.
See Exhibit 1.

A copy of the document was also personally served at:

JON LANE SIEMS, M.D.

¢/o Eyecare Associates

3810 E. Flamingo Road

Las Vegas, NV 89121-6227
See Exhibit 2:

DATED this/ 7 day of September, 2024,

MEG B

Legal Assistant

Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
9600 Gateway Drive

Reno, Nevada 89521

1ofl




FwEx . September 17, 2024

Dear Customer,

The following is the proof-of-delivery for tracking number: 778618923066

Delivery Information:
Status: Delivered Dellvered To: Residence
Signed for by: J.SIEMS Dellvery Location: 31852 VIA PATITO
Service type: FedEx Priority Overnight
Special Handling: Deliver Weekday;
Residential Delivery: Coblel et
Adult Signature Required
Delivery date: Sep 17, 2024 12:32
Shipping Information:
Tracking number: 778618923066 Ship Date: Sep 16, 2024
Weight: 1.0 LB/0.45 KG
Reclplent: Shipper:
Jon Lane Siems, MD, Meg Byrd, Nevada State Board of Med Exam
31852 Via Patito 9600 Gateway Drive
Coto de Caza, CA, US, 92679 RENGC, NV, US, 89521

Reference 24-13009-1 Siems
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS

OF THE STATE OF NEVADA
% % ok Kk k
In the Matter of Charges and Case No. 24-13009-1

Complaint Against:
JON LANE SIEMS, M.D.,

Respondent.

AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE

I, George Tuitoti, Deputy Chief of Investigation, as an employee of the Nevada State Board
of Medical Examiners, being first duly sworn, declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the
State of Nevada that the following assertions are true to the best of my knowledge and:

I personally served / delivered to Respondent’s last known-address below, on the 17" day of
September, 2024, 10:50 am to Claudia Guajardo, a person over the age of 18 who is employed at or
owns the following business:

1. ORDER OF SUSPENSION AND NOTICE OF HEARING at:
Eyecare Associates 3810 E. Flamingo Road, Las Vegas, NV 89121-6227

),

A
Employ&e of the T@Ev@State Bodfd of

Further your Affiant sayeth naught.

Medical Examiners

sTATEOF Ngada )
COUNTY OF (ark

SUBSCRIBED and gXM me by GMM Turh
on this ? of mlptie 2024,

v ’ ) MALIA R, KAEO
Notary Pﬁb 1c e 3 Notary Public, Stata of Nevada
. Appointment No. 22-2315-01

UEES uy Appt, Expires Sep 14, 2026
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS
OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

YR K KR

In the Matter of Charges and Complaint Case No. 24-13009-1

Against: FILED

JON LANE SIEMS, M.D.,
0CT 0¢ 2024

NEVADA STATE BOARD OF

MEQICA AMINERS
s VAT

Respondent.

COMPLAINT

The Investigative Committee' (IC) of the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners (Board),
by and through Donald K. White, Senior Deputy General Counsel and attorney for the IC, having a
reasonable basis to believe that Jon Lane Siems, M.D. (Respondent) violated the provisions of Nevada
Revised Statutes (NRS) Chapter 630 and Nevada Administrative Code (NAC) Chapter 630
(collectively, the Medical Practice Act), hereby issues its Complaint, stating the IC’s charges and
allegations as follows:

The IC alleges the following facts:

1. Respondent is currently, and was at all times relevant to this Complaint, licensed in
active-probation status (License No. 9250). Respondent was issued his license from the Board on
December 20, 1999, pursuant to the provisions of NRS Chapter 630.

2. On December 19, 2023, Case No. 23-13009-1 came before the Board during a
regularly scheduled Board Meeting and was adjudicated by the Board. The Board found that
Respondent had violated a Board Order and issued its Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and
Order, attached hereto as Exhibit 1.

3. In a letter dated December 19, 2023, Johnna LaRue, Deputy Chief of Investigations

and Compliance Officer for the Board, in normal course mailed a letter via first class mail with

' The Investigative Committee of the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners, at the time this formal
Complaint was authorized for filing, was composed of Board members Bret W. Frey, M.D., Carl N. Williams, Ir. M.D.,
and Col. Eric D. Wade (USAF (Ret.).

1ot4
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return receipt required, postage prepaid to Respondent which provided explicit instructions
regarding his specific requirements and the deadlines to achieve compliance with the Board-
approved Settlement Agreement.

4, The Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order, as well as Ms. LaRue’s letter
clearly stated that Respondent had six (6) months to complete the Physician Assessment and Clinical
Education Program at the University of San Diego School of Medicine (PACE) or a substantially
simitar program. Additionally, the Board stated that Respondent shall reimburse the Board the
necessary costs and expenses actually incurred in the investigation and prosecution of the case in
the amount of seven thousand four hundred and ninety-nine dollars and twenty cents ($7,499.20)
within six (6) months of service of the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order.

5. Respondent did not reimburse the Board for the expenses as Ordered. At this time,
the Board has still not received his payment for costs and expenses in the amount of seven thousand
four hundred and ninety-nine dollars and twenty cents ($7,499.20) which is beyond the time limit
provided in the Order, June 1, 2024.

COUNT 1
NRS 630.3065(2)(a) - Knowing or Willful Failure to Comply with a Board Order

6. All of the aliegations in the above paragraphs arc hereby incorporated by reference
as though fully set forth herein.

7. NRS 630.3065(2)(a) provides that the knowing or willful failure to comply with an
order of the Board constitutes grounds for initiating disciplinary action,

8. Respondent knowingly or willfully failed to comply with an order of the Board when
he failed to pay the costs and expenses due in the amount of seven thousand four hundred and
ninety-nine dollars and twenty cents ($7,499.20) by June 1, 2024,

9. Additionally, the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order clearly states that
Respondent was to reimburse the Board in the amount of seven thousand four hundred and ninety-
nine dollars and twenty cents ($7,499.20) within six (6) months of the receipt of the Order or

June 1, 2024,

f i
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10. By reason of the foregoing, Respondent is subject to discipline by the Board as
provided in NRS 630.352.

WHEREFORE, the Investigative Committee prays:

1. That the Board give Respondent notice of the charges herein against him and give
him notice that he may file an answer to the Complaint herein as set forth in
NRS 630.339(2) within twenty (20) days of service of the Complaint;

2, That the Board set a time and place for a formal hearing after holding an Early Case
Conference pursuant to NRS 630.339(3);

3. That the Board determine what sanctions to impose if it determines there has been a
violation or violations of the Medical Practice Act committed by Respondent;

4, That the Board award fees and costs for the investigation and prosecution of this case
as outlined in NRS 622.400;

5. That the Board make, issue and serve on Respondent its findings of fact, conclusions
of law and order, in writing, that includes the sanctions imposed; and

6. That the Board take such other and further action as may be just and proper in these
premises.

DATED this E% rjdaly of October, 2024.

INVESTIGATIVE COMMITTEE OF THE
STATE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS

By:
DONALD K. WHITE
Senior-Beputy General Counsel
9600 Gateway Drive
Reno, NV 89521
Tel: (775) 688-2559
Email: dwhite@medboard.nv.gov
Attorney for the Investigative Commiltice

Jof4
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VERIFICATION
STATE OF NEVADA )

. §S.

COUNTY OF WASHOE )

Bret W. Frey, M.D., having been duly sworn, hereby deposes and states under penalty of
perjury that he is the Chairman of the Investigative Commitice of the Nevada State Board of Medical
Examiners that authorized the Complaint against the Respondent herein; that he has read the
foregoing Complaint; and that based upon information discovered in the course of the investigation
into a complaint against Respondent, he believes that the allegations and charges in the foregoing
Complaint against Respondent are true, accurate and correct.

DATED this ﬁlay of October, 2024.

INVESTIGATIVE COMMITTEE OF THE
NEVADA STATE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS

O

BRET WA'REY, M.D.
Chairndn of the Investigative Commiltiee

4o0f4
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS
OF THE STATE OF NEVADA
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In the Matter of Charges and Complaint | Case No. 23-13009-1
Against
JON LANE SIEMS, M.D.,

Respondent.

NVt

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER

This case was presented for adjudication and decision before the Nevada State Board of
Medical Examiners (Board), during a regularly scheduled Board meeting on December 1, 2023, at
8:40 a.m., (Pacific Standard Time), located at 325 E. Warm Springs Road, Suite 225, Las Vegas,
NV 89119, video conferenced to 9600 Gateway Drive, Reno, NV 89521. Jon Lane Siems, M.D.,
(Respondent), was properly served with a notice of the adjudication, including the datc, time and
Jocation, and was present and not represented by counsel. The adjudicating members of the Board
participating in these Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order (FOFCOL) were:
Nick M. Spirtos M.D., F.A.C.0.G., Ms. Maggie Arias-Petrel, Ms. Pamela Beal, Irwin B. Simon,
M.D., FACS, Joseph Olivarez, P.A -C, and Jason B. Farnsworth, RRT, MBA. Chricy E. Harris,
Esq., Deputy Attomey General, served as legal counsel to the Board.

The Board, having received and read the Complaint and exhibits admitted at the hearing of
this matter, the Hearing Officet’s Findings and Recommendations', and the transcript of the
hearing, made its decision pursuant to its authority and provisions of the Nevada Revised Statutes
(NRS) Chapter 630 and Nevada Administrative Code (NAC) Chapter 630 (collectively, the
Medical Practice Act), NRS Chapter 622A, and NRS Chapter 233B, as applicable.

Iy
i

' The Hearing Officer’s Findings and Recommendations were prepared by Charles Woodman, Esq., who was
appointed as Hearing Officer under NRS 630.106 in this matter and presided over the hearing.

1
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The Board, after due consideration of the record, evidence, and law, and being fully
advised in the premises, makes its FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND
ORDER in this matter, as follows:

FINDINGS OF FACT
I

Respondent held an Active-Probation license to practice medicine in the State of Nevada
issued by the Board from December 3, 2021, until December 27, 2022. An Order for Summary
Suspension of Respondent’s license was filed on December 27, 2022, served on December 27,
2022, which immediately suspended Respondent’s license until a show cause hearing could be
held to determine if his medical license would be reinstated during the regular hearing process.
On February 2, 2023, a show cause hearing was held at the office of the Nevada State Board of
Medical Examiners and the Hearing Officer entered his order during the hearing that continued
the suspension of Respondent’s medical license throughout the hearing process.

IL

On January 30, 2022, the Investigative Committee filed its formal Complaint in
Case No. 23-13009-1, alleging Respondent violated the Medical Practice Act. Respondent was
personally served with the Complaint by a USPS Certified mail on March 3, 2023. The Complaint
alleges as follows: Count I, a violation of NRS 630.3065(2)(a) Knowing or Willful Failure to
Comply with a Board Order.

Respondent did not answer or file a response to the allegations set forth in the Complaint.
Pursuant to NAC 630.460(4), the allegations of the Complaint are deemed generally denied if an
answer is not filed.

111

An Early Case Conference was held at the conclusion of the show cause hearing.
Donald K. White, Senior Deputy General Counsel was present on behalf of the Investigative
Committee (IC) of the Board, with Hearing Officer Charles Woodman, Esq., Respondent
participated in the Early Case Conference and show cause hearing but was not represented by an

attorney.
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I In compliance with NAC 630.465 an Order After Prehearing and Order Confirming
Hearing Date was filed March 1, 2023, setting dates for the formal hearing calendared to
commence on April 13, 2023, at the Office of the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners,
9600 Gateway Drive, Reno, Nevada 89521 video conferenced to the Board’s Las Vegas Office,
located at 325 E. Warm Springs Road, Suite 225, Las Vegas, NV 89119. All documents intended
to be introduced as evidence in the casc were to be exchanged on or before March 13, 2023.
Respondent was served this Order via USPS Certified Mail on March 6, 2023, at his address of
record.
v,

On April 13, 2023, as duly noticed and ordered, a hearing was held before the Hearing
! Officer to receive cvidence and to hear arguments of both parties. Legal counsel for the
Investigative Committee, Donald K. White, Senior Deputy General Counsel appeared, along with
Respondent, without legal counsel, and Hearing Officer Charles Woodman, Esq. Mr. White
presented the IC’s case, offered documentary evidence, and presented witness testimony. Exhibits
one (1) through (4) from the IC and several of Respondent’s exhibits, were marked and admitied
into evidence.

The Hearing Officer provided the Synopsis and Analysis of Record, filed May 9, 2023.
This matter was scheduled for final adjudication on December 1, 2023, at a regularly scheduled
Board meeting,.

The notice of the adjudication was sent via USPS Certified Mail on October 30, 2023, and
was delivered to Respondent on November 3, 2023, at 10:14 a.m.

A copy of the adjudication materials along with a copy of the Hearing Officer’s Synopsis
Aand Analysis of Record were mailed via Fed Ex 2-Day and were delivered to Respondent’s
address of record on November 10, 2023,

V.

Pursuant to NRS 622A.300(5)(a), the Findings and Recommendations of the Hearing

| Officer are hereby approved by the Board in their entirety, with modification to the discipline, and

if///
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are hereby specifically incorporated and made part of this Order by reference and are attached
hereto as Exhibit 1.
VL
In accordance with the Synopsis and Analysis of Record, the Board hereby finds that the
count set forth in the Complaint, and as recapitulated in Paragraph II above, have been established
by a preponderance of the evidence.
VIL
If any of the foregoing Findings of Fact is more properly deemed a Conclusion of Law, it
may be so construed.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

L

The Board has jurisdiction over Respondent and the Complaint, and an adjudication of this

matter by the Board members as set forth herein is proper.
IL.

Respondent was timely and properly served with the Complaint, and all notices and orders
in advance of the hearing and adjudication thereon, in accordance with NRS and NAC
Chapters 630, NRS Chapters 241, 622A and 233B, and all legal requirements of due process.

III.

With respect to the ailegations of the Complaint, the Board concludes that Respondent has
violated NRS 630.3065(2)(a) Knowing or Willful Failure to comply with a Board Order, as
alleged in Count I. Accordingly, Respondent is subject to discipline pursuant to NRS 630.352.

IV.

The Board finds that, pursuant to NRS 622.400, recovery from Respondent of reasonable
attorneys’ fees and costs incurred by the Board as part of its investigation and disciplinary
proceedings against Respondent is appropriate. The Board has reviewed the Investigative
Committee’'s Memorandum of Costs and Disbursements and Attorneys’ Fees, and the Board finds
them to be the actual fees and costs incurred by the Board as part of its investigative,

administrative and disciplinary proceedings against Respondent, and finds them to be reasonable,
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“ necessary, and actually incurred based on: (1) the abilities, training, education, expericnce,
professional standing and skill demonstrated by Board staff and attorneys; (2) the character of the
work done, its difficulty, its intricacy, its importance, the time and skill required, the responsibility
imposed and the prominence and character of the parties where, as in this case, they affected the
importance of the litigation; (3) the work actually performed by the Board's attorneys and staff,
and the skill, time and attention given to that work; and (4) the product of the work and benefits to
the Board and the people of Nevada that were derived therefrom.
V.

If any of the foregoing Conclusions of Law is more properly decmed a Finding of Fact, it
“ may be so construed.

ORDER

Based upon the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, and good cause
appearing therefore,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that:

1. Respondent has violated the Medical Practice Act, as atleged in the Complaint, as
follows: one (1) violation of NRS 630.3065(2)(a), Knowing or Willful Failure to comply with a
Board Order.

2. Pursuant to NRS 630.352(4)(e), the Board shall administer a written public

reprimand to Respondent.
r 3. Respondent’s license shall be suspended for a period of one year, from
December 28, 2022, to December 27, 2023.2 On December 28, 2023, Respondent’s license status
shall be reinstated 1o an Active-Probation status.
“ 4, Pursuant to NRS 630.352(4)(k), Respondent shall complete at the University of
San Diego Physician Assessment and Competency Evaluation Program (PACE), Competency
Assessment, or substantially similar assessment by another entity approved by the Board within

six (6) months of issuance of this Order. Any aforementioned hours of Continuing Medical

2 pursuant to the Board’s motion imposing discipline, the one-year suspension imposed upon Respondent
shall take into account the time he has been suspended since the Order of Summary Suspension, which was served
upon him on December 28, 2022.

5
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Education received for attending the program that is substantially related to PACE shall be in
addition to the requirements that are regularly imposed upon Respondent as a condition of
licensure in the State of Nevada pursuant to NAC 630.153(1).

5. Respondent shall reimburse the Board the reasonable and necessary costs and

expenses actually incurred in the investigation and prosecution of this case in the amount of seven

J thousand four hundred and ninety-nine dollars, and twenty cents ($7,499.20) within six (6) months of
service of this Order. The Board, and/or its designee, are granted the authority to collect any and all
‘ funds due under this Order.

6. Investigation Case Nos. 18-18146, 19-18953, 20-19625, 20-19679, 20-19736, 2i-
20367, 22-21285, 22-21357, 23-22654, 23-22790, and 23-22844 shall be dismissed with prejudice.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

DATED this 19th day of December, 2023.

NEVADA STATE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS

. Tt M A~

NICK M. SPIRTOS, M.D., FA.C.O.G.
President of the Board
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CERTIFICATION

I certify that the foregoing is the full and true original FINDINGS OF FACT,
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER on file in the office of the Board of Medical
Examiners in the matter of JON LANE SIEMS, M.D., Case No. 23-13009-1.

I further certify that Nick M. Spirtos, M.D., F.A.C.0.G., is the President of the Nevada
State Board of Medical Examiners and that full force and credit is due to his official acts as such;
and that the signature to the foregoing ORDER is the signature of said Nick M. Spirtos, M.D.,
F.AC.OG.

IN WITNESS THEREOF, | have hereunto set my hand in my official capacity as
Secretary-Treasurer of the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners.

DATED this 19th day of December, 2023.
NEVADA STATE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS
By: W[mub ﬂ:\,m A6l

MAGGIE ARIAS-PETREL
Secretary-Treasurer and Public Member of the Board
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS

OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

In the Matter of Charges and Complaint Case No.: 23-13009-1
Against (Case No.:19-13009-2)

JON L. SIEMS, M.D.,
Respondent.

SYNOPSIS AND ANALYSIS OF THE RECORD
Hearing Officer Charles B. Woodman, having heard a formal pre-hearing
conference, as well as the formal Hearing of this matter, hereby presents the Nevada State
Board of Medical Examiners with his formal Analysis of this case. This Analysis is based
upon all evidence adduced at the formal Hearing, this Hearing Officer’s findings of facts
and conclusions of law, which findings include the credibility of the witnesses who gave
evidence,

RELEVANT BACKGROUND

This is a combined case as shown in the caption, whercby the Investigative
Committee (“IC") of the Board of Medical Examiners of the State of Nevada (*“Board™)
alleged that Dr. Jon Lane Siems, M.D., (“Dr. Siems”) failed to comply with the Settlement
Agreement he entered into as resolution to Board Case 19-13009-2. The final page of that
Settlement Agreement contains the Board’s order mandating compliance with the
Agreement. A duly noticed formal hearing of the matter was held before the undersigned
Hearing Officer on April 13, 2023 at the Northern Nevada office of the Board in Reno.
Mr. Donald K. White, Esq., Senior Deputy General Counsel appeared on behalf of the
Board’s IC. Dr. Siems appeared via videoconference from the Board’s Southem Nevada
office representing himself in pro se. The matter was duly recorded by a licensed reporter

and is a matter of public record.
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The formal Complaint in Board Case 23-13009-1 alleges a single count of
Knowing or Willful Failure to Comply with a Board Order, a violation of NRS
630.3065(2)(a), which states that:

The following acts, among others, constitute grounds for initiating disciplinary

action or denying licensure:
LI

2. Except as otherwise provided in NRS 630.2672, knowingly or willfully
failing to comply with:

(a) A regulation, subpoena or order of the Board or a committee designated
by the Board to investigale a complaint against a physician;

More specifically, the IC afleges at paragrephs 8-9 of the Complaint that:

8. Respondent [Dr. Siems] knowingly or willfully failed to comply with
an order of the Board when he failed to complete 20 hours of CMEs or the PACE
Program by or within the deadline he agree to with the Board [in Case 19-13005-
2}.

9. Additionally, the Settlement Agreement [in Case 19-13009-2] that
Respondent signed and was subsequently approved by the Board clearly states
that Respondent agreed to be placed on stayed suspension and that if he violated
any terms of the agreement that the IC shall be authorized to immediately suspend
Respondent's license to practice medicine in Nevada pending an Order to Show
Cause hearing.

Accordingly, the two cases are inextricably finked inasmuch as Dr. Siems’ alleged
violation of the Order at the final page of the Settlement Apreement entered into in Case
19-13009-2 makes up the entirety of the basis for Case 23-13009-1. Further, it appears
that the Board may determine to take formal action in both such cases.

At commencement of the formal Hearing of this matter, Dr. Siems was again
advised of his right to be represented by counsel, as this Hearing Officer has so advised
him in prior proceedings. The Hearing proceeded with Dr. Siems electing to represent
himself. See Transcript at page 5 (“T.5").

It is noted very significantly here that the Board has already determined that Dr.
Siems “willfully and knowingly violated his Settlement Agreement” via the Board’s Order
of Suspension And Notice of Hearing filed December 27, 2022. That Order was issued

summarily based on evidence proffered by the IC. A duly noticed formal Order to Show
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Cause hearing to determine whether that summary suspension should continue was heard
before the undersigned on February 2, 2023, with Dr. Siems in attendance, also
representing himself at that time. Afier that hearing and in light of evidence provided by
the 1C and by Dr, Siems, this Hearing Officer confirmed the suspension pending further
decisions by the Board and pending adjudication of the new complaint in Case 23-13009-
1. The April 13 hearing was held to formally adjudicate Case 23-13009-1. At the hearing,
the IC"s burden was to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that Dr. Siems committed
the violation alleged in the Complaint in Case 23-13009-1, i.e. that he knowingly or
willingly failed to comply with the Board's order confirming his Settlement Agreement.
THE EVIDENCE

The evidence adduced at the Apri! 13 hearing is summarized as follows (bold and
italics are inserted by the Hearing Officer):

The IC’s Deputy Chief of Investigations and Compliance Officer Johnna LaRue
testified that:

Following the Board's approval of the Settlement Agreement entered into between
Dr, Siems and the IC, Ms. LaRue mailed notice of the Board's decision to Dr. Siems’ then
counsel on December 14, 2021, T.15-17;

Ms. LaRue’s letter, including a copy of the Settlement Agreement, disclosed the
specific requirements with which Dr. Siems would have to comply to meet his obligations
under the Settlement Agreement, and the fact that he would have one year from the date of
the Board hearing to so comply, which would allow Dr. Siems until December 3, 2022 to
meet all the conditions outlined in the Settlement Agreement, and required by the Board’s
Order thereon. T.18-20;

Receipt of Ms. LaRue's letter containing the Settlement Agreement and Board
Order by Dr. Siems’ then counsel' was confirmed via documentary evidence showing that

it was received on December 18, 2021. T.21-22, 26, IC Exhibit 4;

! As noted, Dr. Siems was not represented by counsel at the formal Hearing in Case 19-
13009-2. However, he retained counsel after the Hearing which culminated in execution
of the Settlement Agreement.
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Dr. Siems and his counsel both signed the Settlement Agreement, T.28;

Via a November 18, 2022 email to the IC's counsel Mr. Whilte, Dr. Siems’ counsel
advised Mr. White that he was no longer representing Dr. Siems. T.29-30;

At no time did Dr. Siems’ counsel or any other person ever contact Ms. LaRue or
anyone else at the Board to request an extension of time for Dr. Siems to complete his
requirements under the Settlement Agreement. T.31-33;

Extensions of time to comply with settlement agreement conditions are routinely
given under reasonable circumstances. T.33-34;

Dr. Siems did not complete all his CMEs required by the Settlement Agreement
within the mandated one-year period, nor did he complete the PACE program. T.34-35.
Rather, the last required CMEs were completed within a few days following the February
2, 2023 hearing on the license suspension, (which would have been approximately two
months late) . T.35;

Dr. Siems pressed Ms. LaRue on whether the Board should have required him (Dr.
Siems) to complete the PACE program when he discovered that the program could not
accommodate him, However, Ms. LaRue responded by saying that the Board would have
amended the Settlement Agreement had Dr. Siems contacted the Board within the one-year
period 1o advise that PACE could not accommodate him, T.38-43;

In response to Dr. Siems raising the issue of possibly not receiving a copy of the
Settlement Agreement from his counsel, Ms. LaRue advised that she had worked a number
of times in the past with the same attorney who represented Dr. Siems, and she has never
had any issues with practitioners not receiving documents from that attorney. T.45-46;

Had the IC known at any time prior to expiration of his one-year timeline that the
PACE program could not presently accommodate Dr. Siems, arrangements would have
been made 1o take the matter back to the Board to alter the terms of the Settlement
Agreement. T.47-48;

Dr. Siems recognized a copy of the Settlement Agreement and acknowledged that

he signed it. T.51-52;
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Dr. Siems acknowledged that he knew his deadline for complying with the terms
of the Settlement Agreement was December 3, 2022. T.54;

At some time during December, 2022, Dr. Siems had his manager Isabella call
the IC to provide an update on his process of complying with ﬂ;e Setilement Agreement,
but not to request an extension of time. T.55-56;

Dr. Siems confirmed that while he does not recall receiving the IC’s letter via his
counsel following the appraval of the Settlement Agreement, that does not mean that he
does not remember the “settlement demands.” “That’s not my claim. Iwas aware of
what the settlement demands were.” On questioning by Mr. White, Dr. Siems
acknowledged he was aware of the settlfement demands as of the date he signed the
document, i.e. November 24, 2021, 1.57;

Email correspondence between Dr. Siems and the PACE program showed that Dr.
Siems was not yet enrolled with PACE as of December 20, 2022, as his outstanding
balance due for participation was $10,000.00. The balance due check was dated December
30, 2022, three days after service of the suspension order. T.61, 63-65, Respondent's
Exhibits p.0003, 060095,

The first time that Dr. Siems, or his office personnel, contacted the PACE
program was October 31, 2022 (or approximately 33 days prior to the compliance
deadline in the Settlement Agreement). T.63;

When asked directly if he complied with the terms of the Settlement Agreement,
Dr. Siems answered “No.” T.65;

Dr. Siems was advised that he had the opportunity to present a defense case, but as
the Board and its IC have the burden of proof, he (Dr. Siems) had no obligation to do so.
Dr. Siems chose to provide a defense case. T.67-68;

Beginning at page 75 of the transcript, Dr. Siems provided a quite thorough history
of some highly traumatic personal crises which began happening in his life in November,
2022, i.c. approximately one month or less before the December 3, 2022 deadline for
complying with the Settiement Agreement. Those circumstances include a November 22,

2022 trip to Europe for approximately two wecks due to family medical emergencies,

5
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ongoing emergent care of a young man that Dr. Siems refers to as his step-son upon retumn
to the United States from Europe, and the necessity of a restraining order on December 23,
2022, The undersigned Hearing Officer declines to include details of those matters here to
protect the privacy of Dr. Siems’ and his family members. Suffice it to say that
circumstances involving the mother of his children, and the young man whom Dr. Siems
refers to as his step-son, were in crisis stage, which, according to sworn testimony, were
physically and emotionally consuming. T.75-141;

Dr, Siems received a letter from the PACE program advising that the program
could not accommodate Dr. Siems. That letter was dated April 6, 2023, T.82,
Respondent’s Exhibits p.0147;

Dr. Siems believes it is the Board’s responsibility to determine whether or not the
PACE program could accommodate him. Dr. Siems does not feel it is his responsibility to
make that determination. T.B4;

Dr. Siems testified that he waited four months, i.e. until the PACE program letter of
April 6, 2023, to discover / confirm that PACE could not accommedate him. T.89;

Dr. Siems asked his witness Amel Youssef, O.D., if the trauma they jointly
experienced because of her son's medical emergencies could distract a person “enough that
mundane parts of life, perhaps, were ignored and made oblivious?" She testified in the
affirmative. T.114-115;

ANALYSIS

This Hearing Officer did not find any witness who testified at the hearing to have
credibility issues. While the witnesses called by Dr. Siems could be argued to be self-
serving, those witnesses presented as genuine and factual. This Hearing Officer takes their
testimony, along with all of that elicited by the IC, at full face value.

Dr. Siems executed the Settlement Agreement on November 24, 2021, He soon
thereafter learned that pursuant to an Order of the Board, he had until December 3, 2022,
to complete the conditions of his resolution. He first contacted the PACE program on
October 31, 2022, one month and three days before his deadline for full completion of all

conditions. That deadline came and went without Dr. Siems handling his CME or PACE

6
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obligations. On December 27, 2022, Dr. Siems’ license was summarily suspended for his
failure to comply with the conditions of the Settlement Agreement. A formal noticed
hearing confirming the suspension was held February 2, 2023. It was after that hearing
that Dr. Siems completed his CME requirements, which was more than two months out of
compliance. Dr. Siems received a letter confirming that the PACE program could not
accommodate him on or after April 6, 2023, just a week prior to the formal Hearing on the
Complaint alleging his failure to comply. And while Dr. Siems had his office manager
contact the IC with a status update on his compliance at some time in December, 2022,
(most likety after his December 3 deadline), at no time ~ either before or after the deadline
- did Dr. Siems or his stafF ever request additional time to complete his requirements under
the Settlement Agreement.

Dr. Siems offered what is genuinely a compassion-evoking explanation of a series
of unfortunate and even tragic events in his life - not the results of his doing - and which no
doubt required a great deal of his time and attention, The evidence is clear that he
responded well to loved ones in need. His actions were indeed admirable.

Unfortunately, Dr. Siems’ defense is measured against three harsh realities. First,
as he readily acknowledged, Dr. Siems failed 10 comply with the terms of his Settlement
Agreement and the Board's Order mandating such. Second, Dr, Siems made no contact
with the PACE program till he was only thirty-three days away from his deadline. Third,
Dr. Siems did not reach out to the IC until after his deadline passed, and even when he had
his office manager cali, it was to provide a status update and not to seek additional time to
comply. Further, it is apparent from the record that the great mejority of the chatlenges
that occurred in Dr. Siems' personal life arose either just prior to his compliance deadline
and some even occurred thereafter (such as the necessity of obtaining a restraining order).

Dr. Siems also offers as part of his defense that it should have been the Board's
responsibility to ensure that the PACE program could accommodate his area of specialty /
expertise before including such in the Settlement Agreement. While not fully articulated in
the record, it appears to the Hearing Officer that those involved in crafting the Seitlement

Agreement had ample cause to believe based on past experience that the PACE program

7
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could serve a physician of Dr. Siems® specialty. It is also apparent from the record that
Covid-19 had impacted the ability of the PACE program to accommodate some specialties.
Accordingly, the Hearing Officer does not recognize a basis to leave upon the Board sole
responsibility for the potential availability of the PACE program to function for Dr. Siems.
As stated repeatedly by the IC’s counsel Mr. White, had Dr. Siems not waited 333 days to
initiate contact with PACE, this case could have been quite different. Ms. LaRue made
sufficiently clear that timely notice of any deficiency in the ability of the PACE program to
serve in this case would have allowed the Board to amend its requirements. Finally, there
is the logical reality that the party on the hook, i.e. the one with his licensure at stake,
ought to engage in sufficient due diligence to ensure he is doing all that is required to
preserve his valuable practice, Dr. Siems offered no explanation as to why he did not
reach out to PACE until October 31, 2022, or why he did not complete his CMEs from the
time he signed the Seitlement Agreement in November, 2021, until his personal challenges
arose in late November 2022. Finally, it must be recognized that Dr. Siems’ counsel — who
was an extension of Dr. Siems, participated in the negotiating and crafting of the
Settlement Agreement. And it was Dr. Siems who executed that Agreement. And
accordingly, Dr. Siems shares responsibility for what that Agreement contains.

It is also significant that the statute at issue here is one of strict liability. While Dr.
Siems argues that the statute does not prohibit consideration of extenuating circumstances,
that does not obviate the plain language of the law that “knowingly or willfully failing to
comply with . .. [an] order of the Board constitutes grounds for initiating disciplinary
action. The Settlement Agreement became an Order of the Board when the Board
approved it. The Order is the final page of the Agreement. Dr. Siems candidly admitted
he knew that he did not comply with that Order. The knowing prong of the statute is thus
satisfied. And while not a necessary finding or conclusion since either a knowing or
willful violation will trigger the ramifications of the statute, it can reasonably be
determined that Dr. Siems’ failure to comply was willful considering the long delay before
he took any action whatsoever. The Hearing Officer finds Dr. Siems’ passive description

of the Board’s Order as a “mundane part of life” as a reflection of the amount of concern
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he had for the Order, which is further reflected in the long delay before any action was
taken whatsoever. In any event, the knowing violation is clear and convincing, thus
exceeding the IC's burden of proving their case by a preponderance of the evidence.
CONCLUSION

This Hearing Officer, while readily acknowledging the significent trying life events
experienced by Dr. Siems and his family, must recommend that the Board find that
Respondent Dr. Jon Lane Siems, M.D., violated the statute as alleged in the Complaint, in
that he knowingly failed to comply with the terms of the Order contained within the
Settlement Agreement. There is no doubt reom for compassion for Dr. Siems in all he
experienced in his personal life right around the compliance deadline. But those
extenuating circumstances do not negate the knowing failure to meet his mandated
obligations, especially when he took no action to inform the Board of those circumstances

and/or 1o seek additional time to comply, or to have the requirements duly amended.

Respectfully submitted this 8th day of May, 2023.

/ !
- ~
L =3
= ———

Chartes B. Woodman, Hearing Officer
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RENO, NEVADA -- OCTOBER 18, 2024 -- 9:00

-00o0-

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: M n
Paul Lipparelli, I'"'mthe hearing officer fo
proceedi ngs today. |[|'Ill call to order the

In the Matter of the Charges and Conpl ai nt

Jon Lane Siems, MD, case number 23-13009-1.

the time and place set for the hearing.
Present with me in the Reno offic

Board of Medical Exam ners is the court rep

A M

ame is

r the
heari ng

I nvol vi ng

This is

es of the

orter,

M. White, Deputy General Counsel, on behalf of the

| C and staff of the Medical Board.

Dr. Sienms, are you there on your
behal f?

DR. SIEMS: Yes. Uh-huh.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Do vy
any other representatives present, any |awy

DR. SIEMS: No.

own

ou have

ers?

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Okay.

So we can hear and see each ot her
t he Board's audi o/visual equipment. The co
reporter here in Reno will be preparing the

transcri pt of the proceedi ngs and making a

t hrough

urt
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recording. In that regard, it would be helpful if
all the people who testify answer out |oud instead
of head nods and other words that are difficult to
transcri be. So yeses and nos, speaking out | oud.
We will place all the witnesses who testify under
oath, so the court reporter will do that.

And if you need a break, sir, during the
proceedi ngs, |et us know, and we can recess the
hearing for the time that we need.

This hearing is held to determ ne whet her
there is a reasonable basis to continue the summary
suspension order that was filed in this case on
Sept ember 16t h, 2024.

Dr. Siens, do you have a copy of those
exhibits there in front of you?

DR. SIEMS: | have sonething, | believe.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : | wanted to
make sure the papers were there.

The way we'll proceed this nmorning is that

the I nvestigative Commttee, what we call the "IC, "

will begin with the presentation, call any w tness
it has, and then, Dr. Siens, you'll have that sane
opportunity. Both parties will have a chance to

Cross-exan ne each other's w tnesses.

If I, as the Hearing Officer, find it
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necessary to ask any questions, you are permtted to
follow up on any questions that | ask.

At the conclusion of the proceedi ngs, we
wi ||l have an opportunity to make a cl osing
statement, and then because this is a sunmary
suspension, | will nost likely be able to nmake a
ruling orally at the conclusion of the hearing so
that all the parties are aware of how to proceed
after today. And then we will follow up with a
written decision.

That's kind of the outline of the hearing.

Dr. Siems, do you have questions about

t hat ?

DR. SIEMS: No.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Ckay. Then
we will proceed with the IC s presentation.

M. VWhite, you can make an opening if you
wi sh.

MR. WHI TE: Il will do that.

One little housekeeping matter. | don't

know if we need to invoke the rule of exclusion.
don't think we have any witnesses sitting in here.
| don't know if Dr. Siens has any witnesses present
in that room

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Dr. Siens, do
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you have wi tnesses that are -- you've prepared for
t he hearing today?

DR. SI EMS: No.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: All right.
No wi tnesses are present in either hearing room

M. White, are you going to call a

Wit ness?

MR VWHITE: | am She's not here right
now.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Ckay. \When
she's called, she'll enter the room and otherw se

be excluded from the proceedi ngs.
You may begi n.
MR. WHI TE: Thank you.
OPENI NG STATEMENT

MR. WHITE: As you stated, M. Lipparelli,
new we're here today to -- well, actually, | want to
say thank you for everybody being present. Dr.
Siens, thank you for being here. Thank you,

M. Lipparelli and Ms. Court Reporter.

We are here, as you said, to determne if
there is a reasonable basis to keep his |icense
suspended pending a formal hearing down the road
her e.

Dr. Siens has been |icensed since 1999.
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Just a little procedural history here. Dr. Siens
settled the matter with the Board, which included
about ten other matters, on Decenber 3rd, 2021
This is kind of where it all starts, it stens from
this.

The Board ordered Dr. Siens to do many
t hings, but in particular, he did not attend the
PACE program which is the Physician Assessnment and
Compet ency Eval uation program and he had a year to
get that done. He did not do that. He was
suspended back then for sonme time, and I'll follow
up on that too. He had year to get that done, he
did not do that.

The I nvestigative Commttee issued a
suspension of Dr. Siens' |license to practice
medi ci ne in Nevada on Decenber 27th, 2022 -- again,
this is all background, this is not this
suspension -- for failing to conplete the PACE
program

A show of cause hearing took place with
Dr. Sienms in attendance on February 2nd, 2023, and
he remai ned suspended. It was ordered that he
remai n suspended, and that was the recomendati on
al so by the hearing officer at that tine.

A full hearing on the Conplaint took place
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on April 13th, 2023, and, again, the hearing officer
at that time recomended that he violated the Nevada
Medi cal Practice Act.

His case was adjudicated at a regularly
schedul ed board neeting, as we always do, on
Decenber 1st, 2023. The Finding of Facts,
Concl usi ons of Law shows what the Board ordered.
That is Exhibit 1, and so that shows what the Board
ordered at that tine.

| woul d note that counsel, that was ne,

t hrough the 1 C s recommendati on recommended a much

hi gher penalty for Dr. Sienms, but the Board saw it

differently and issued its order. That is attached
as Exhibit 1 today, the Findings of Fact.

What they basically did is they gave
him-- | think the words were "time served." He had
been suspended for approximately a year from
Decenber 27, 2022, until -- and he remined
suspended until Decenber 27, 2023. As this took
pl ace on Decenber 1st, he had a few nore days to be
suspended, but then after that, the suspensi on was
lifted less than a nonth | ater.

| think we had asked for approxi mtely
five years of revocation.

He was also -- they dism ssed a | ot of

Page 9

Veritext Legal Solutions
Calendar-NV @veritext.com 702-314-7200




© 00 N oo o b~ w N Pk

N N D N NN P P P R R PR R R
o A W N P O © 0O N O OO M W N LB O

ot her cases that were recommended to be dism ssed
along with his revocation, but they still dism ssed
t hose based -- even though he was only suspended,
nore or |l ess, for one year.

He al so had costs to pay, and those are in
t he Fi ndings of Facts, Conclusions of Law, and
Order, of $7,499.20. The deadline for that was in
June of 2024, and that we by, that expired, and
still Dr. Siems had not paid. And still the ICdid
not suspend Dr. Siems until Septenber 16th of 2024,
this year, essentially giving himthree additional
nont hs to pay those costs.

| do know that Dr. Siens, in all fairness,
has signed up for the -- one of things he needed to

do was in regards to himnot being able to do PACE,

because they just couldn't really take him | guess,
for some reason, is that he went to -- it's called
"CPEP," | can't renenmber what it stands for, it's an

acronym C-P-E-P, it's a pretty in-depth, intense
clinical and just an assessnent of the doctor's
abilities. | believe he signed up for that.

don't know if he's taken it yet or done anything
yet, maybe we'll find out today, but | do know from
talking with our first witness, M. LaRue, that he

has signed up for it. |In all fairness, he's done
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that, but he did not pay the costs.

So the Investigative Commttee, it did
suspend his |icense on Septenber 16th, 2024, and it
was personally served to him on Septenmber 17, 2024.

The testinony and evidence, which will be
just a little bit, presented today will be able to
establish that a reasonable basis exists to continue
t he suspension of his |license, pending the
concl usion of a hearing to consider a forml
compl ai nt agai nst him which was served on him
Oct ober 9th, 2024.

The IC will present evidence today show ng
t hat he had anple notice of and an opportunity to
conply with the terns of the Board's order, didn't
do it, and Ms. LaRue, Deputy Chief of
| nvestigati ons, who you will hear fromin a nonent,
she's also the conpliance officer, she has a dual
role, sent a conmpliance letter to Dr. Siens to
reiterate the terns and tinelines of this Board's
order. That's Exhibit 2.

This letter was sent first class mail to
him for which the Board received a return receipt.
And it was al so acconpani ed by the Findings of
Facts, Concl usions of Law.

And this evidence will conmbine to show
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that he knowingly, willfully just failed to conply
and didn't pay. That's why the IC wanted him
suspended.

Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Thank you,
M. Wiite.

Dr. Siens, an opening statement from you?

OPENI NG STATEMENT

DR. SIEMS: Well, | don't have anybody
testifying for me. | will not bore you with a | ot
of the historical details in this case. |"m sure

all of you are at least famliar with those details.
' m here sinply because of the severe,
genui ne financial stress that the |license suspension
has caused, and well as the fallout of that
suspension the followi ng year.
The suspensi on was for one year, as
M. White had stated, although it needs to be added
that the hearing that established ny "guilt," |
guess, | was to be heard by the full Board as soon
as possible. The hearing officer made a very cl ear
statement, Dr. Siens deserves to be heard quickly.
Everybody agreed. M. VWhite agreed, the hearing
of ficer agreed, | agreed.

It was literally one year before | was
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heard by the Board. ©One year, despite the hearing
officer being very forceful in his statement that |
shoul d be heard by the full Board.

When that hearing took place, ny license
was restored to an active status imediately. Well,
within a few days, | guess.

So |I've been out of work without any
pay year whatsoever for a year for, quite honestly,
a very questionabl e suspension, given the fact that
they didn't even adhere to their own policy by
putting me on the agenda i nmmedi ately, as had the
hearing officer requested.

But regardl ess of the equality of that
suspension, particularly with regards to insurance,
| was told and | believe that the final arbiter of
my "puni shnment"” was that the general Board woul d
I ssue those.

At no time was there ever a discussion by
the full Board of a prohibitionary period. No
di scussi on ever took place regarding that.

Well, I come to find out that -- | was
never infornmed and wasn't aware of -- it's al npst
I npossi ble to get back on the insurance panels if
you have a probationary status on your license. |I'm

not here to contest that. There's other formats to
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contest that.

Wthin that context, | also have made
hardly no income. Matter of fact, |1've made no
income. No dollars whatsoever for two straight
years because of this situation.

It's within that financial context that
all I wanted to do, all | wanted, period, was an
opportunity to go in front of the Board to present
my case and see if they would consider a reduction,
or perhaps even waiving, the fine that had been

I nposed on me fromthe prior hearing. That's it.

That's all | wanted.

But to that end, | contact the Board
within the tinme frame that was demanded. | spoke
with a secretary, | don't know her name, |

apol ogi ze, but she told ne to get in contact with
M. Cousineau. | called him he did not answer,

|l eft a message explaining the situation, contact ne
back, please. Waited. Wiited. No response

what soever.

Contacted him again, not with the thought
of |l eaving a message because it didn't seemto be
very effective, but at least try to contact himto
get ahold of him Once again, no response

what soever. | was just left out in left field in
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limbo with no response.

Finally | called back again. This tine,

after going through many circles, | got ahold of
Johnna, who is the conpliance officer, | believe,
who | will give ny respects to because she seens to

be the only person in that office who has
responsibility or feels there's responsibility
attached to her position, so | do give her credit
for that.

But foll ow ng discussion of ny situation,
what | was asking for, she said it was ny right to
be heard by the Board to have that reduction
consi dered. And inportantly -- anticipating what
could occur -- that is it not the Board's protocol
to punish the physician while one is awaiting that
hearing. |'m not even paraphrasing; that's
verbatim It is not the position of the Board to
puni sh the physician while awaiting that hearing.

She's not in a position to arrange that
hearing, so she referred ne to M. Wite.

| attenpted to reach M. White, which
can tell you is a very difficult thing to do,
frequently. Finally, | got ahold of himor he
called me back to tal k about the situation. |

expressed nmy desire to have ny case heard in front
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of the full Board. He said, | believe, he would
talk to M. Cousineau or sonething to that affect.
And | awaited his response. Once again, no
response.

| started this weeks ago for a sinple --
| ooking for a sinple answer that literally would
have taken ten seconds. No response what soever.

| got ahold of Johnna finally again, and
she said, "Yes, he's going to a nmeeting with M.
Cousineau, | will once again remnd himthe need to
contact regarding the issue that we tal ked about."

At some point in tinme, | don't renmenber
exactly, but we transitioned to communication via
emai | . | have those emnils, and I'd |like to read
those. | tried to print them for you. | conveyed
to one of the people in the | egal departnment an
emai | requesting informati on on how to deliver these
emails to you. | sent that l[ast week. |, once
agai n, got no response. Nothing.

So don't hurt me for not getting these to
you because | tried. But once again, no response
was given.

Do I have the opportunity to read these?

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Dr. Siens,

you can read them or we can consider having them
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admtted into the record.

DR. S| EMS: | will do that. I

wll give

them a copy, but | think to make this hearing

perfect, you need to know what was exchanged.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Well, how

about this: W wll do that when we get
we will do that when we get to your case.

Thi s was your opening statenent

to your --

, kind of

setting the stage for what you like to do, so the

order of the proceedings is the ICwll put their

case on, and then you can put yours on.
be the time for you to do these things.

DR. SIEMS: Okay. |'ll present
little bit.

As you will see, the communi cat

That wi ||

those in a

i ons that

sent to M. VWhite were civil, professional,

courteous, and direct. There would be no confusing

what | was asking, why | was asking it.

answer, quite honestly, should have been

si mpl e.

And t he

fairly

| waited, waited, waited for sonme type of

communi cation. Nothing. Finally after about

three -- three to four weeks, | sent anot

saying, "How can | be put on the agenda?"

her emi |

Not hi ng.

Next thing |I know, with no communicati on,
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not hi ng, not a word, ny |icense was suspended and
had Mafia-type of people conme into the office -- |
wasn't there, other people were there -- who
present ed badges, basically threw patients out of
the office, and presented a very -- in a way that
was very frightening to the staff and the patients
t hat were there.

Once again, this was due to no
conmmuni cati on despite many attenpts to sinply get an
answer to a sinple question: Can | be heard in
front of the Board to have the fine that was inposed

reduced or waived?

That's it. It would have taken ten
seconds to, once again, answer that question. I f it
was not the case -- and once again, M. White never

deni ed that he was the person responsible. He can't
go back and say, well, that wasn't ny job, that's
not nmy position. That was never stated to ne.

| was referred to him he never said it
wasn't his job or responsibility to do, and | never
got an answer despite, once again, approaching him
on several occasions.

So what | thought was going to be a sinple
hearing to request a reduction of fee has now turned

into this neeting, | guess, which, quite honestly,
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is com cal al most. | mean, the bureaucratic
i ndi fference, | cannot be punished for bureaucratic
I ndi fference.

One again, | tried everything | could
toward the end of my suspension or the six nonths,
and the reasoning was -- | waited to even try to

performthese tasks before the end of that

six months -- is that after a year of suspension, |
had no idea if | even had a practice. | had no idea
if I even had a practice to cone back to.

So waited, waited, and these insurance
I ssues really because of what | think is a
prohi bitionary status, which wasn't even |egiti mte,
| really have no practice to speak of.

So | requested that nmy |icense get
reinstated and nmy probationary status is dism ssed.

Real quickly regarding the CPEP and the
PACE, M. White sort of suggesting that | didn't
conpl ete the PACE program that could not be further
fromthe truth. | was very willing to conplete --
participate in the PACE program They coul dn't
service me. | had nothing to do with it.

They had enough integrity to say, "Based
on what you do, we do not have individuals that can

test you appropriately. W' re not going to proceed
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and j eopardize our integrity."

| had nothing to do with that. All | did
was say, "Here's what | do and you can test ne,
what ever you want."

They decided that | couldn't be tested
appropriately.

So don't listen at all to sonebody sayi ng
that | refused to participate or failed to satisfied
a requi rement that the Board placed on me. That's
not true at all. They couldn't service ne.

The alternative program of CPEP, |
conpleted -- so not only did I have a reduction in
i ncome, the expenses of alinony, paying $15, 000 for,
quite honestly, a worthless exam nation through
CPEP, | incurred. | think anybody sitting on that
panel today up there would do the same thing I'm
doi ng, sinmply make a request if they would
consider -- | didn't say I wouldn't pay it. | said,
“"Woul d they consider a reduction?" That's it.

So I'"'m asking for ny |license, which was
I nproperly taken away or suspended, to be reinstated
and that the probationary period be ended so that |
can get back to ny practice.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Thank you,

Dr. Siems. That'll conclude your opening statenent.
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We will turn back now to M. White for his
presentation.
MR. WHITE: Thank you. |'mgoing to cal
Ms. Johnna LaRue, our first wtness.
(The oath was adm ni stered.)
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY MR. WHI TE:
Q. Pl ease tell the Hearing Officer and the
court reporter your first and | ast nanes, and spell
t hem for the record.
A First name Johnna, J-O-H- N-N-A [|ast nane,
LaRue, L-A-R-U-E.
Q. Ms. LaRue, where do you work?
A. Nevada State Board of Medical Exam ners.
Q. What capacity do you work for the Nevada
State Board of Medical Exam ners?
A. | am the deputy chief of investigations
and the conpliance officer.
Q. Okay. Do you also have a dual role as
conpl i ance officer also?
A. Correct.
Q Okay. And how | ong have you worked at the
Nevada St ate Board of Medical Exam ners?
A. Ei ghteen and a half years.
Q Al right. Have you been deputy chief and
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compl i ance officer for all 18 and a half years?

A. No. |'ve been the conpliance officer
since 2009, and |I've been the deputy chief since
2021.

Q. If you could, just maybe tell us a little
bit about what your job as the conpliance officer
entails and how it m ght pertain to this case?

A. My job as the conpliance officer is to
follow through with any disciplinary actions that
t he Board takes. For instance, an adjudication with
the Board or settlenment agreement, ny job is to
follow through and nmake sure that costs and fines
are paid, CMEs are done, any other outside
educational -type things |i ke EBASS or Probe or PACE
are conpleted in the tine limt that the Board set.

Q Would it be fair to say that you are the
mai n person that checks to see if those things are
done by each |licensee that is disciplined by the
Boar d?

A. Yes. It's ny job to send the information
to the respondents, and then make to sure that the
due dates are confirmed and conpl et ed.

Q. Okay. We will get to that in a mnute
t oo, sone of ny questions.

But do you send thema letter, | think
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it's called a "conpliance letter," that kind of
outlines exactly what is in an order fromthe Board?

A. Yes. | send out a packet of information
after the board neeting is concluded with a copy of
either the adjudication or the settlenment agreenent,
a public reprimand, if that's applicable, and then a
conpliance letter, which basically breaks down all
of the disciplinary action and all the due dates
that are required.

Q Ckay. Now, do you understand we're here
today to see if -- to determne if Dr. Siens'
| i cense should remain suspended.

Do you understand that?

A. Correct.

Q. Ckay. I'mgoing to draw your attention
now to Exhibit 1. You have sonme exhibits in front
of you. If you could take a look at Exhibit 1 for a
nmoment, and then | ook up at me?

A. Okay.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Dr. Siens, |
see that you have an exhibit packet there. Are you
following along with Exhibit 17

DR. SIEMS: Yep, that's fine.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Thank you.
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BY MR. WHI TE:

Q. Ckay. Are you famliar with what's in
Exhi bit 1?

A. Yes.

Q. Al right. And what is that?

A. This woul d be the Findings of Facts,
Concl usi ons of Law, and Order.

Q. And is that sonething that the Board did,
Is that just a recitation put down in witing of
what the Board did?

A. Yes. This is an adjudication from our
board neeti ng.
And is it for Dr. Siems?
Correct. Yes.

And what -- do you have a date on there?

> O » O

Yeah. It was filed in on Decenber 19t h,
2023.

Q. Okay. So it would have been after the
board neeting of Decenber 1st of 2023?

A. Yes.

Q. And once these are drafted, do you send
t hose to the respondent ?

A. Yes. This goes out with a copy of the
public reprimand, if it's applicable, and the

conpliance letter.
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Q. Okay. And did you do that in this case?

A. Yes.

Q Ckay. And how do we know you did that?
Is there any kind of -- well, did you send that
attached to the conpliance letter?

A. Yes. This is would have gone with the
packet, and | would have sent it certified mail
directly to the respondent.

Q. Okay.

Then could you -- actually | would -- have
you seen findings of fact and concl usion of | aw,
ot her Board orders, settlenment agreenments before,
are your -- in your capacity as deputy chief of
i nvestigations and al so as conpliance officer?

A. Yes.

Many of them
Many of thent?

o >» O > O

MR. WHITE: | would nove to admt
Exhi bit 1.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Dr. Siens,
any objection to admtting Exhibit 17

DR. SIEMS: No.
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HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : No obj ecti on.
[t's adm tted.
(I1C s Exhibit 1 was admtted.)
BY MR. WHI TE:
Q. l'd like you to turn to Exhibit 2, please.
Same thing, can you review that for a nmoment and
| ook up at me when you're finished.
A. (Wtness conplied).
Q Thank you.
Are you famliar with what Exhibit 2

purports to be?

A. Yes.

Q. And what is that?

A. This is nmy conpliance letter.

Q. Ckay. Did you send this letter?

A | did.

Q. All right. And to whom did you address
it?

A. Jon Lane Sienms, MD.

Q. Okay. And is there a date at the top
t here?

A. Decenmber 19th, 2023.

Q And you just nmentioned, did you to attach

t he Fi ndings of Facts, Conclusions of Law, and Order

Is to this conpliance letter?
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A. Yes.

Q And that would be -- Exhibit 1 was
attached to Exhibit 2?

A. Yes.

Q. And how do you know if Dr. Siens received
this conpliance letter and the attachnent?

A. Since | send themcertified, | get proof
of file service fromthe USPS that it was delivered.

Q Okay. | want to make sure -- let's see.

Woul d you turn to page 20 of Exhibit 2. |
think it's 20, 21, and 22?

A. Yeah.

Q. I's that what you're referring to, is that
your proof of service?

A. Yes.

Q Okay. And on page 21, is that the address
to which it was sent?

A. Yes. This is a copy of the envel ope that
t he package went in.

Q. Okay. 1'd like you to turn to page 22. |
know they are a little hard to read sonetinmes, |
think they are all done on conmputers now, but is
that a signature of receipt?

A. Yes. This is a signature that soneone

received it at the address on Decenber 26, 2023.
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Q. Ckay. Now going back to your actual
compliance letter. Vhere did you get -- | see where
it says in the mddle of the page on page 18, Bates
stamp 18, it says, "As a result, the Board entered
Its order as follows."

Where did you get the substance of what to
put in there?

A. This informati on comes directly fromthe
Fi ndi ngs of Facts, Conclusions of Law, in the order
portion of it.

Q And so I'd |like for you to go down to
bull et point 5. W have 11 cases.

What happened to those cases if you | ook
at number 57
A. These were dism ssed with prejudice.

Q You do you know what "with prejudice"

means?
A. It nmeans that they can be reopened, |I'm
pretty sure. Not a hundred percent. |[|'mnot a

| awyer, so | don't rely --
Q. You m ght be thinking without prejudice?
A. Okay. So then, no, they can't be -- yeah,
['mnot a lawyer. Sorry.
Q | can represent that "with prejudice" is a

| egal term that means they cannot be reopened, they
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are done.

A. It sounds confusing to nme because it
should be the opposite. It's just ne.

Q That's okay.

| want to ask you a question: Have you
ever seen a case that has no costs associated with
it?

A. No.

Q Because we have costs for all sorts of
things; is that correct?

A. Yeah. Yeah. There's al ways
adm ni strative costs assessed, and then, nine tines
out of ten, there's a fine as well.

Q. And so -- and cost are made up of what
sorts of things, if you know?

A. Costs are usually the investigator's tine,
any hearing officer -- not -- excuse ne -- peer
review costs, any travel costs, anything that's
out si de, any postage, things like that, those are
all included in the admnistrative costs. And the

attorneys fees.

Q There you go. There's attorneys fees
associated with it too -- correct? --
A. Yes.
Q. -- to work on a case.
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Would it be fair to say that Dr. Siens
woul d have had nmuch nore costs if he would have been
accountable all those 11 cases?

A. Yes. Oh yeah.
Q. And from what you can see fromthe Board
order, were those costs fromthose cases -- there

were no costs for those cases, were there?

A. No.
Q That were assessed to Dr. Siens?
A. No. They woul d have not been assessed

because they were being dism ssed.
Q. And do you also see a fine of any sort in

the Board's order for his adjudication?

A. No. There was no fine assessed in this
matter.

Q And then | would -- we could | ook at
either one, we could -- maybe we can match them up.

If you turn to page 19, the second page of your
conpli ance letter.

It's about a third way down the page where
it says, "Included in the Order are mandatory
actions.”

A. Um hum
Q Can you read that for us?

A. "Included in the Order are mandatory
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actions that you nust fulfill, some of which include
the costs in the amount of $7,499.20, due by June 1,
2024. "

Q. "1l stop you there. Thank you.

And then if we go to page 6 of Exhibit 1,
can you read number 5 for us?

A. "Respondent shall reinburse the Board the
reasonabl e and necessary costs and expenses actually
incurred in the investigation and prosecution of
this case in the anount of $7,499.20 within six
nont hs of service of this order. The Board and/or
Its designee are granted the authority to coll ect
any and all funds due under this order."”

Q. Okay. And to reiterate, there was no fine
in this order?

A. No.

Q And if you know, do you know the
di fference between a fine and our costs?

A. A fine is a state-mandated fine -- | nean,
“fine" is really self-explanatory. The costs are
adm ni strative, which are Board-coll ected.

Q. And the costs, are they reinmbursement?

A. Yes. They are reinbursenment of our costs
and time to prosecute the case.

The fine is state-issued.
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Q. Is a fine discipline?

A. Yes. It would be considered discipline.
Q But costs, are they a discipline?

A. Not discipline. 1t's not a reportable

di sci plinary action.
Q. Okay. About how |l ong did he have to pay
the $7,499. 207

A. Six nonths fromthe service of the Order.
Q. Okay.
MR. WHITE: | would nove to admt
Exhi bit 2.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Dr. Siens,
any objection?
DR. SIEMS: No.
HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Exhibit 2 is
adm tted.
(IC s Exhibit 2 was admtted.)
BY MR. WHI TE:
Q. Ms. LaRue, 1'Il have you turn to Exhibit
3. Take a look at for a nonent.
(Wtness review ng docunent.)
BY MR. WHI TE:
Q. If you're not, it's fine too, are you
famliar with Exhibit 3?
A. Yes.
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Q. Okay. M\What is that?

A. This is an invoice statenent fromthe
finance departnment on the account of Jon L. Siens.

Q. Woul d this be something you would normally
have in your file as conpliance officer?

A. Yes. | do receive copies of this.

Q Do you receive copies of it only when
payments are nmade, or do you receive copies when
paynments aren't nade too?

A. | receive copies when paynents are not
made. This is a statement that there is still a
bal ance due.

Q. Okay. So as |ong sonebody is current or
close to current on their paynments, if they have a

payment plan, or in this case, they have six nonths

to pay a full amount, which can be either, | guess,
paynments can be made or wait until the day before
and pay the whole thing in full, as long as they are

current sonmehow, you don't get a copy of that?

A. Correct.

Q. But you would get a copy of this once the
deadl i ne has passed?

A. Yes.

Q Ckay. Did you receive a copy of this at

some point?
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Yes.

And what is the ampunt due on this?

> O P

$7,499. 20.
Q. Now, I'Il say that this -- we don't know
if this is the exact copy -- this is not the exact

copy you have in your file, is it?

A. No, it's not. But | have -- | get emails
and correspondence fromthe finance departnent about
t he bal ance due.

Q Now, is this the sane anmount -- you don't
need to turn all the way back -- due on page 6 of
Exhibit 1, the Board's order?

A Yeah.

MR. WHITE: | would nove to adm t
Exhi bit 3.
HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Dr. Siens?
DR. SIEMS: That's fine.
HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Exhibit 3 is
adm tted.
(IC s Exhibit 3 was admtted.)
BY MR. WHI TE:

Q Now, | just have a few general questions
Ms. LaRue.

Did Dr. Sienms ever contact you regarding

the costs of $7,499. 207

Page 34

Veritext Legal Solutions
Calendar-NV @veritext.com 702-314-7200




© 00 N oo o b~ w N Pk

N N D N NN P P P R R PR R R
o A W N P O © 0O N O OO M W N LB O

A Yes.
Q Ckay. And it's okay if you don't

remenber, do you renenber about when that happened?

A. Sometime before the due date.

Q. Okay.

A. | would say may be May-i sh.

Q Okay. And what did he ask you?

A. He asked nme about a paynment plan and how

we could go about setting that up.
| informed himthat he needed to request
to appear before the full Board in order to anmend
t he adj udi cation order, because that wasn't
sonmething that were allowed to do internally, and he
woul d have to send a letter directly to the
executive director requesting an appearance before
the full Board in order to amend the order to ask
for the paynment plan.
Q You said a lot there. 1'mgoing to break
it down a little bit.
Your conversation involved telling himyou
need to put something formal in witing to
M . Cousi neau?
A. Correct.
Q And is it your understanding, you

mentioned this, that Board staff cannot just
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unil aterally change what the Board has approved?

A. Yes. That's not in our purview. It has
to be approved by the full Board.

Q So anot her way of putting that, 1'll ask
you this question, is if the Board approves a
settl ement agreenent, nobst cases, or in this case,
an adj udi cation, they rule on what they want to do
for discipline on an adjudication once they find a
violation, which they did in this case, once that
happens, are we, as Board staff, allowed to change
anything or does it have to go back before the
Boar d?

A No, as Board staff, we're not allowed to
change anything. Anything that is an alteration of
the original discipline has to go back before the
full Board to be approved for the anmendnent.

Q And so was he asking to nmodify his payment
of the costs?

A. Yes. Asking for a paynent plan beyond the
date of -- that it was due is amendment to the
adj udi cati on order.

Q And if he responded -- did he respond --
after you told himthat he needed to nmake a formal
request in witing to to M. Cousineau, did he say

anyt hi ng?
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A. No. | never received any further

correspondence about that.

Q l'"m sorry. | mean during your phone call,

did he say anything after that?

A. He probably woul d have agreed. [|I'mnot a
hundred percent on that.

But | did informhim and |I'm sure he said
t hank you and said that he would go ahead and do
t hat .

Q Was it a pretty short phone call?

A. Yeah, it wasn't really a |long phone. It
was -- consisted of that, him asking and nme
expl ai ni ng.

Q. Did you also assist himin anything el se
during that phone call?

A. Yes -- well, no, not during that phone
call. | had several phone calls with him

Q Okay. Tell about another phone call you
had with him

A. The ot her phone call would have been
related to the other matter of the Probe, and

setting up the appointnment and explaining to him

t hat once he got that -- | needed proof of

hi s

enrollment in the programin order for himto be in

conpliance with the due dates.
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Q. So as long as -- let nme ask this in a good
way, make it clear.

As long as the licensee is enrolled, even
t hough they haven't conpleted a programthat they've
been order to do but as |long as they are enroll ed,
they are considered in conpliance as long as it's
bef ore the deadline?

A. Correct. |If he enrolls before the
deadline -- and the reason for that is because we
can't always control the dates of the assessnents
with the outside prograns.

But as long as there is proof that there
has been an attenmpt and enrollnment in the program
prior to the due date, he would be considered in
compl i ance, yes.

Q Ckay. And based on that phone call
I nvol ving CPEP, did you consider himin conpliance?

A. Yes. | received confirmation that he paid
for his deposit, which would have enrolled himin a
specific assessnent, which I'mnot a hundred
percent, but | believe is in October.

Q As you sit here today, do you know if Dr.
Sienms foll owed your suggestions to wite a formal
letter to M. Cousineau?

A. | don't know if he sent the formal |etter
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to M. Cousineau, but | do know at the September
board neeting, he was not on the agenda and did not
appear.

MR. WHITE: | have no further questions.
Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Dr. Siens, do
you have questions of Ms. LaRue?

DR. SI EMS: Yes.

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY DR. S| EMS:

Q First, Johnna, | -- this sounds strange --
t hank you for, once again, being responsible.

You' re the one person who seens to respond to answer
questions, issues, and you were very hel pful.
Sometimes we don't say enough good things about
people. | thank you for that.

A. Thank you.

Q Just a quick couple questions. During the
conversation | had with you on the phone, did | tell
you that | had tried contacting M. Cousi neau?

A. Yes, you did tell nme that you had tried.
But | don't know the outconme of whether or not you
were able to get ahold of him

Q Sure. And the reason why | was contacting

you was because | couldn't get ahold of anybody
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el se; correct?

A. Yes. But |, again, explained to you that
there was nothing | could do to help you, and that
you had to send your letter directly.

Q. ' m not questioning that. That's fine.

Alittle bit in contrast to what you're
saying, did you not tell me that the person | needed
to contact was M. White to get this going forward?

A. No. | told you it would have been the
executive director that had to approve your
appearance before the full Board.

Q. But does make sense in light that | had
already had tried to contact the executive director
and got no response for several weeks? Wasn't the
response fromyou to say, well, you need to contact
M. White, then, to get this thing going?

A. Actual ly, the conversation was that if had
ot her -- that your other option would be to contact
M. White to see if he would help you, as he was the
Board attorney.

Q. So given the fact M. Cousineau didn't
respond to several phone calls, it's not unusual for
me to rely on contacting M. White to get sonething
acconplished -- is that right? -- that's not out of

t he ordinary.
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A. | suppose it's not out of the norm but it
isn't the procedure. |In order for you to get on a
Board agenda, you have to send your subm ssion in
writing, as | told you, to M. Cousineau, the
executive director.

Q. | guess | contest that.

But what | was told was contact M. White,
which | did, because M. Cousineau was not being
responsive. | had really no choice. | had to go to
M. White to clarify what needed to be done. That's
okay.

But you did establish, w thout question,
that | had a right to go in front of the Board to
present my case and make that request; correct?

A. Yes. You have to right to do that.

Q You al so stated -- and |'ve been saying
this verbatim not even paraphrasing -- that it is
not the Board's protocol to punish physicians while

awai ting a hearing?

A. | don't recall -- when did | say that?
Q. At the conversation -- | wote it down
verbatim "It is not the Board's protocol to punish

physicians while awaiting a hearing."
A. | don't believe we have that -- | would

not have used the word "protocol," that's not a word
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| use in my vocabul ary.

Q So you don't think that that comment was
made by you? You think that I'mlying, |'m making
t hat up?

THE W TNESS: Don?

MR. WHI TE: Just --

THE W TNESS: Unl ess you have a recording
of my conversation with you, | would not have said
that to you.

BY DR. SI EMS:

Q Okay. Well, | didn't quite get -- because
| was anticipating what would occur, and it was
clearly stated that it is the Board's protocol to
not puni sh somebody while awaiting a hearing.

Are you aware that | have satisfied
t he hour requirenent that was placed upon ne?

A. [''m sorry?

Q. For continui ng nmedi cal education hours
pl aced on nme as part of the settlenent, if you want
to call it, are you aware that those have been
conpl et ed?

MR. WHITE: Objection. 1It's not relevant.
There are no CMEs attached to the judgnment.

DR. SIEMS: There were hours that were

needed to be fulfilled as part of the settlenent.
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HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Ckay. Dr .
Siems, | think the objection is maybe based on the
term nol ogy. The CME maybe a separate requirenent
for mai ntenance of your |icense.

Were' you tal king about the Board's order
that you conplete extra training, either the PACE
program or the --

DR. SIEMS: The Board's order specified
compl eti on of the hours, CME hours, credits, which |
conveyed to your client's office, they had to be
conpl eted and review the information that they were
I ndeed conpl et ed.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Okay. It --

DR. SIEMS: There was al so a CPEP
program - -

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Hol d on.

DR. SIEMS: -- that was an instrunental
part of this --

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Hol d on,
pl ease.

The objection's overruled. It's clear to
me Dr. Sienms is referring to the training hours that
are required by the Board's order follow ng the
heari ng.

MR. WHITE: Maybe | can help clarifying a
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little bit.

There were some CMEs that he was ordered
to do in the settlement agreenent from Decenber,
2022, and then he was also ordered to do PACE back
then. PACE could not accommodate him for sone
reason.

So this time when it was adjudicated by
the Board, they did not order any nore CMEs, but
they did ask himto do sonmething simlar to PACE,
whi ch turned out to be the CPEP program

There m ght be some confusion. That's

al | .

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: |'m
foll ow ng.

DR. SIEMS: And that's okay. |'m just
trying to satisfy -- I'"'mtrying to establish that |

have i ndeed nade efforts of satisfy the requirenments
t hat have been placed upon ne.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : | think, Dr.
Siens --

DR. SIEMS: One of those were the hours or
conti nui ng educational, which have been satisfi ed.
That's it. |'mnot saying when it was issued, but
at sonme point in time, those hours were placed upon

me. They have been satisfied.
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HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Dr. Siens --

DR. SIEMS: That's all |'m saying.
HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: -- you
were -- during Ms. LaRue's testinmony, she was

answer i ng questions from M. VWhite, and she tal ked
about the enrollnment in the CPEP program and she was
aware that you had nade a deposit to that entity

to -- as required by your enroll nment.

Were you asking Ms. LaRue about her
awar eness about the conpletion of that progranf?

DR. SIEMS: | amsinply trying to
establish that there's not a pattern of negl ect
here. That, indeed, the requirenents that have been
pl aced upon nme by the Board, |'ve satisfied in
| arge, except for the fine or fee or whatever the
case nmay be.

Those orders included CME hours, which |
conpl eted, they included the CPEP program which |
enrolled in pronptly and within the proper tine
frame, and |, indeed, had conpleted at this point in
time.

But the only thing that remains is this
fine or fee, whatever termyou would like to use to
describe it, that has to be satisfied.

So I'mtrying to establish with the
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conpliance officer that there's not a broad pattern
of negl ect here.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: We'Ill give
you nore tinme to do that when we get to your case.

Do you have anynore cross-exam questions
for Ms. LaRue based on her testinony?

DR. Sl EMS: | don't. Just -- well, that's
fine.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Okay. Being

Do you have any redirect, M. Wite?
MR. WHITE: | do. Yes. Thank you.
REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY MR. WHI TE:

Q. Dr. Siens seens to be referring to the
board neeting as a hearing. Are they the sane
t hi ng?

A. No.

Q. Okay. So would it be fair to say he's
confusi ng what a hearing is, a board neeting, and he
wanted to get on a board neeting agenda; is that
correct?

A. Correct.

Q Okay. Do you have proof of Dr. Siens'
conpl etion of the CPEP progrant?
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A. No.

Q Woul d you receive that from CPEP directly,
or do you need to wait for Dr. Sienms to send that to
you?

A. CPEP will send it to ne directly, once the
report's conpl et ed.

Q Did you have some conversations wi th PACE
regarding the ol der matter?

A. Not PACE, no.

Q You did not?

A. No.

Q. Did you have conversations with CPEP
regardi ng whet her or not they would be able to
accomodate Dr. Siens?

A. Yes.

Q And were you able to facilitate his
getting into CPEP by talking with some people there?

A. Yes, | was.

Q. If you can remenber, what did you tel
them that you needed?

A. We needed an overview or a general
assessnment of his specialty, which is ophthal nol ogy,
I n general .

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: MWhat's that

term
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THE W TNESS: " Opht hal ol ogy"” is his
specialty. It's an eye doctor.
HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Oh. | just
didn't hear. Thank you.
BY MR. WHI TE:
Q. If you know, and it sounds |ike you do,
but if you know, who is only person that is

aut hori zed to add people to the board neeting

agenda?
A. The executive director, M. Cousi neau.
Q. I f you know, do you know why PACE coul d

not accommdate himon the earlier matter?

A. From ny understandi ng, his conversation or
their conversations with Dr. Siens was that his
requests for their usage was very specific and they
couldn't find a practitioner who could do,
specifically, the procedures that he was talking
about. And so they told himthey coul dn't
accommodat e hi m

VWhen we di scussed with CPEP, it was made
clear that we weren't asking specifically about just
one or two different procedures; we were asking for
an overview, in general, of the entire specialty,
not just the specific procedure that Dr. Siens

perfornms, which is where the confusion cane.
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Q. Is it fair to say that Dr. Siens may have
been telling CPEP the sanme things he was telling
PACE?

A. It seens that that's the matter, that
that's what he was telling PACE and that's why PACE
coul dn't accommodate him

But when it was -- when | had a chance to
explain to CPEP, they were understanding that the
Board was not asking for very specific, limted
assessnents; they wanted an overview, general, of
the entire specialty.

Q. Okay. | think | already asked this. You
kind of help in the -- did you help in the
facilitation of getting himinto CPEP --

A. Yes.

Q -- by telling them we just needed a
general ophthal mol ogy clinical, we need to have him
| ooked at and assessed for those things; right?

A. Correct. | spoke with soneone directly at
CPEP and expl ai ned that we were just |ooking for
conpet ency and assessnent in that, overview.  And
t hey have, probably, nmore than one person that could
do an assessnment of that nature.

Q Thank you.

MR. WHITE: | believe that's all | have.
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Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Ckay. Dr .
Sienms, any questions for Ms. LaRue about the CPEP or
PACE or --

DR. SIEMS: Yeah. Just a quick -- this is
not what this hearing' s about, but

RECROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY DR. SI EMS:

Q Was it conveyed to you any nunber of tinmes
that | practice very specific types of eye care?

A. Coul d you repeat that?

Q. Was it conveyed to you, probably on
several occasions, that | don't practice general
opht hal nol ogy? That, indeed, | practice a
subspecialty, particularly LASIK, that's what ny
practice consists of, was that conveyed to you?

A. Yes. You and | had conversations about
t hat .

Q. Do you think it's fair that I would be
assessed by a program that has no know edge of that
subj ect, and one is being asked to respond to
questions on areas of eye care that | don't even
perform or some get involved wth?

A. | can't make that assessnent.

Q Is that a fair thing for me to have to go
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t hrough?

MR. WHI TE: Obj ection, calls for -- I'm
sorry.

DR. SIEMS: Well, I'"mjust asking for an
opinion. | just want to know --

MR. WHITE: It calls for specul ation.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Yeah. The
objection is sustained. This witness is not --
BY DR. S| EMsS:

Q Let me rephrase that.
Do you think one that is trying to

establish conpetency should be tested by what they

actually do in their practice, their specialty?

MR. WHITE: It's still speculation. Sane
obj ecti on.

DR. SIEMS: How is that --

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : "1l all ow.
She's the conpliance officer, so she m ght have

somet hing to add on the useful ness of the training.
I f you have anything?

THE W TNESS: Can you repeat that, then?

BY DR. SI EMS:
Q. Do you think that if you're trying to
obtain an assessnent of the conpetency of a

particul ar physician that he should be tested on
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this very -- practice activities that he's invol ved
with? | don't know how | phrased it the first tine.

Shoul d he not be tested on what he does in
his practice?

MR. WHITE: And |I'mgoing to object. |
don't think she has personal know edge of that.

That would be the Board's ruling.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : "1l allow
t he questi on.

If you know you, can answer.

THE W TNESS: My opinion would be that a
doctor should be assessed in his specialty overall,
not just one specific or two specific procedures.

If you're an ophthal nol ogi st, you should
be able to be assessed for your entirety of what
that specialty entails, not just one or two specific
t hi ngs.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Okay. Thank
you.

| think we're concluded with Ms. LaRue.
There are no witnesses anticipated, other than Dr.
Siems, so | don't think you need worry about talking
to other folks. The rule of exclusion of witnesses
has been allowed, but | don't think is of any

applicability here, so you're excused.
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THE W TNESS: Thank you very much.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : M. VWite,
I'Il ask you how you want to proceed with an
exam nation of Dr. Siems. W could do that now as
part of your case, or we can |let him mke his case
and you can cross-examne him It's whatever you
think is nost efficient.

MR. WHI TE: Yeah, we can j ust
cross-examne him That's fine. W'IIl just do
t hat .

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Okay.

Dr. Sienms --

MR. WHITE: So we rest.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: -- the IC's
witness is finished, and he has sone questions of
you. | just confirmed with himthat he's willing to
do that by asking you questions during your case.

W will now turn to you for a
presentation. You can present witten materials if
you have them witnesses if you have them or you
can sort of ask questions of yourself since you are
kind of working as your counsel too. It's a little
awkwar d.

DR. SIEMS: Very quickly, | have email

exchanges that | have that | would like to read to
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the court. Those are available to you. Once again,
I'd like to stress, | attenpted to make those
avai | abl e do you, but met with no success for

what ever reason.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Very wel|.

You nmentioned the emails in your opening
statement, so proceed.

DR. Sl EMS: So, you know, the preface of
this reading of the emails, | had spoken to to
Johnna on the phone. And | was trying to speak to
M. Cousineau. | had difficulty acconplishing
anyt hing for unexpl ai nable reasons. W transitioned
to an email -type of communi cation, which was
probably best to menorialize what was being tal ked
about .

And, you know, all | can do is read off
t hese things. Okay?

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Okay.

DR. SIEMS: | forgot ny reading gl asses.

MR. WHITE: May | interject for just a
nmoment ?

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Yes. Let's

MR. WHI TE: Perhaps, if we can get copies

of that, maybe we can have them sent here sonehow.
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There's sonebody at the office there -- | nean, it
m ght be hel pful you, M. Lipparelli, and us,
certainly.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : How many
pages are there, Dr. Siens?

DR. SIEMS: Not many. Only five. It
won't take very long, a few m nutes.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: COkay go ahead
with your oral presentation and we will nmaybe get a
copy of --

DR. SIEMS: Coul d sonmeone just answer why
nobody gave ne the opportunity before? | inquired,
| sent an emmil, please explain how to get these to
you. No response what soever.

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

DR. SIEMS: But |'lIl read what is on the
page.

"1 was informed that | have the right to
contest” -- this is pretty lights and mrror -- "the
fine" -- | put down "fine" -- "before the ful
Board. | submtted this request when failing to

hear fromthe executive director follow ng several
attenpts to contact himover the past few weeks.
"As | stated earlier, | would |like to get

on this agenda as soon as possible.™
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Next email --

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Dr. Siens,
hol d on, pl ease.

VWhat was the date of that emnil and to
whom was it --

DR. SIEMS: These are all June 28th,
starting in the norning and proceed through the
afternoon.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Ckay. And
one nore --

DR. SIEMS: O excuse ne. |It's the 24th.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: June 24,
2024.

Pl ease be careful --

DR. SIEMS: Once again, | have been trying
to contact people for several weeks here for sone
type of response. Either from M. Cousi neau,
Johann, whatever the -- or M. Wiite.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : | under st and.

DR. SIEMS: Several weeks have gone by
with no results whatsoever.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: | understand
iIt's your --

DR. SIEMS: | want to --

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Dr. --
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DR. SIEMS: -- tell why.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Dr. Siens,
hol d on.

Pl ease be careful when you're reading from
docunments, the court reporter has to try to keep up
with you, and people tend to speak a little faster
when t hey are reading.

DR. SIEMS: Okay.

The next one is June 25th, once again,
around noon. "I am providing a detailed outline why
| think this is warranted at the hearing.”

Next one, same day, "Johnna, who has been
avail able and quite helpful, told me it's not the
Board's policy to punish a doctor while waiting to
be heard by the Board."

And then Don responded with an email, with
a very |l eading-type of emnil saying, "So you have
no" -- it's pretty dim-- "So you have no intention
of paying your fine as ordered by the Board?"

That's the first response | got. That is his email.

My response on June -- this is 26th,
actually, so over two days. I'msorry. On June
26th, at 3:00 p.m, | said, "I didn't say that.
said | would be" -- | said, "I would |ike to be

heard by the full Board and present ny case to see
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if they would be willing to dismss it. | wll

certainly honor the Board's decision. |If they find
it conpelling, | would presume they may dism ss the
fine. If not, I will be obligated to pay as
directed.”

Next email that day, "I presume the Board"
-- they, the Board -- "are not aware of ny financi al

status after being suspended for one year."

Next one | believe is also on the 26th,
and this is, once again, is -- this is where Don is
questioni ng how | approach M. Cousi neau, whether
sent some type of written communi cations with him
ordering -- not ordering, but asking if this would
be arranged.

My response is, "Read this. No formal
letter. | was trying to contact the Board and find
out exactly what was needed to get this on the
agenda. No response. | presuned he's busy. |
spoke with Johnna and she told me to contact you.
She told that you were going to present it to him
| ndeed, she was going to rem nd you based on the
conversation | had with her.

"I will do whatever is necessary. |
sinmply need instruction. This is not a matter that

requires an attorney. This is a personal plea, not
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a legal matter at this point."

No response. |Indeed, the only response |
got was the you're-not-going-pay-this, | guess, is
the point that was trying to be made.

Next --

MR. WHITE: 1'mgoing to object since this

I's objectionable and he's doing his case in chief.

| did respond to himon June -- | have a
copy -- | made sone copies of emails too, and it
turns out that I'mreading along with what he's

sayi ng, what he's reading.

| respond to himon June 28th and say,
“Send me your formal" --

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Let me stop
you there.

DR. SIEMS: | said --

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Hol d on.
We're not --

DR. Sl EMS: | read it.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Hold on. We
won't treat that as an objection. He's presenting
his emails, but you can ask him questions about it
when he's finished.

Pl ease conti nue.

DR. S| EMS: So the next email is on the
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28t h of June. "I amnot" -- this is from me,
obvi ously, again, "I amnot trying to dodge a Board
directive. | experienced a severe decline in ny
financial well-being because of the extended
suspension, the need to find an office, even though
I was making no noney, and the negative inpact the
suspensi on has had on me restarting ny practice
follow ng the suspension. To ny surprise, | have
not made any noney, despite five nonths of work. |
presumed it would be better at this point.

"I am sinply asking to present ny
Situation to the Board. | will submt at this point

to whatever you suggest to that end. Thank you."

The next one -- | waited, waited, waited,
no response as far as | know -- and then | said,
"Have | been placed on the agenda?" | think that

was a couple weeks later. Again, no response.

Next thing |I know and several weeks | ater
wi t hout anyt hing, zero, not a word, not go to hell,
Dr. Sienms, |I'mnot going to do this for you,
directed el sewhere, | amgoing to do this for you
not hi ng, people entered ny office and cl osed ny
practi ce down, suspended by I|icense.

And now may | add, those suspensions were

executed i mproperly, not in conpliance with the
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| egi sl ati on that was put out governing the behavior
or actions of the Board, while suspending a |license
I mmedi ately puts many patients in jeopardy.

Peopl e had just been operated on, nedical
concerns, needs that needed to be followed. They
were just sinmply dunped on a curb.

| didn't even have the respect to get one
sentence, one word of communi cati on sayi ng, you
know, Dr. Siens, pay the fine or we're going to do
this. Nothing. That's not acting reasonably.

Peopl e don't have -- | nmean, boards don't
have conplete i munity when you're not acting

reasonabl y.

The next -- and this wasn't written, |'m
just sharing everything here until after the
suspension occurred, but I'll read to just make sure
it's out there. | have no reason to raise it as an

I ssue.

| wote to Don, "Perhaps you need to
revi ew our communi cations concerning this issue. M
communi cation is clear and professional. At no tine
did | say | wouldn't pay the Board-inposed fine.
Quite the contrary. It is within nmy right, per your
own office, to request a hearing in front of the

Board and attenpt to reduce the fine. The reasons
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for this have been outlined in prior emails.

"1 was specifically instructed by your
office to arrange this through you. |Instead of
respondi ng appropriately, responsibly, and in a
timely manner to my request, you went behind nmy back
with no prior communication with nme and suspended ny
| i cense. My request was reasonable, sincere, and
timely. Your actions at this point have been
unwarranted, petty, insulting, and harnful.

"I currently have patients with
medi cal / surgi cal issues that require nmy attention.
You are truly jeopardizing patient well-being with
your petty, vengeful tactics. (Inaudible) will be
squarely placed on your shoul ders.

"1 request that ny license be reinstated
with active status imedi ately."

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: \What's the
date on that one?

DR. SIEMS: | have a time, but | don't see
the date. | can find out what the date is.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: What's the
time?

DR. SIEMS: 11:08. And it was after the
suspensi on.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Okay.
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You have summari zed, and in sone cases,
read fromthese emails that you want us to know
about .

Are there other things you would like to
present?

DR. SIEMS: No. |I'Il state those in the
cl osi ng arrangenent.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Very good.

W will nove nowto M. White and his
opportunity to ask you questions. Then we'll -- if
we're not concluded by 11:00, we will be |looking to

take a little break for the court reporter.
M. White, your questions for Dr. Siens?
MR. WHI TE: Thank you.
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON
BY MR. WHI TE:

Q Dr. Sienms, on June 28th -- I"mgoing to
start with the emails since that's what you just
present ed.

On June 28th, 2024, at 4:37 p.m, | wote
back to you about two days after you had witten ne,
"Hel l o, Dr. Siens. You have nmentioned that you

contacted Ed Cousi neau and requested to be on the

board neeting agenda. | presune you sent hima
formal written request. Please send ne a copy of
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that formal witten request when you have a nonent.
It's fine if you just attach it in an email. Thank
you, Don."
| wote to you; right?

A. Yes. And | responded to it.

Q. You did, about 23 m nutes later at 5:00
p.m, "No formal letter. | was trying to contact
himin order to find out exactly was needed to get

on the agenda."

By now, you have talked to -- you've
corresponded with nme in an email; correct?
A. Yes.
Q. And | wrote there that you need to wite a

formal written request; right?

A. No. You asked if | had witten a forml
written request.

Q. Ckay.

A. You didn't instruct me to do anyt hing.

Q. And you said you didn't do a formal
letter?

A. Nobody asked me to. | would have

obviously witten a formal letter if someone

requested it. Read ny emails. M emils are clear:
Pl ease tell me what | need to do, what you want ne
to do.
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| couldn't have been nobre cl earer.

Q Did you --

A. Honestly, it's easier to wite an email
than it is to make a phone call, so ...
Q. Did you just hear what you wanted to hear?

Because didn't you talk to Johnna LaRue about what
needed to be done.

A. Johnna didn't say anything about
contacting M. Cousineau. As | stated, the only
thing she tal ked about was, one, you have the right
to be heard before the Board; two, the protocols not
to punished, as we tal ked about; three, we talked
about a right to get that acconplished.

Those are the three things that we tal ked
about, and | can tell you, find a phone call, and
t hey woul d be confirnmed.

Q And -- but you just heard Ms. LaRue
testify that she told you to contact M. Cousineau
and write a formal witten request?

A. That's not true. No. | would have. Wy
would | not?

Q Why woul d you not do it when you' ve had
now two people tell you you need to do a form
written request to M. Cousi neau? Why wouldn't you

do that?
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A. Because, once again, you're telling ne --
one, that Johnna said that; she didn't say that or |

woul d have done it.

I " m aski ng what | needed. How nuch nore
plain can I be? |'m asking, |I'm pleading, please
tell me what | need to do.

Johnna didn't nme anything about contacting
M. Cousineau. All she knewis that |I had tried on
several times in the past to contact himw th no
response. Zero.

If there was really such a concern about
it, why didn't you just send ne a letter, send nme an
emai | consisting of you want?

Secondly, you didn't tell ne to send an
emai | . You said, "Did you send an email to hinf"
You didn't say to send one. There's a big
difference in "did you" versus "please send him an
emai |l . "

Q. Okay.

A | received no instructions fromhim
what soever. Zero.

Q Dr. Siens, did you appear at the board
meeting on December 1st, 2023, or did you not?

A. Yes.

Q Okay. And you also received the
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compliance letter that Ms. LaRue mailed to you?

A. | don't recall, but |I presune so, yes.

Q And you received the Board order, the
Fi ndi ngs of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order?

A. Yes. | -- those aren't being disputed.
' m not disputing those.

Q. So you're aware, then, that you owed costs
in the amount of $7,499. 207

A. Sure. But |I'malso aware that | have the
right to go in front of the Board to ask -- see if
t hose can be reduced, per your own client's office.
She just testified to that.

Q. Right. And --

A. ' m not straying outside of what the
boundaries are here. | sinply had a question:
Pl ease, sonmebody, tell me can | go in front of the
Board to explain nmy situation, see if they waive, if
they at | east reduce it.

That's it. That's all | wanted.

Q. And you were nmade aware -- based on the
facts and the evidence that has been presented
t oday, you were nmade aware that if you wanted to
nodi fy a Board order, you had to go in front of the
full Board and needed to do a formal written

request ?
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A. No, | was not aware of that. Nobody
instructed nme to wite anything.

Read ny emails. |'m asking what | need to
do. How nmuch nore clear could | be: Please tell ne
what | need to do.

Do I need to send snoke signals, do | need
to send -- whatever. | asked several tinmes: Please
provide informati on about what | need to do to
formalize this.

| got nothing. So ny presunption is that
| told you what | wanted to do, you didn't tell ne
to do anything el se, so what el se was there to do at
that point in time? | mde ny feelings, ny desires
very clear to you, they could not be confused,
obvi ously, and | got no response other than, you
know, nothing. | got no instructions.

Q To this day, you have not paid the
$7,499. 20, have you?

A. | have not. | said | would be willing to
pay that if the Board said | need to, despite their
consi deration of |essening the fine.

All 1 wanted was to be heard in the
context of nmy financial distress, which is genuinely
real, to see if they would be willing to reduce it.

| stated in a text or email very clearly:
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If they deemed it such that | should pay the ful
fine, | would be willing to do that.

That is clearly stated in nmy emails. Wy
didn't sonebody just wite back to nme and say pay
the fine, and if the Board finds that you should
have a reduced, a little refund, something |ike
that, that's all they had to do. Nobody, nobody
said anything despite nessages to Cousi neau, Johnna,
to Berg, Ed Berg, to you.

This is really just bureaucratic
i ndifference. |It's saying --

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Dr. Siens,
there's not a question on the table right now. You
can make your points in your closing argument.
Let's just get through the questions.

BY MR. WHI TE:

Q Dr. Sienms, when did you conpl ete CPEP?

A Well, you have the answer to that. |
don't think you should ask that on cross-exam nation
because it wasn't discussed by ne, it wasn't
di scussed in these texts or emnils. | think you're
[imted to ask me about that information, as far as
I know.

"' m happy to tell you. | conpleted it

| ast week, as had been schedul ed. | was in
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compl i ance because it was schedul ed prior to the

date that had been established, and | did it as soon

as they possibly let ne.
| held nothing up. | would have done it
the next day if | could have.

Q. Okay. Thank you.

A. That was up to themto decide as to when
-- | spent two days, eight hours a day on Zoom goi ng
t hrough their course. That has been conpleted in
full.

Q. Dr. Sienms, were you prepared, if allowed
to go before the Board, to nmodify your costs, either
make a paynment plan or whatever you wanted to do --

A. Sur e.

Q. -- were you prepared to provide financial
statenments of any sort to show them you had just no
way of paying?

A. Of course | woul d.

Q. Do you have sone today?

A. No, | don't have -- no. | wll provide
what ever you |like me to provide.

Q. | just thought you m ght want to -- | was
just asking. | don't know what you have in front of
you down in Las Vegas. | was wondering if you had
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t hose as part of your evidence?

A. |''m at the Board and just a piece of
paper. That's all | have.

Q Okay. Dr. Sienms, do you renenber we
tal ked on Septenber 17th?

A. Refresh my nmenory. Specifically
regardi ng?

Q. You had left ne a voicemail, | think, the
day after the suspension was --

A Oh, of course, | did. Yes.

Q -- issued and then was filed. And then |

think you received it on Septenber 17th.

Yes.
Q. Did you | eave me a voicemail on Septenber
17t h?
A. Yes.
Q Ckay. For nme to call you; right?
A. Yes.
Q. | called you back; right?
A. Yes.
Q. Woul d you consi der yourself acting

prof essi onal then?
A. I, quite honestly, didn't act -- |
apol ogi ze, but | didn't act as aggressively as |

shoul d have at that tine.
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Q. You wanted to act nore aggressively?

A. Verbally. Not physically, obviously.

Q Ri ght .

A | think what was done was a travesty. |
think it was the nost underhanded, petty thing that
had been perpetrated agai nst ne.

Q | won't go into it too nmuch --

A. Tal ki ng about needi ng communi cati on, |
communi cated fully with the Board, fully, asking
them sincerely asking them questions. No response
what soever.

And then it turns around that you
j eopardi ze the health of patients by comng in and
I mredi ately suspending ny license after all the
communi cation that | sent to you. That's beyond the

pal e. | don't even know how to respond to that,

quite honestly.

Q Okay.
You had -- | won't go into everything that
was said in that phone call, but you accused ne of

goi ng behi nd your back. Do you renmenber that?
A. Oh, without question.
Q. Yeah.
But now understand, and you shoul d have

under st ood beforehand, that | don't have the power
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to put on you the board neeting agenda.

You understand that; right?

A. No, | don't understand that. | think you
have a | ot of power in regards to the Board.

t hink the Board does what you tell themto do.

Q. | think we've already touched on this, but
did you ever send a letter to M. Cousineau as
request ed?

A. | never had a request to send a letter to
him and, no, | never sent a letter because of |ack
of a request.

Nobody instructed me on any matter. It
woul d have taken five mnutes to wite an email, if
one had been request ed.

I was told specifically by Johnna that you
were the person to talk to regarding summary
j udgnment .

MR. WHITE: Court's indul gence, please.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Sur e.

BY MR. WHI TE:
Q. Dr. Siens, going back to your emails, on

June 25th | wrote to you, "Good norning, Dr.

Siens" -- this was at 8:48 a.m -- "the Board

adj udi cated" -- and by the way, | just wanted to

say, you understand, like, | don't -- you understand
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that | don't get imediate notification if the
deadl i ne has passed and fines have not been paid on
a case that | have worked on.
Do you understand that?
A. No.
Q. Okay. As the attorney, |'m not part of
t he finance departnment, so --
A. That's irrel evant.
Q -- | hear fromthem Okay?
So, "The Board adjudicated your case on
Decenber 1st, 2023" -- this is in the emil -- "as
of June 19th, 2024" -- and | put in parenthesis --
“deadl i ne, you are not in conpliance with that
adj udi cation and you are in violation of a Board
order. A new case could be opened against you for

violation of a Board order.

"You still owe costs in the amount of
$7,499.00" -- | forgot the 20 cents there -- "Please
call Johnna LaRue, | gave you her nunmber, to get

t hat exact anmpunt and pay it as soon as possible.™

You understand that was a courtesy;

correct?
A. | did not know it was.
Q Well, you were already past the deadline

by a few days?
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A. But that's okay if | initiated the process
wel | before the deadline.
Q. And what --
A. Johnna even said that | contacted her
before the deadline, that was her testinony.
Q. And you were trying to -- true.
But and you were trying to get on the

Sept enber board neeting?

A. | didn't even know the board neetings
occurred nonthly. | just sinply want to go before
t he Board.

| had no preconceived notions of what was
going on. | didn't knowif it was they were willing
see me or hear ne, | didn't know what they were
going to decide. No preconceived notions.

| just had a thought, would they be

willing to consider it, and | took all of the proper
steps to that end. | couldn't have done anything
nor e.

| can't go up to Reno and put a gun to
sonmebody's head and say, Here, do your job and
respond to ne.
Q Okay. So you're not aware that there are
four board neetings a year?

A. | had no idea on the board neetings
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a year. That's the first |I've heard.

Q So you didn't have any concern that your
deadl i ne was about to pass when you requested to get
on a board neeting?

A. No. That's why the question was asked and
addressed to Johnna about whether or not a physician
I's punished during that interimperiod while
awai ting the hearing. |I'mnot making that up;
that's what she told ne, verbatim it is not the
protocol of the Board to punish the physician while
awai ting the hearing for your case.

All she had to do is say --

Q. You' re aware no hearing was scheduled. A
hearing is not a board neeting.

A hearing is not a board neeting, your
aware of that; right?

A. A hearing -- | suggested -- | thought the
full Board. VWhy would the full Board not hear it?
They are the one that inpose these punishments on
you, so | presunmed that was the case, the full Board
woul d hear this, and that's why she's speaking to
me.

| was asking, pleading for clarification
many ti nes.

Q Do you consider a Board order a
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clarification?

A. It's semantics. Once again, we're trying
to cloud the issue here. Al | was wanting was to
to appear before the Board. That's it.

Q. Fair to say --

A | asked -- | asked -- all | wanted was to
appear before the Board with a sinple question.

Al'l sonmebody had to do day was to take 30
seconds out of their day, it could have been one of
a nunber of people that said, Dr. Siens, |

appreci ate your contact or trying to contact to do

this.

That's it. That's all we needed.

| nst ead what happens? For weeks, no
response what soever. M. Cousineau never called ne

back, ever, despite |eaving nessages on his phone.
He doesn't get his phone nessages, | guess.

Q Well, that wasn't a question.

A. Ed Berg doesn't respond, you don't
respond. Johnna was the only person who ever
responds.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Dr. Siens,
let's wait for the question and get through this.

M. Vhite?
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BY MR. WHI TE:

Q You were at the board neeting on Decenber
1st, 2023; right?

A. Yes.

Q. At that tinme, you did not address the
Board to tell themthat you couldn't afford the
$7,499. 20, did you?

A. Il didn't know if | even had a practice to
go back to.

Q But you didn't do that?

A No. WVhy would | at that tinme?

Q. But you had your time in front of the
Board during adjudi cation?

A. | had six nmonths to pay the fine. That
was established by the Board, not ne.

Q No. Actually, it's established by the
costs that are incurred in investigating the case.

A. |'"m sure they are the ones that gave ne
six nmonths to pay. The fine itself, the fee itself
it probably just established by whoever, but |'m
sure the Board is the one that gave ne the six
nont hs to pay the fine.

Q. Correct, they gave you six nonths.

A. All right.

Q. And you did not address the Board at that
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poi nt that you would not be able to afford that?

A. | hadn't gone back to nmy practice,
didn't even know if nmy practice existed at that
point in tinme.

Q. As you sit here --

A. | had been off for one year in an
oeconomnmus practice. Who knows? | m ght not even

have a practice.

Q. There's no --
A. | may as well not do anyt hing.
Q You didn't contact your practice at all in

the whole entire year that you were suspended?
A. There was no practice. It was not open.
Peri od.

Q. You didn't pay your enployees?

A. | did for a few nonths just out of respect
for them but | couldn't sustain themfinancially.
And | still continue to pay mal practi ce.

Once again, | have an oecononus practice.
People want me to do their surgery. |It's not a HMO

situation where you walk in and see anybody you want

to. These people want me to do their surgery, |I'm

not there, they don't get it done and go el sewhere.
Q You still have a practice in California,

do you not?
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Q

Yes.

s that where you're working now?
Once a nont h.

VWhere is it |ocated?

In Temecul a, California.

And that practice was never affected by

any of the things that happened in Nevada; correct?

A.

Not to ny knowl edge. |'ve never had any

conplaints in California, 35 years.

Q.
right?
A
Q.
A

| guess t

Q.

You're a sole practitioner in California;

Once a nonth | go.

So you're part of a group there?

Well, in conjunction with an optonetri st.
wo people is group, | guess.

It's an optonmetrist and then you cone in

and do LASI K surgeries?

A.
past, but

Q.
a nont h,

A.

Q
A.
Q

Yes. | have had practices there in the
not currently.

So you could probably go in nore than once
couldn't you?

No. |It's not enough vol ume anynore.

Are they --

| go down there once a nonth.

Sorry. Go ahead. Finish
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A. | probably don't even need to go there

once a nonth. | could go there every three nonths,
probably.

Q And those optonetrists are paying you?

A. Well, | nmean, it's a business arrangenent.

| don't know if they're paying ne.

Q You' re doing them for free?

A. No, | said it's -- | don't think the
optonetrist is paying ne; the patients pay ne.

Q. Is it cash only?

A | don't have no idea. | don't take care
of the payments at all down there.

Q. So the patients pay you, but you don't
take care of those paynents?

A. Yeah. | don't take -- the paynent cones
fromthe patient not fromthe optonetrist.

Q. Ckay.

A "' m not sure what relevance that even has,
this question.

Q. You' re saying that you can't afford to pay
this and you wanted to go before the Board, yet
you're practicing in California?

A. Yeah. So |'ll be happy to go through, |
owe $8,000 a nonth in alinmony, nmy mal practice is

over $10, 000 a nont h.
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Fortunately, | own ny house, but nmy bills
are $2,500 a month. | own a car, so | don't have to
worry about that. And the Temecul a practice, maybe
it makes $2,000 a nmonth. Maybe.

Q. How many LASIKs do you do in that one day
a nmont h?

A. Four or five these days.

Q. What do you charge?

A. Anywhere from $3,500 to $4,000. Mostly it

goes to paying of |asers, the gases in the cars, the

enpl oyees.

Q. But you still haven't paid the Board yet;
right?

A. No, | haven't paid the Board. | was

waiting for a hearing.
MR. WHITE: | have no further questions.
HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Ckay.
Dr. Siems, we will treat that as the end
of your case and the end of the IC s
cross-exam nation of you. We will take a quick
break here and then cone back for closing arguments.
There's this thing in the |Iaw call ed
“judicial notice," it's a doctrine by which the
court or the adm nistrative hearing officer can take

notice of known facts, |like |aws or other known
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facts.

I'"m going to take judicial notice that
there is a meeting of the Board of Medical Exam ners
schedul ed for Decenber 13th, to be held in Las
Vegas. | wanted to put that on the record so you
were aware in this proceeds that there's an upcom ng
nmeeting of the Board of Medical Exam ners, |ike the
kind that you are interested in being a part of.

Do you understand that?

DR. S| EMS: Well, I'"mnot really
Interested init. |I'minterested to the extent that
I'd like to present nmy case but not certainly have
my |icense suspended during that interim period.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: | understand
that. [|'mjust making make sure that you're aware
that there is another nmeeting com ng up, and that we
didn't lose sight of that in this matter.

DR. SIEMS: | concur.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Okay.

Let's take a ten-m nute break, cone back
at -- well, let's just say eleven o'clock, so that's
nore like a 15-m nute break. We'll give the court
reporter a break. You can gather your thoughts and
we'll have closing and then end the hearing. W

will be in recess until eleven o'clock.
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(Recess 10:44 a.m to 11:00 a.m)

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: We're back on
the record. Sane parties are present, the court
reporter is present. We will get into the closing
statements of the parties.

M. White, you have a housekeeping matter
you want to bring up now?

MR WHITE: | do. |[If we -- we can put on
the record, yeah, | just thought that if we're going
to get emnils admtted, | have no objection, if it
hel ps you make a decision in this matter. |t m ght.
| have no objection to his emails com ng in.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Okay. So,
Dr. Sienms, if you could provide those emnils that --

DR. SIEMS: They've already been provided.

MR. TUIOTl: They have been sent over.
This is George.

MR. WHI TE: Thank you, George.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Very well.

The emails that were read from by Dr.
Siens can be admtted into evidence. M. VWiite is
not going to object.

Dr. Siems, would you |like to nove for
those to be admtted?

DR. S| EMS: Yes. Pl ease admt them for
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t he heari ng.

MR. VWHI TE: No objection.

And Dr. Sienms, |'ll just say this as
anot her housekeeping thing. It |ooked |ike you were
havi ng troubl e reading those, so if they are not
good copies, you and agree to what -- | have sone
copies too, | didn't delete your emails, so if we
can agree to a better copy, if that's necessary, we
can do that --

DR. SIEMS: Of course.

MR. WHITE: -- at a |later date and then
hand it over to the court reporter and to
M. Lipparelli.

DR. SI EMS: Yes.

MR WHITE: [|If we find out that they are
hard to read. O herwi se, they're fine.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: All right.
That will be the order. Respondent's Exhibit A, the
emai |l s that were read from are admtted.

(Respondent's Exhibit A was admtted.)

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Now s the
time we will have closing arguments. | would Iike
to keep the time for the closing argunents roughly
equal, and let's say ten mnutes for the cl osing

argunment by the IC and ten mnutes for Dr. Siens.
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If we need to tal k about more tine at the end, we
will.

[t's now 11:02, and I'd like to turn to
M. White for the closing statenent of the IC

MR. WHI TE: Thank you, M. Lipparelli.

CLOSI NG STATEMENT

MR. WHITE: On behalf of the Investigative
Commttee, we'd |like to thank you, Hearing Officer
Li pparelli, Ms. Court Reporter. Dr. Siems, thank
you for being here for this inportant proceeding,
and the witnesses for their time and consi deration.

As | mentioned in my opening statenments,
we're here to determne if there is a reasonable
basis to keep Dr. Siens' |icense to practice
medi ci ne in Nevada suspended pending a hearing on
the formal Conplaint, which he has a copy of.

You heard from Johnna LaRue, she's chi ef
deputy Board investigator and conpliance officer for
t he Nevada State Board of Medical Exam ners. In
short, she explained that she mailed a conpliance
|l etter and other attachnents, via first class mail,
with a signature required, to Dr. Siens.

We did receive a return receipt, so we
know that Dr. Siens received that conpliance letter.

She al so mail ed the Findings of Facts,
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Concl usi ons of Law, and Order, which he received,

all spelled out what he need to do, both of those.
There was a summati on of what he needed to do in the
conpliance letter, and it summed up what was in the
Board's order.

Clearly in there, he was ordered to pay
costs for the Board's investigation, that was
$7, 499, 20, by June of 2024. It was not paid.

As you heard, she spoke with Dr. Siens,
and i nformed himthat he would need to nake a formal
request in witing to the executive director,

M. Edward Cousineau, if he wanted to appear before
the Board for a modification of their order to him

That is the only person who can, as the
facts now show, add people to the board neeting
agenda fromthis staff, fromhere in this office.

The evidence proves that Dr. Siens was
aware and knew of the deadline to conplete his
paynment of costs in that anount. He could have made
paynments, he could have paid it all at once, just as
long it was before June 1st and/or June 19th,
because it's six months from himreceiving the
order. So really June 19th was the date. But the
IC didn't even suspend himuntil Septenmber 16th, so

he essentially had three nore nonths to make a
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payment .

Utimtely, this is what we're here for
t oday.

Dr. Sienms is a 50-sonething-year-old
professional, as far as | know, he is a doctor. He

has no one to blame but hinself for not hol ding up
this end of this bargain and followi ng the Board's
order.

Procedurally, the underlying case really
began in 2019, as | explained earlier. It went to a
hearing in December of 2020, and then he appeared
pro se, and then he brought an attorney in, and that
was, | believe, around August of 2021.

We had a settlenment agreenent in place for
t he Septenber '21 board neeting -- or the Decenber
of '21 board nmeeting, and as you know from ny
openi ng statenents that he was suspended because he
didn't do the PACE program

Then we cone back to this case, and the
reason why it's inmportant is because that -- not
doi ng PACE, getting suspended, it generated a new
case. That's this case.

So this case, he was suspended for year,
as you've heard now, from Decenber of 2022 to

Decenber of 2023. It was adjudicated in Decenber of
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2023. He was -- he had -- it was a pretty nice
resolution fromthe Board, in ny opinion. Rather
t han what the I C was asking of five years of
revocation, he received, like | said, tinme served.
He was suspended for one year, and that was already
done except just a few days left from Decenmber 1st
to Decenber 27th. Eleven cases were dism ssed al ong
with that, with prejudice, that had costs associ ated
with them but he was not ordered to pay those.

He has now chosen -- he knew he had
six months to do a few things. He had to -- and
it's in here, Exhibit 2, as part of the Board's
order. OF those things that was very inmportant to
t he Board, obviously, is that he conply and do the
CPEP program As we've heard today, it sounds |ike
he's already conmpleted it, so | guess we'll be
hearing from CPEP and getting a report fromthem

But al so he was ordered to pay the
$7,499. 20, which were the costs in just this one
case. He didn't do that either.

He was told a fewtinmes in -- once from
Johnna and one fromnme in an email when | returned
his inquiry email, that you need to get hold of Ed,
you need to just send hima formal witten request.

VWhen | say "Ed," | nean Ed Cousi neau, the executive
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director who, like | said, is the only person who
can get himon the Board agenda. He did not that.
He did not send a written request. He just let it
go by. The deadline was gone, and now we're here.
And like | said before, he had essentially three
nore nonths to pay this.

Just |like a year ago, Dr. Siens flat out
denmonstrates that he does not have any regard for
the IC or the Board. That's what his actions show
when he just |ets deadlines pass by. Dr. Siens, at
this point, has failed to comply with the Board's
order that he had six nonths to conplete.

And so based on the evidence today, on
behal f of the Investigative Commttee, we submt we
have proven that there's a reasonable basis for his
| icense to practice nmedicine in Nevada to renmain
suspended.

Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Thank you,
M. Vhite.

Dr. Siens?

CLOSI NG STATEMENT

DR. SIEMS: You know, there's an old

adage, and it's -- and |I think even nen of

(inaudi ble) -- let me say that again. (Ilnaudible)
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of (inaudible) follow, and that's to respond as
simply as one count. This doesn't require a conpl ex
response.

Nobody's in di sagreenent about a board
directive and orders. | know they exist, and, quite
honestly, with the exception of the fine or fee,

t hose orders have been complied with and fini shed.
| need to say that again: They have been conpl et ed
with and finished.

In the context of severe financi al
di stress caused by this suspension, which may or may
not have been executed correctly, | guess that's for
a |ater date, but the financial duress is real and
genuine. It's in that context | sinply wanted to
find out if |I could respond or go in front of the
Board and have them consider if they would reduce
the fee or waive it, perhaps, if they found ny case
conpelling. That's it. | made how many attenpts to
t hat end?

Unfortunately, unlike the Board's case

where it's all kind of, well, a phone call was made,
we t hought about this, we thought about that, | have
it in witing what | was asking of the Board. It's

clear, concise, professional, and friendly. Sinply

give nme direction, give nme instruction.
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He keeps making reference to | was told to
wite an email or send snoke signals to
M . Cousineau. Nobody ever directed me to do that.
There's no evidence whatsoever that that was ever
stated to.

We're relying on the margi nal menory of
t he conpliance officer. There's nothing in witing
saying that, yes, here's what you need to do, Dr.

Si ens.

M. VWhite's email response doesn't say to
wite an email to M. Cousineau. It says "did you."
It says nothing about, Dr. Siens, here's what you
need to do this point in tinme.

Even t hough | repeatedly asked him over
and over and over again, VWhat do | need to do? How
do | get this acconplished? Nothing. There's been
no response.

And now | sit before you, they're asking
for me to be punished for their, sort of,
indifference in this whole affair. That's not fair.
That's not reasonabl e.

It's not my perspective. |If you read the
literature, which |I've gone and done, the
adm ni strative pseudo | egal boards do not have

conplete freedomto do what whatever they want to
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anynore. There's many cases out there in literature
di scussing the imunity the boards have, et cetera.

The general inpression that you got is
t hat, one, that have to act within a reasonable
manner. No question. You can't be unreasonable in
your approach to dealing with doctors in this case.
Secondly, you have to act in accordance with the
| egi slation that's been passed. You don't have the
opportunity or freedomto stray fromthat and say,
oh, I"m protected, | can do whatever | want. That's
not what's possi ble out there anynore, based on
court decisions, as far as | can tell.

VWhat | ask is nothing but reasonable. |
have been professional, consistent. | ' ve been
attenpting on nultiple occasions to get a response.
| acted within a timely manner, and the exhibits --
the written responses prove the response | got,
whi ch was not hi ng.

How can you possibly place the blanme on ne
for doing this?

In addition, it's inmportant to understand
that M. White's own office, based on her own
testinony this nmorning that | have a right to go in
front of the Board to have them consi der whether or

not a reduction in the fee or fine, whatever
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| anguage you want to use, would they consider
reducing that fee or even waiving it. That is
within my right. | wasn't doing anything outside of
what my right this within this case.

He portrays me as a villain or a crimnal.
Not at all. I'mfollow ng the advice of what your
own very Board told ne. | didn't stray fromthat

what soever .

My communi cation was very clear. | didn't
want to dodge a Board directive. | didn't say that
at all. | said | would pay if the Board found ne --

| ack of conpelling reasons to either waive or reduce
my fee. | said | would pay in that circunstances.
Al I wanted themto do is consider it.

And despite effort being placed upon
effort upon effort upon effort, | couldn't get any
response fromthe Board. Nothing. No directions
what soever.

And now all of a sudden, out of the blue
with no comruni cati on what soever, despite ny

communi cation with them ny |license gets suspended.

Not only does that harmnme -- |I'm not so concerned
about it harmng ne, what |I'mreally concerned
about -- and this is why the legislation said -- the

| egi sl ature said you shouldn't do this, to suspend
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your |license imediately, |I'm a surgeon, that means
I have nmedical conditions that are blinding going
on, that in a second, the stroke of a second, |I'm
told you can no | onger see these patients.

You would think telling me that's being
reasonabl e, that's one of the npbst unreasonable
things |'ve probably ever heard. You are supposed
to establish before you suspend a |icense
I medi ately that, indeed, this doctor represents a
continued threat to the welfare of the patient
popul ation. That is in the |anguage of the
| egi sl ati on.

That was never, never established or
di scussed, ever.

And there was no | anguage in the order
t hat was established, say that we have the right to
suspend this -- in contrast with the |egislation, we
have the right to suspend his |license i medi ately.

There's a reason why the legislation is
witten that way, so you don't put patients in
peril. So you don't put patients in peril.

Al'l one had to do with all of ny
communi cation that |I've done was to contact nme for
15 seconds and say, Dr. Siens, here's what you need

to do and here's what we want you to do, pay the
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fine, ask for a refund.

That's all they had to do, and this would
have never conme to fruition, this whole case. But
no. |t gets ignored, |I'mput into linbo, and then
when tinme passes it's nmy responsibility, it's ny
fault sonething didn't get done. That's absurd,
that's unreasonabl e, and know it's unreasonabl e.
The evidence supports that.

| cannot be held responsible for
bureaucratic indifference. That is not ny
responsibility. That is not nmy fault.

| need ny |license reactivated i medi ately,
i n accordance -- not only with wi shes of nme, but,
really, the legislation that's out there to protect
patients that have been operated on and need, demand
conti nued nedi cal care.

And there's also an issue of this
probation, which | don't know if this is the forum
' mgong to add, the prohibition, as far as | know,
was never placed upon me properly. The Board, the
full Board did not say you're going to be under a
prohi bitionary period for a year.

That probationary period has ruined by
practice because insurance panels will not let ne

get on their insurance as a provider because of the
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probationary status. Even though there's no word --
you can read it -- fromthe full Board saying that
this person, Dr. Jon Siens, should be placed on
probation. No order whatsoever.

| only found out after | was trying to get
paid for some surgeries that were done that they
woul dn't pay me, even though | had a

pre-aut horization, that they wouldn't pay nme because

of the probationary status that | didn't even know
about. 85 surgeries | did, not right at the sane
time but over a time frame, | only get paid for ten

of those. Ten. The other 75 were written off. |
don't get anything because of this probationary
status that the Board did not inpose upon ne and was
not even informed of.

| request, based on the evidence provided
which is clear, concise, in front of you, that ny
| i cense get reactivated imediately. | would |ike
to be heard by the full Board, if they would at
| east listen to see if they would reduce ny fee. |If
not, I will be happy to pay for it at that point in
time. But ny license needs to be reactivated
I medi ately, and the suspension -- or probation
needs to be lifted. Period.

Thank you for your attention. |
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appreciate it.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Thank you,
Dr. Siens.

For the record, | have been provided with
a paper copy of Exhibit A, which the record wll
show we di scussed nonents ago, containing the emails
that Dr. Siens referred to in his testinony.

There's also -- the |ast page of that
packet seenms to be sonme notes of some kind. |'m not
sure how those got included in with the emails, but
Dr. Siems, | --

DR. SIEMS: That's a m stake. That
shouldn't be in there. It can be if you want it to
be. It doesn't really say anything damm ng.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : No.

DR. SIEMS: It's just inserting what
orders would be inposed on nme prior to the Board
actually hearing it. It was a tenplate, | guess.
you can throw it away if you want. It doesn't
matter to ne.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: 1 just wanted
to note that it was there and get a better
under st andi ng of what it was. Thanks for clarifying
t hat .

MR WHITE: | would -- may | ?
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HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Yes,
M. White.

MR. WHITE: One of the emails -- yeah, the

notes | think are irrel evant. | don't know

what

those are. Those are not part of the emails.

And then there's also -- the second to the
| ast page, this was before the adjudication, and it
actually is kind of also irrelevant. It discusses

settl ement terns.
HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Okay.
MR. WHI TE: Perhaps that probably
shoul dn't be in there.
HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Yeah.
Usual ly --

MR. VWHI TE: Because they were ongoing

tal ks up until --
HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Yeah.
Usual | y communi cati ons concerni ng

settl enent are not adm ssible and --

DR. SIEMS: That was by accident. Once
again, you can throw it in the trash.
HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: [|I'm going to

order that that second to the | ast page be stricken

fromthe record, and it will not be considered in

any manner.
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MR. WHI TE: | would al so say,
M. Lipparelli, I would like to reserve the right to
suppl ement these emails. We can do them inmedi ately
t oday, and we can confer with Dr. Siens al so.

If you | ook at page 3, hand-written page

3 at the top right, it's an inportant email that you

can't really see fromne. |It's really, really
faint. It looks like it was a screenshot of sone
sort or taken on a phone. W have that. | still
have that email. |In fact, | read fromit today
during this.

If we can reserve the right to suppl enent
that to nmake it easier for you and the court
reporter?

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : Ckay. So |
will grant that request as |long as what provided is
not additional to what we already have here.

MR. WHI TE: No. It will not be.

DR. SIEMS: | reserve the right to consent
to that.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Of course.

DR. SIEMS: | want to be able to see what
we' re taking about.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI : M. VWhite

said he was going to confer with you before anything
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DR. SIEMS: |'m just acknow edgi ng that.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Very good.

Al right. So the nature of a summary
suspension is that the respondent doctor is
i medi ately barred from practice. And so usually
after a hearing, there's a period of time that goes
by before the hearing officer makes a decision. And
Il will provide a written confirmation of the
deci si on.

| think it's also inportant in these
matters that the decision be announced as soon as
possi bl e because of the affects on the respondent
and the public which the Board of Medical Exam ners
I's charged with protecting.

I will go through, briefly, nmy decision
for today, and then, as | said, follow up in
writing.

A summary suspension under the statutes
requires that a hearing be held to make a
det erm nati on about whether the summary suspensi on
shoul d conti nue, and the standard for that is a
reasonabl e basis exists to continue the suspension
of the license pending conclusion of a hearing on

the a formal conpl aint.
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| find the followi ng things are
uncont est ed:

That an order of the Board of Medical
Exam ners establishes an obligation to pay
$7,499. 20.

That the said order was properly served on
t he respondent, and, in addition, the respondent was
provided with a conpliance letter explaining the
obligations of the order.

The order contained a deadline of June
1st, 2024, for the paynment of costs, and that amount
was not paid by the deadline and has still not been
pai d.

A summary suspension order was issued
approximately three nonths after the expiration of
the deadline to pay, and that summary suspension is
the basis for this hearing that we're having today.
There are no contrary facts to those.

| also find that no one, other than the
Board of Medical Exam ners, has the authority to
change the contents of the order of the Board of
Medi cal Exam ners. In other words, the executive
director, the general counsel, the conpliance
officer, none of them can grant relief from an order

of the Board of Medical Exam ners. Only the Board
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can do that, and it does so after it receives a

request froma party to put an item on the agenda of

the Board to consider granting relief froman order.
| find that no such request has been nade

to obtain a place on the agenda of the Board of

Medi cal Exam ners.

And that knowingly or willfully failing to
comply with an order of the Board of Medi cal
Exam ners is grounds for discipline, and the summary
suspensi on order shall remain in place.

That will be ny report to the
I nvestigative Commttee, who will probably follow up
with a witing of its own.

Havi ng said all that, Dr. Siens, | want
you to understand that | heard your testinony and
your evidence about the frustration that you have
with the process, and that you felt as if the
communi cati on could have been better and that the
out come woul d have been different if you had
under stood the requirenents to get in front of the
full Board.

| also want to note that | did take notice
of the upcom ng neeting of the Board in Decenber,
and that there may still be tinme for you to seek

relief fromthe initial Decenber, 2023 order that
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contained the requirement to pay the fine, but that
nobody here, including me as a hearing officer, can
grant you relief fromthe order of the Board.

And so having failed to conply with
out st andi ng orders of the Board, the summary
suspension will remain in place, and that the
statutory threshold for continuation of all the
order, which is that there's a reasonable basis to
continue it, has been net.

So that's the end of ny findings.

As | announced, | will put those in
witing and file themw th the Board of Medi cal
Exam ner staff, and they will stanp those and serve
them on you, Dr. Siens.

If there are no other housekeepi ng or
procedural matters, we're concluded and the hearing
s --

DR. SIEMS: Can | make sure | get a
transcript of this, all participants that were
i nvolved in this hearing?

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: Yes.
Transcript will be created by the court reporter.

What is the process for Dr. Siens to get
t hat ?

THE REPORTER: The turnaround tine is ten
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busi ness days, and from ny understandi ng, the
assi stants send the doctors the transcripts once
t hey receive them

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: About ten
days. And are the emails and addresses on file?

DR. SIEMS: | need nanes, roles, and how
to get in contact with everybody that's part of
this.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LI PPARELLI: The record of
the hearing will contain the nanmes and identities of
all the people that participated in the hearing.
That will be part of it. |If you need sonething else
beyond that, you will have to follow up with the
Board staff.

We are concl uded.

(Hearing ended at 11:30 p.m)
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STATE OF NEVADA )

COUNTY OF WASHOE )

|, BRANDI ANN VI ANNEY SM TH, do hereby
certify:

That | was present on October 18, 2024,
for the hearing at the Nevada State Board of Medi cal
Exam ners, 9600 Gateway Drive, Reno, Nevada, and
t ook stenotype notes of the proceedings entitled
herein, and thereafter transcribed the same into
typewriting as herein appears.

That the foregoing transcript is a full,
true, and correct transcription of ny stenotype
notes of said proceedi ngs consisting of 106 pages,

I ncl usi ve.

DATED: At Reno, Nevada, this 25th day of

Oct ober, 2024.

/'s/ Brandi Ann Vianney Smth

BRANDI ANN VI ANNEY SM TH
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS
OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

% ok % %k X

In the Matter of Charges and Case No. 24-13009-1
Complaint Against: FI LED

JON LANE SIEMS, M.D,

UeC 62 204

Respondent.

ORDER AFTER SUMMARY SUSPENSION HEARING

I. INTRODUCTION

The Investigative Committee (IC) of the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners (Board)
issued an order immediately suspending Jon Lane Siems, M.D. (Dr. Siems) from the practice of
medicine, pursuant to the Board's authority under Chapter 630 of the Nevada Revised Statutes. Order
of Suspension, September 16, 2024. The IC’s Order of Suspension is based on its determination that
Dr. Siems violated the Board's Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order (FFCLO), filed on
December 19, 2023, in Case No. 23-13009-1 (Order). The IC’s Order of Suspension and Notice of |
Hearing ordered that a hearing be held to determine whether the summary suspension of Dr. Siems’
license should continue.

On October 18, 2024 a hearing was held at the Board’s hearing room at 9600 Gateway Drive
in Reno with the under-signed hearing officer presiding. Dr. Siems appeared via video conference
from the Board’s hearing room in Las Vegas. He could be seen and heard by the hearing officer in |
the Reno hearing room. Dr. Siems appeared without counsel and represented himself. TR4.  The IC
was represented by Donald K. White, Esq., Deputy General Counsel. The proceedings were reported
by a court reporter and a transcript of the proceedings was provided to the hearing ofticer.
References are made to pages of the written transcript as “TR”. References are also made to the |
Bates-stamped exhibits submitted by the parties. NSBME signifies exhibits offered by the Nevada
State Board of Medical Examiners. RESP signifies exhibits offered by the Respondent.

1
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At the conclusion of the October 18, 2024, hearing the hearing officer found Respondent’s
license should remain suspended based on the testimony and evidence produced at the hearing.
TR101-103. This order is the written confirmation of that decision by the hearing officer and
describes in further detail the decision to sustain the IC’s suspension of Respondent’s license to
practice medicine in Nevada.

II. WITNESSES AND TESTIMONY

Counsel for the IC and Respondent made opening statements. Johnna LaRue, Deputy Chief
of Investigations for the Board, was sworn and testified in response to questions from counsel for the
IC. TR21. Ms. LaRue was the only witness other than Respondent.

A. Johnna LaRue.

1. Direct Examination.

Ms. LaRue’s testimony authenticated three exhibits contained in the exhibit books which
were present in the hearing rooms in Reno and Las Vegas. Three exhibits were proposed for
admission by the IC and, without objection by the Respondent, were all admitted into evidence.
TR25, 32, 34. The exhibits are Bates stamped as 001 through 023 and preceded by “NSBME”

signifying they are exhibits prepared by the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners.

e Exhibit | is the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, Order (Case No. 23-13009-1)
which ordered the Respondent to: complete the University of San Diego Physician
Assessment and Competency Evaluation Program (PACE), or substantially similar
assessment by another entity approved by the Board; and pay the reasonable and
necessary costs and expenses incurred in the prosecution and investigation of the in
the amount of $7,499.20 within six months of the date of the order. Exhibit | also
contains the Synopsis and Analysis of the Record of the hearing officer for a formal
hearing held in Case No. 23-13009-1 and related case, Case No. 19-13009-2.
NSBME 001-017.

o Exhibit 2 is a compliance letter dated December 19, 2023, sent to Dr. Siems by
Johanna S. LaRue which, among other things, states that June |, 2023 is the deadline
for the completion of the education program and the payment of the costs and
expenses. The exhibit includes proof of service. NSBME 018-022.

o Exhibit 3 is an invoice statement of the Board for Dr. Siems payments to the Board
from March 6, 2020 to December 19, 2023, NSBME 023.
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Ms. LaRue testified that she had a phone conversation with Dr. Siems prior to the June I,
2024, due date during which Dr. Siems expressed an interest in a payment plan. She recalls that it
was probably sometime in May, 2024. TR35. Ms. LaRue told Dr. Siems she lacked the authority to |
depart from the terms of the Board’s order and that he must request that relief directly from the Board
by directing a request to Edward Cousineau, the Board’s Executive Director. TR35-36.

Ms. LaRue said Dr. Siems confirmed enrollment in the CPEP training program, a deposit was
paid to secure a spot in the program and that the training was scheduled to begin in October 2024.
TR38. Ms. LaRue said she received confirmation of Dr. Siems’ enroliment in the CPEP program
which could lead to compliance with the training requirement. TR38.

Ms. LaRue testified that she did not have confirmation that Dr. Siems had followed her
suggestion that he writc a letter to Mr. Cousineau before the scheduled meeting of the Board in

September. TR38-39.

2. Cross-Examination.

Dr. Siems conducted a cross-examination of Ms. LaRue. Ms. LaRue acknowledged that Dr.
Dr. Siems told her he had no success in his efforts to contact Mr. Cousineau. Ms. LaRue explained
that she could do nothing more to help Dr. Siems in his efforts to contact Mr. Cousineau and that Dr.
Siems should send a letter directly to Mr. Cousineau. TR39-40. Ms. L.aRue informed Dr. Siems that
he could also try contacting Deputy General Counsel Donald White to see if he could provide |
assistance to Dr. Siems. TR 40. Ms. LaRue stated it was necessary to contact the Executive Director
to get a matter on the agenda of the Board. TR41.

Dr. Siems asked Ms. LaRue to confirm that she told Dr. Siems it was not the Board’s protocol
to punish physicians while awaiting a hearing. Ms. LaRue did not recall telling Dr. Siems that. |
TR41. Dr. Siems sought to establish through questions of Ms. LaRue that he had satisfied the
requirements to complete continuing medical education hours required as part of a settlement. TR42.
The IC objected and there was a discussion about the difference between continuing medical |
education requirements and the requirements to complete PACE and CPEP programs. TR42-44. Dr.

Siems explained after a question by the hearing officer that there was not a pattern of neglecting the
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education requirements because he completed the CME hours and also proved he enrolled in the
CPEP program to satisfy the Board’s order. TR45.

3. Re-direct Examination.

Ms. LaRue testified that it seemed Dr. Siems was confusing a Board meeting with a hearing.
TR46.

Ms. LaRue confirmed that she would receive a report from the CPEP when the training
program was complete. TR47. Ms. LaRue explained her understanding that the PACE program
could not accommodate Dr. Siems for training because they could not find a practitioner who could
train on the specific procedures. CPEP, on the other hand, could provide training on the entire
specialty which she understood to be the Board’s requirement. TR48-49.

4, Re-cross Examination.

Dr. Siems asked the witness if she was aware that he practiced LASIK and not general
ophthalmology and whether it would be fair to be assessed by a program that has no knowledge of
the specialty. An objection based on speculation was sustained. TRS51. Ms. LaRue offered the
opinion that a doctor should be assessed for his specialty overall and not specific procedures. TR52.

B. Dr. Siems.

l. Direct Examination.

Rather than call Dr. Siems as a witness for the IC, the IC agreed to have Dr. Siems present
testimony and evidence and to ask questions during this testimony or as cross-examination.

Dr. Siems said he wanted to read into the record some emails between Dr. Siems and the
Board staff. Dr. Siems stated he tried to provide the packet of emails prior to the hearing without
success. TR54. IC counsel, Mr. White offered to have Las Vegas Board staff obtain copies of the
emails and transmit them to the Reno office for use during the hearing. TR55.

Dr. Siems began his testimony. TR55. He read into the record the contents of emails that
were dated between June 25, 2024 and June 28, 2025. These emails are collected as Exhibit A. They
are not Bates-stamped. TRS55-60. Dr. Siems added some comments after reading the emails
especially focused on the timing of the responses or lack of responses. TR59. Later in the hearing,

the emails collected in Exhibit A were admitted into evidence. TR85.
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Dr. Siems sent emails to the IC Deputy General Counsel after receiving notice of the
summary suspension. Those emails address the suspension order, his efforts to make contact with the
IC’s office, his objection to the suspension order, the effect of the order on patients requiring post-
surgical care, and his interest in having a hearing with the Board. TR61-62.

2. Cross-Examination.

Mr. White, Deputy General Counsel for the IC, conducted a cross-examination of Dr. Siems. |
Mr. White read from a June 28, 2024, email he sent to Dr. Siems asking for confirmation that Dr.
Siems sent a formal request to Mr. Cousineau to be on the Board’s agenda and asked for a copy of
the formal request to Mr. Cousineau. Dr. Siems admitted that he had not sent a formal written
request to Mr. Cousineau, but that he was attempting to contact Mr. Cousineau about the Board
meeting. TR64, Dr. Siems testified that nobody asked him to write a formal letter. TR64. Dr., Siems
denies Johnna LaRue told him to write a formal letter to Mr. Cousineau. TR66.

Dr. Siems admits to having the Order stating he owed $7,499.20 for costs. TR67. He also
noted that he knew he had the right to ask the Board to reduce the amount owed. TR67. Dr. Siems
says he did not know he had to make a formal written request to get in front of the Board to modify
the order because nobody told him that. TR68. Dr. Siems admits that as of the date of the hearing he
had not paid the $7,499.20, but that he would if the Board told him he must. TR68. However, in the
context of his genuine financial distress, he wanted to pursue a lessening of the amount. TR68. Dr.
Siems stated his willingness to pay the fufl amount if the Board determined he should after he asked
for a reduction. TR69.

Dr. Siems completed the CPEP course the week before the October 18, 2024, hearing on the
summary suspension consistent with what he told Ms. LaRue about the scheduling of the CPEP
course. TR&9. Dr. Siems discussed his frustration with the 1C pursuing a summary suspension in the
midst of his efforts to communicate about seeking relief from the order. TR71-72,

Mr. White asked Dr. Siems about a June 25° 2024 email in which Mr. White informed Dr.
Siems a new case could be opened against him for the failure to comply with the order from the 2023

case and that he was past the deadline to comply. Dr. Siems acknowledged the email. TR74-76.
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Dr. Siems acknowledged that he was present at the Board’s December 2023 meeting and he
did not tell the Board he could not afford the $7,499.20 assessment for costs. TR78. Dr. Siems
explained that in December of 2023 he had been suspended for a year and did not know whether his
medical practice was in existence. TR79.

Mr. White and Dr. Siems had a discussion, through questions and answers, about Dr. Siems’
medical practice in California including what kinds of work Dr. Siems does and how much he earns
for the work. TR80-82.

Both parties made closing statements. TR86-97.

III. FINDINGS

A summary suspension requires a hearing to determine whether there is a reasonable basis to
continue a license suspension pending a formal hearing on the complaint. NRS 630.326. The
October 18, 2024, hearing satisfies that requirement.

Disciplinary Case No. 23-13009-1 resulted in the Order (filed on December 19, 2023.) The
Order established the Respondent’s obligation to pay $7,499.20 and to complete training. A copy of
the Order was properly served on the Respondent. In addition, the Respondent was provided with a
compliance letter dated December 19, 2023, explaining the obligations of the Order including the
obligation to pay the costs and complete the training. June 1, 2024, was the effective date for
compliance with the Order.

The knowing or willful failure to comply with an order of the Board is grounds for discipline.
NRS 630.3065(2)(a). Approximately three months after the expiration of the June 2024 deadline for
Dr. Siems to comply with the Order, the IC filed a summary suspension order (September 16, 2024)
for the failure to comply with the Order. The Respondent did not satisfy the terms of the Order by
June 1, 2024, There is no evidence to the contrary.

Dr. Siems understood the requirements of the Order. He acknowledged receiving the Order
and the compliance letter. He also recognized the need to comply with the Order. Prior to the June I,
2024, deadline, Dr. Siems had a phone conversation with the Board’s compliance officer, Johnna
LaRue, to discuss a payment plan for the payment of the costs contained in the Order. There is no

evidence as to why Dr. Siems waited until the last month of the 6-month compliance period to make
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inquiries about relief from the Order. Ms. LaRue informed the Respondent any amendment to the
terms of the Order, such as a payment plan or reduction of the fine, would require Board approval
after a formal request to appear. The authority of the Board to grant relief from an order is exclusive.
In other words, the executive director, the general counsel, and the compliance officer are all |
powerless to grant relief from an order of the Board.

Dr. Siems made inquiries and had communications with officials of the Board about his
interest in modifying the order. Ms. LaRue and Mr. White informed him he needed to submit a
formal written request to the person who manages the Board’s agenda to get on the Board’s agenda to |
ask for relief from the Order. Dr. Siems testified that he had no success in his efforts to contact Mr.
Cousineau by phone or by email. Accepting that as true, it is also true that Dr. Siems did not submit
a letter to Mr. Cousineau. Dr. Siems contends he did not understand a formal letter was required.
That contention is outweighed by the evidence that Ms. LaRue and Mr. White informed Dr. Siems
that a formal letter was required to get a hearing in front of the Board.

Dr. Siems testified that he completed the training requirement of the Order in October of
2024 by completing the CPEP course. The testimony of Ms. LaRue establishes that she usually
receives certificates of completion of training. That happened too late for evidence to be provided at
the hearing, presumably she should get confirmation of the CPEP training soon. Dr. Siems had
difficulty in finding training that cotrelated to his specialty field. Although it occurred beyond the
June 2024 deadline, the IC and the Board may find the completion of the CPEP program in October
of 2024, is satisfactory compliance with the training requirement of the Order.

The Respondent did not satisfy the requirement to pay $7,499.20 by June 1, 2024, and as of
October 18, 2024 had still not paid.

1IV. CONCLUSION

The knowing or willful failure to comply with an order of the Board is grounds for discipline.
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There is a reasonable basis to continue the suspension of the Respondent’s license pending a formal

hearing on the complaint.

DATED this 27th day of November, 2024.

ol

Paul A. Lipparelli, Hearing Officer

Email: paul.lipparelli@gmail.com
Tel: 775-771-6927
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that I am employed by the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners and
that on the 2nd day of December, 2024, | served a file-stamped copy of the foregoing ORDER
AFTER SUMMARY SUSPENSION HEARING, via U.S. Certified Mail, postage pre-paid, to

the following parties:

JON LANE SIEMS, M.D.
31852 Via Patito
Coto de Caza, CA 92679

. 9171 9690 0935 0255 7007 76
Tracking No.: :

JON LANE SIEMS, M.D.
31952 Via Patito
Trabuco Canyon, CA 92679

) 9171 9690 0935 0255 7007 83
Tracking No.:

DATED this c?"" day of December, 2024,

MEG BY,
Legal Assistant
Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
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Subject: Jon Lane Siems, M.D. - Order After Summary Suspension Hearing
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Hello everyone,
Please see the attached file-stamped Order After Summary Suspension. A paper copy was mailed to
Dr. Siems at two addresses we have received from him.

Thank you,
Meg

Mfy Bym/

Legal Assistant to:

Donald K. White, Senior Deputy General Counsel
Tan J. Cumings, Senior Deputy General Counsel
Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners

9600 Gateway Drive

Reno, NV 89521

Tel: (775) 324-9350

Fax: (775) 688-2321

mbyrd@medboard.nv.gov

*CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The contents of this email message and any attachments are intended solely for the addressee(s)and may
contain confidential and/or privileged information and may be legally protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient of
this message or their agent, or if this message has been addressed to you in error, please immediately alert the sender by reply email and
then delete this message and any attachments. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination,
copying, or storage of this message or its attachments is strictly prohibited.
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS
OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

* % % % %

In the Matter of Charges and Case No. 24-13009-1
Complaint Against: FILED

JON LANE SIEMS, M.D,

DEC G2 2024

Respondent.

ORDER AFTER SUMMARY SUSPENSION HEARING

I. INTRODUCTION |

The Investigative Committee (IC) of the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners (Board)
issued an order immediately suspending Jon Lane Siems, M.D. (Dr. Siems) from the practice of
medicine, pursuant to the Board's authority under Chapter 630 of the Nevada Revised Statutes. Order
of Suspension, September 16, 2024. The IC’s Order of Suspension is based on its determination that
Dr. Siems violated the Board's Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order (FFCLO), filed on
December 19, 2023, in Case No. 23-13009-1 (Order). The IC’s Order of Suspension and Notice of |
Hearing ordered that a hearing be held to determine whether the summary suspension of Dr. Siems’
license should continue.

On October 18, 2024 a hearing was held at the Board’s hearing room at 9600 Gateway Drive
in Reno with the under-signed hearing officer presiding. Dr. Siems appeared via video conference
from the Board’s hearing room in Las Vegas. He could be seen and heard by the hearing officer in |
the Reno hearing room. Dr. Siems appeared without counsel and represented himself. TR4. The IC
was represented by Donald K. White, Esq., Deputy General Counsel. The proceedings were reported
by a court reporter and a transcript of the proceedings was provided to the hearing officer.
References are made to pages of the written transcript as “TR”. References are also made to the |
Bates-stamped exhibits submitted by the parties. NSBME signifies exhibits offered by the Nevada
State Board of Medical Examiners. RESP signifies exhibits offered by the Respondent.

|
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At the conclusion of the October 18, 2024, hearing the hearing officer found Respondent’s
license should remain suspended based on the testimony and evidence produced at the hearing.
TR101-103. This order is the written confirmation of that decision by the hearing officer and
describes in further detail the decision to sustain the IC’s suspension of Respondent’s license to
practice medicine in Nevada.

II. WITNESSES AND TESTIMONY

Counsel for the IC and Respondent made opening statements. Johnna LaRue, Deputy Chief
of Investigations for the Board, was sworn and testified in response to questions from counsel for the
IC. TR21. Ms. LaRue was the only witness other than Respondent.

A. Johnna LaRue.

1. Direct Examination.

Ms. LaRue’s testimony authenticated three exhibits contained in the exhibit books which
were present in the hearing rooms in Reno and Las Vegas. Three exhibits were proposed for
admission by the IC and, without objection by the Respondent, were all admitted into evidence.
TR23, 32, 34. The exhibits are Bates stamped as 001 through 023 and preceded by “NSBME”

signifying they are exhibits prepared by the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners.

¢ Exhibit 1 is the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, Order (Case No. 23-13009-1)
which ordered the Respondent to: complete the University of San Diego Physician
Assessment and Competency Evaluation Program (PACE), or substantially similar
assessment by another entity approved by the Board; and pay the reasonable and
necessary costs and expenses incurred in the prosecution and investigation of the in
the amount of $7,499.20 within six months of the date of the order. Exhibit 1 also
contains the Synopsis and Analysis of the Record of the hearing officer for a formal
hearing held in Case No. 23-13009-1 and related case, Case No. 19-13009-2.
NSBME 001-017.

¢ Exhibit 2 is a compliance letter dated December 19, 2023, sent to Dr. Siems by
Johanna S. LaRue which, among other things, states that June I, 2023 is the deadline
for the completion of the education program and the payment of the costs and
expenses. The exhibit includes proof of service. NSBME 018-022.

e Exhibit 3 is an invoice statement of the Board for Dr. Siems payments to the Board
from March 6, 2020 to December 19, 2023. NSBME 023,
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Ms. LaRue testified that she had a phone conversation with Dr. Siems prior to the June |,
2024, due date during which Dr. Siems expressed an interest in a payment plan. She recalls that it
was probably sometime in May, 2024. TR35. Ms. LaRue told Dr. Siems she lacked the authority to iI
depart from the terms of the Board’s order and that he must request that relief directly from the Board
by directing a request to Edward Cousineau, the Board’s Executive Director. TR35-36.

Ms. LaRue said Dr. Siems confirmed enrollment in the CPEP training program, a deposit was
paid to secure a spot in the program and that the training was scheduled to begin in October 2024.
TR38. Ms. LaRue said she received confirmation of Dr. Siems’ enroliment in the CPEP program
which could lead to compliance with the training requirement. TR38.

Ms. LaRue testified that she did not have confirmation that Dr. Siems had followed her
suggestion that he writc a letter to Mr. Cousineau before the scheduled meeting of the Board in
September. TR38-39.

2. Cross-Examination.

Dr. Siems conducted a cross-examination of Ms. LaRue. Ms. LaRue acknowledged that Dr.
Dr. Siems told her he had no success in his efforts to contact Mr. Cousineau. Ms. LaRue explained
that she could do nothing more to help Dr. Siems in his efforts to contact Mr. Cousineau and that Dr.
Siems should send a letter directly to Mr. Cousineau. TR39-40. Ms. L.aRue informed Dr. Siems that
he could also try contacting Deputy General Counsel Donald White to see if he could provide |
assistance to Dr. Siems. TR 40. Ms. LaRue stated it was necessary to contact the Executive Director
to get a matter on the agenda of the Board. TR41.

Dr. Siems asked Ms. LaRue to confirm that she told Dr. Siems it was not the Board’s protocol
to punish physicians while awaiting a hearing. Ms. LaRue did not recall telling Dr. Siems that. |
TR41. Dr. Siems sought to establish through questions of Ms. LaRue that he had satisfied the
requirements to complete continuing medical education hours required as part of a settlement. TR42.
The IC objected and there was a discussion about the difference between continuing medical |
education requirements and the requirements to complete PACE and CPEP programs. TR42-44. Dr.

Siems explained after a question by the hearing officer that there was not a pattern of neglecting the
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education requirements because he completed the CME hours and also proved he enrolled in the
CPEP program to satisfy the Board’s order. TR43.

3. Re-direct Examination.

Ms. LaRue testified that it seemed Dr. Siems was confusing a Board meeting with a hearing.
TR46.

Ms. LaRue confirmed that she would receive a report from the CPEP when the training
program was complete. TR47. Ms. LaRue explained her understanding that the PACE program
could not accommodate Dr. Siems for training because they could not find a practitioner who could
train on the specific procedures. CPEP, on the other hand, could provide training on the entire
specialty which she understood to be the Board’s requirement. TR48-49.

4, Re-cross Examination.

Dr. Siems asked the witness if she was aware that he practiced LASIK and not general
ophthalmology and whether it would be fair to be assessed by a program that has no knowledge of
the specialty. An objection based on speculation was sustained. TRS5I. Ms. LaRue offered the
opinion that a doctor should be assessed for his specialty overall and not specific procedures. TR52.

B. Dr. Siems.

1. Direct Examination.

Rather than call Dr. Siems as a witness for the IC, the IC agreed to have Dr. Siems present
testimony and evidence and to ask questions during this testimony or as cross-examination.

Dr. Siems said he wanted to read into the record some emails between Dr. Siems and the
Board staff. Dr. Siems stated he tried to provide the packet of emails prior to the hearing without
success. TR54. IC counsel, Mr. White offered to have Las Vegas Board staff obtain copies of the
emails and transmit them to the Reno office for use during the hearing. TRS55.

Dr. Siems began his testimony. TR55. He read into the record the contents of emails that
were dated between June 25, 2024 and June 28, 2025. These emails are collected as Exhibit A. They
are not Bates-stamped. TR55-60. Dr. Siems added some comments after reading the emails
especially focused on the timing of the responses or lack of responses. TR59. Later in the hearing,

the emails collected in Exhibit A were admitted into evidence. TR85.
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Dr. Siems sent emails to the IC Deputy General Counsel after receiving notice of the
summary suspension. Those emails address the suspension order, his efforts to make contact with the
IC’s office, his objection to the suspension order, the effect of the order on patients requiring post-
surgical care, and his interest in having a hearing with the Board. TR61-62.

2. Cross-Examination.

Mr. White, Deputy General Counsel for the IC, conducted a cross-examination of Dr. Siems. |
Mr. White read from a June 28, 2024, email he sent to Dr. Siems asking for confirmation that Dr.
Siems sent a formal request to Mr. Cousineau to be on the Board’s agenda and asked for a copy of
the formal request to Mr. Cousineau. Dr. Siems admitted that he had not sent a formal written
request to Mr. Cousineau, but that he was attempting to contact Mr. Cousineau about the Board
meeting. TR64. Dr. Siems testified that nobody asked him to write a formal letter. TR64. Dr. Siems
denies Johnna LaRue told him to write a formal letter to Mr. Cousineau. TR66.

Dr. Siems admits to having the Order stating he owed $7,499.20 for costs. TR67. He also
noted that he knew he had the right to ask the Board to reduce the amount owed. TR67. Dr. Siems
says he did not know he had to make a formal written request to get in front of the Board to modify
the order because nobody told him that. TR68. Dr. Siems admits that as of the date of the hearing he
had not paid the $7,499.20, but that he would if the Board told him he must. TR68. However, in the
context of his genuine financial distress, he wanted to pursue a lessening of the amount. TR68. Dr.
Siems stated his willingness to pay the full amount if the Board determined he should after he asked
for a reduction. TR69.

Dr. Siems completed the CPEP course the week before the October 18, 2024, hearing on the
sumimary suspension consistent with what he told Ms. LaRue about the scheduling of the CPEP
course. TR69. Dr. Siems discussed his frustration with the IC pursuing a summary suspension in the
midst of his efforts to communicate about seeking relief from the order. TR71-72.

Mr. White asked Dr. Siems about a June 252024 email in which Mr. White informed Dr.
Siems a new case could be opened against him for the failure to comply with the order from the 2023

case and that he was past the deadline to comply. Dr. Siems acknowledged the email. TR74-76.
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Dr. Siems acknowledged that he was present at the Board’s December 2023 meeting and he
did not tell the Board he could not afford the $7,499.20 assessment for costs. TR78. Dr. Siems
explained that in December of 2023 he had been suspended for a year and did not know whether his
medical practice was in existence. TR79.

Mr. White and Dr. Siems had a discussion, through questions and answers, about Dr. Siems’
medical practice in California including what kinds of work Dr. Siems does and how much he earns
for the work. TR80-82.

Both parties made closing statements. TR86-97.

III. FINDINGS

A summary suspension requires a hearing to determine whether there is a reasonable basis to
continue a license suspension pending a formal hearing on the complaint. NRS 630.326. The
October 18, 2024, hearing satisfies that requirement.

Disciplinary Case No. 23-13009-1 resulted in the Order (filed on December 19, 2023.) The
Order established the Respondent’s obligation to pay $7,499.20 and to complete training. A copy of
the Order was properly served on the Respondent. In addition, the Respondent was provided with a
compliance letter dated December 19, 2023, explaining the obligations of the Order including the
obligation to pay the costs and complete the training. June |, 2024, was the effective date for
compliance with the Order.

The knowing or willful failure to comply with an order of the Board is grounds for discipline.
NRS 630.3065(2)(a). Approximately three months after the expiration of the June 2024 deadline for
Dr. Siems to comply with the Order, the IC filed a summary suspension order (September 16, 2024)
for the failure to comply with the Order. The Respondent did not satisfy the terms of the Order by
June 1, 2024. There is no evidence to the contrary.

Dr. Siems understood the requirements of the Order. He acknowledged receiving the Order
and the compliance letter. He also recognized the need to comply with the Order. Prior to the June I,
2024, deadline, Dr. Siems had a phone conversation with the Board’s compliance officer, Johnna
LaRue, to discuss a payment plan for the payment of the costs contained in the Order. There is no

evidence as to why Dr. Siems waited until the last month of the 6-month compliance period to make
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inquiries about relief from the Order. Ms. LaRue informed the Respondent any amendment to the
terms of the Order, such as a payment plan or reduction of the fine, would require Board approval
after a formal request to appear. The authority of the Board to grant relief from an order is exclusive.
In other words, the executive director, the general counsel, and the compliance officer are all |
powerless to grant relief from an order of the Board.

Dr. Siems made inquiries and had communications with officials of the Board about his
interest in modifying the order. Ms. LaRue and Mr. White informed him he needed to submit a
formal written request to the person who manages the Board’s agenda to get on the Board’s agenda to |
ask for relief from the Order. Dr. Siems testified that he had no success in his efforts to contact Mr.
Cousineau by phone or by email. Accepting that as true, it is also true that Dr. Siems did not submit
a letter to Mr. Cousineau. Dr. Siems contends he did not understand a formal letter was required.
That contention is outweighed by the evidence that Ms. LaRue and Mr. White informed Dr. Siems
that a formal letter was required to get a hearing in front of the Board.

Dr. Siems testified that he completed the training requirement of the Order in October of
2024 by completing the CPEP course. The testimony of Ms. LaRue establishes that she usually
receives certificates of completion of training. That happened too late for evidence to be provided at
the hearing, presumably she should get confirmation of the CPEP training soon. Dr. Siems had
difficulty in finding training that correlated to his specialty field. Although it occurred beyond the
June 2024 deadline, the IC and the Board may find the completion of the CPEP program in October
of 2024, is satisfactory compliance with the training requirement of the Order.

The Respondent did not satisfy the requirement to pay $7,499.20 by June 1, 2024, and as of
October 18, 2024 had still not paid.

IV. CONCLUSION

The knowing or willful failure to comply with an order of the Board is grounds for discipline.
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There is a reasonable basis to continue the suspension of the Respondent’s license pending a formal

hearing on the complaint.

DATED this 27th day of November, 2024.

ol

Paul A. Lipparelli, Hearing Officer

Email: paul.lipparelli@gmail.com
Tel: 775-771-6927
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that [ am employed by the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners and
that on the 2nd day of December, 2024, 1 served a file-stamped copy of the foregoing ORDER
AFTER SUMMARY SUSPENSION HEARING, via U.S. Certified Mail, postage pre-paid, to

the following parties:

JON LANE SIEMS, M.D.
31852 Via Patito
Coto de Caza, CA 92679

) 9171 9690 0935 0255 7007 76
Tracking No.: :

JON LANE SIEMS, M.D.
31952 Via Patito
Trabuco Canyon, CA 92679

. 9171 9690 0935 0255 7007 83
Tracking No.:

DATED this 0? “A' day of December, 2024.

MEG BY,
Legal Assistant
Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
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January 31, 2025
Dear Meg Byrd:

The following is in response to your request for proof of delivery on your item with the tracking number:
9171 9690 0935 0255 7007 76.

Status: Delivered, Left with Individual
Status Date / Time: December 5, 2024, 3:58 pm
Location: TRABUCO CANYON, CA 92679
Postal Product: First-Class Mail®

Extra Services: Certified Mail™

Return Receipt Electronic

Shipment Details
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Address of Recipient: 3] 8@% f&;‘f}'f/u

Note: Scanned image may reflect a different destination address due to Intended Recipient's delivery instructions on file.

Thank you for selecting the United States Postal Service® for your mailing needs. If you require additional
assistance, please contact your local Post Office™ or a Postal representative at 1-800-222-1811.

Sincerely,

United States Postal Service®
475 L'Enfant Plaza SW
Washington, D.C. 20260-0004
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Thank you for selecting the United States Postal Service® for your mailing needs. If you require additional
assistance, please contact your local Post Office™ or a Postal representative at 1-800-222-1811.

Sincerely,

United States Postal Service®
475 L'Enfant Plaza SW
Washington, D.C. 20260-0004
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS
OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

E 2

In the Matter of Charges and Complaint Case No. 23-13009-1
Against: F}i L= ]

JON LANE SIEMS, M.D,, MAR 20 2005

NEVADA STATE BOARD
Respondent. MEDICS :‘\A’-ﬂ-z"?‘w

By

H

ORDER DENYING RESPONDENT’S REQUEST FOR MODIFICATION OF THE TERMS
OF THE FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER

Jon Lane Siems, M.D. (Dr. Siems), License No. 13009, personally appeared in Las Vegas,
Nevada, before the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners (Board) at its regularly scheduled
Board meeting on March 7, 2025, requesting that the Board modify part of the terms of the Findings
of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order (Request). Board members Nicola (Nick) M. Spirtos, M.D.,
F.A.C.0.G, President, Bret W. Frey, M.D., Vice President, Ms. Maggie Arias-Petrel, Secretary-
Treasurer, Chowdhury H. Ahsan, M.D., Ph.D., FACC, Ms. Pamela J. Beal, Col. Eric D. Wade,
USAF, (Ret.), Carl N. Williams, Jr., M.D., FACS, Irwin B. Simon, M.D., FACS, Joseph Olivarez,
P.A.-C, and Jason B. Farnsworth, RRT, MBA, Hugh L. Bassewitz, M.D., FAAOS, were present.

After considering Dr. Siems's request, and good cause appearing, the Board enters the
following Order:

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the formal Request for Modification of the Terms of the Findings
of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order, filed in Case No. 23-13009-1 by Dr. Siems is DENIED.

DATED this 20th day of March, 2025.
NEVADA STATE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS

et P s
NICK M. SPIRTOS, M.D/, F.A.C.0.G.
President of the Board

lofl
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
[ hereby certify that I am employed by the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners and
that on the 20th day of March, 2025, I served a file-stamped copy of the foregoing ORDER
DENYING RESPONDENT’S REQUEST FOR MODIFICATION OF THE TERMS OF
THE FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER, via U.S. Certified

Mail, postage pre-paid, to the following parties:

JON LANE SIEMS, M.D.
31852 Via Patito
Coto de Caza, CA 92679

9171 9690 0935 0255 7026 88
Tracking No.:

DATED this ;22)% day of March, 2025.

= Q@;Q
a0 ()

MEG (
Legal Assistant
Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners




From: Jon Siems

To: Meg Byrd
Subject: Re: Jon Siems, M.D. - Order Continuing Suspension
Date: Monday, June 2, 2025 11:17:59 AM

Attachments:

I am in receipt of the board order. Thank you. Pending further litigation on the actions previously taken by the
board against me on these issues, I willingly choose not to participate in any further board activities/hearings.
Sent from my iPhone

On Jun 2, 2025, at 10:49 AM, Meg Byrd <mbyrd@medboard.nv.gov> wrote:

Good morning Mr. Lipparelli,
The IC is requesting the ECC be scheduled as soon as you are available. | can ensure the ECC
Order is sent to Dr. Siems and he can choose to participate if he wishes to.

Thank you,
Meg

From: Paul Lipparelli <paul.lipparelli@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 21, 2025 3:32 PM

To: Donald K. White <dwhite@medboard.nv.gov>; Jon Siems <siemslasik@hotmail.com>
Cc: Meg Byrd <mbyrd@medboard.nv.gov>

Subject: Re: Jon Siems, M.D. - Order Continuing Suspension

Dr. Siems: | understand that you are consulting with attorneys and considering legal action
about what has already transpired. Nonetheless, your email did not provide dates for your
availability for the mandatory early case conference. Are you declining to participate in the
scheduling of that conference? --Paul Lipparelli.

On Wed, May 21, 2025, 1:23 PM Donald K. White <dwhite@medboard.nv.gov> wrote:

Hello Mr. Lipparelli,
| can make myself available for any of those days.

Thank you,
Don

Donald K. White, J.D.

Senior Deputy General Counsel

Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
9600 Gateway Drive

Reno, NV 89521

775.324.9355
dwhite@medboard.nv.gov

Notice of Confidentiality: The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to whom it is
addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. Review, retransmission, or
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dissemination of this information by anyone other than the intended recipient is not authorized. If not the
intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message.

From: Paul Lipparelli <paul.lipparelli@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 21, 2025 12:04 PM

To: Meg Byrd <mbyrd@medboard.nv.gov>

Cc: Jon Siems <siemslasik@hotmail.com>; Donald K. White <dwhite@medboard.nv.gov>

Subject: Re: Jon Siems, M.D. - Order Continuing Suspension

Dr. Siems and Mr. White,

I have received copies of the orders of the Board of Medical Examiners denying Dr. Siems
motion to modify and continuing the suspension of his medical license. A formal hearing is
still needed for the case involving the October 8, 2024 complaint (copy attached). No
answer to the October 8 complaint was filed, so the allegations are deemed denied and the
matter will proceed. NRS 630.339.

An Early Case Conference needs to be scheduled as soon as possible. At the Early Case
Conference we will choose the dates for the formal hearing, the mandatory prehearing
conference and any prehearing motions.

Early Case Conferences are held electronically. When we have agreed on a date for the
Early Case Conference, | will send a link for a Zoom meeting.

| am available for an Early Case Conference almost any time during the following days:

May 27-29

June 9-13

June 16-18

June 25-27

July 1-3

Please respond with your availability on any of those dates.

--Paul Lipparelli, hearing officer

On Mon, Apr 28, 2025 at 10:29 AM Meg Byrd <mbyrd@medboard.nv.gov> wrote:

Good morning,
Please see the attached Order Continuing Summary Suspension from the IC.

Also, it is time to schedule an Early Case Conference as soon as possible.

Thank you,
Meg

<image001.png> Meﬂ ﬂyW[

Legal Assistant to:

Donald K. White, Senior Deputy General Counsel
Tan J. Cumings, Senior Deputy General Counsel
Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners

9600 Gateway Drive

Reno, NV 89521

Tel: (775) 324-9350
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Fax: (775) 688-2321
mbyrd@m rd.n

*CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The contents of this email message and any attachments are intended solely for the addressee(s)and may
contain confidential and/or privileged information and may be legally protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient of
this message or their agent, or if this message has been addressed to you in error, please immediately alert the sender by reply email and
then delete this message and any attachments. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination,
copying, or storage of this message or its attachments is strictly prohibited.
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS
OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

* %k ok hk®

In the Matter of the Charges and Complaint Case No.: 24-13009-1
Against: FILED

JON LANE SIEMS, M.D., APR 28 2025

Respondent. NEVADA SPATEBQARD OF
MED INERS
By: Ay

ORDER CONTINUING SUMMARY SUSPENSION

The Investigative Committee (IC) of the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
(Board) hereby orders the CONTINUED SUSPENSION of the license to practice medicine of
Jon Lane Siems, M.D. (Respondent).

After review and consideration of the December 2, 2024, recommendations of the Hearing
Officer following the conclusion of the show cause hearing held on October 18, 2024, the IC finds
that a reasonable basis exists to continue the suspension of Respondent’s license to practice
medicine pending the conclusion of a hearing and adjudication by the Board of the Formal
Complaint filed by the IC against the Respondent on October 8, 2024, as Respondent’s conduct
was a knowing or willful failure to comply with a Board Order put in place on December 19,
2023, subsequent to an adjudication of Case No. 23-13009-1 at a regularly scheduled Board
meeting on December 1, 2023, pursuant to NRS 630.3065(2)(a).

DATED this 28th day of April, 2025.

INVESTIGATIVE COMMITTEE OF THE
NEVADA STATE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS

2

Chairman of the Investigative Commitiee
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Reno, Nevada 89521
(775) 688-2559

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that I am employed by the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners and
that on the 28th day of April, 2025, I served a file-stamped copy of the foregoing ORDER
CONTINUING SUMMARY SUSPENSION, via U.S. Certified Mail, postage pre-paid, to the

following parties:

JON LANE SIEMS, M.D.
31852 Via Patito
Coto de Caza, CA 92679

Tracking No.: 9489 0L7& 9&c0 3037 cl05 77

With courtesy copy by email to:

Donald K. White, Esq. at [dwhite@medboard.nv.gov]
Jon Lane Siems, M.D. at [siemslasik@hotmail.com]
Paul Lipparelli, Esq. at [paul.lipparelli@gmail.com]

DATED this Zg‘kday of April, 2025.

Legal Assistant
Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners

20f2




From: Meqg Byrd

To: Paul Lipparelli; Jon Siems; Donald K. White

Subject: Jon Siems, M.D. - Order Continuing Suspension

Date: Monday, April 28, 2025 10:29:58 AM

Attachments: 08 - Order Continuing Suspension 4-28-25.pdf
image001.png

Good morning,
Please see the attached Order Continuing Summary Suspension from the IC.

Also, it is time to schedule an Early Case Conference as soon as possible.

Thank you,

Meﬂ Byw/

Legal Assistant to:

Donald K. White, Senior Deputy General Counsel
Tan J. Cumings, Senior Deputy General Counsel
Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners

9600 Gateway Drive

Reno, NV 89521

Tel: (775) 324-9350

Fax: (775) 688-2321

mbyrd@medboard.nv.gov

*CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The contents of this email message and any attachments are intended solely for the addressee(s)and may
contain confidential and/or privileged information and may be legally protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient of
this message or their agent, or if this message has been addressed to you in error, please immediately alert the sender by reply email and
then delete this message and any attachments. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination,
copying, or storage of this message or its attachments is strictly prohibited.
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS
OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

* Rk Kk AR

In the Matter of the Charges and Complaint Case No.: 24-13009-1
Against: FILED

JON LANE SIEMS, M.D., APR 28 2025

Respondent. NEVADA SPATEBOARD OF
MED INERS
By: A

ORDER CONTINUING SUMMARY SUSPENSION

The Investigative Committee (IC) of the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
(Board) hereby orders the CONTINUED SUSPENSION of the license to practice medicine of
Jon Lane Siems, M.D. (Respondent).

After review and consideration of the December 2, 2024, recommendations of the Hearing
Officer following the conclusion of the show cause hearing held on October 18, 2024, the IC finds
that a reasonable basis exists to continue the suspension of Respondent’s license to practice
medicine pending the conclusion of a hearing and adjudication by the Board of the Formal
Complaint filed by the IC against the Respondent on October 8, 2024, as Respondent’s conduct
was a knowing or willful failure to comply with a Board Order put in place on December 19,
2023, subsequent to an adjudication of Case No. 23-13009-1 at a regularly scheduled Board
meeting on December 1, 2023, pursuant to NRS 630.3065(2)(a).

DATED this 28th day of April, 2025.

INVESTIGATIVE COMMITTEE OF THE
NEVADA STATE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS

V. [

Chairman of the Investigative Commitiee

By:
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Reno, Nevada 89521
(775) 688-2559

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL
Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
9600 Gateway Drive
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that I am employed by the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners and
that on the 28th day of April, 2025, I served a file-stamped copy of the foregoing ORDER
CONTINUING SUMMARY SUSPENSION, via U.S. Certified Mail, postage pre-paid, to the

following parties:

JON LANE SIEMS, M.D.
31852 Via Patito
Coto de Caza, CA 92679

Tracking No.: 9489 0178 9&c0 3037 2105 77

With courtesy copy by email to:

Donald K. White, Esq. at [dwhite@medboard.nv.gov]
Jon Lane Siems, M.D. at [siemslasik@hotmail.com]
Paul Lipparelli, Esq. at {paul.lipparelli@gmail.com]

DATED this ZW day of April, 2025.

\
MEG BYRD) W,

Legal Assistant
Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
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~ UNITED STATES
P POSTAL SERVICE

July 22, 2025
Dear Meg Byrd:

The following is in response to your request for proof of delivery on your item with the tracking number:
9489 0178 9820 3037 2105 77.

Status: Delivered, Left with Individual
Status Date / Time: May 2, 2025, 3:02 pm

Location: TRABUCO CANYON, CA 92679
Postal Product: First-Class Mail®

Extra Services: Certified Mail™

Return Receipt Electronic

Shipment Details

Weight: 0.1oz

Recipient Signature

Signature of Recipient: M}%ﬁ i

UL
Address of Recipient: 3/552 V/ﬁ /@\MO

Note: Scanned image may reflect a different destination address due to Intended Recipient's delivery instructions on file.

‘ |

Thank you for selecting the United States Postal Service® for your mailing needs. If you require additional
assistance, please contact your local Post Office™ or a Postal representative at 1-800-222-1811.

Sincerely,

United States Postal Service®
475 L'Enfant Plaza SW
Washington, D.C. 20260-0004
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS

OF THE STATE OF NEVADA
* d ok kK
In the Matter of Charges and Case No. 24-13009-1

Complaint Against: FILED

JON LANE SIEMS, M.D,

JUN 02 2025

Respondent.

ORDER SETTING EARLY CASE CONFERENCE

TO: BOARD ATTORNEY
Donald K. White, Esq.
Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
9600 Gateway Drive
Reno, NV 89521
dwhite(@medboard.nv.gov

~and~

RESPONDENT

Jon Lane Siems, M.D.
31852 Via Patito

Coto de Caza, CA 92679
siemslasiki@hotmail.com

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN in compliance with NRS 630.339(3)', an Early Case

Conference will be conducted on June 16, 2025 beginning at 9:00 a.m. The Early Case Conference

! Within 20 days after the filing of an answer or 20 days after the date on which an answer is due, whichever
is earlicr, the parties shall hold an early case conference at which the parties and a hearing officer appointed by the
Board or a member of the Board must preside. At the early case conference, the parties shall in good faith:

(a) Set the earliest possible hearing date agreeable to the parties and the hearing officer, panel of the Board or the
Board. including the estimated duration of the hearing;
(b) Set dates:
(1) By which all documents must be exchanged,
(2} By which all prehearing motions and responses thereto must be filed;
(3} On which to hold the prehearing conference; and
(4) For any other foreseeable actions that may be required for the matter;
(¢) Discuss or attempt to resolve all or any pertion of the evidentiary or legal issues in the matter;
{(d) Discuss the potential for settlement of the matter on terms agreeable to the parties; and
{¢) Discuss and deliberate any other issues that may facilitate the timely and fair conduct of the matter.
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will be held via Zoom. The meeting link is:

https://usO06web.zoom.us/i/827891201442pwd=509DbNmsooovI4Z9tY WkkqriHgKzvA. |

Meeting 1D: 827 8912 0144 Passcode: 005464
The telephone number of the hearing officer is 775-771-6927 in the event of technical
problems at the time of the conference.

The scheduled Early Case Conference shall be attended by the parties in person or by any
party’s legal counsel of record and will be conducted by the undersigned Hearing Officer to discuss
designate the dates for the Pre-Hearing Conference and Hearing and other procedural matters
established in NRS 630.339.

At the Pre-Hearing Conference, in accordance with NAC 630.4652, each party shall provide
the other party with a copy of the list of witnesses they intend to call to testify, including therewith,
the qualifications of each witness so identified, and a summary of the testimony of each witness. If
a witness id not on the list of witnesses, that witness may subsequently not be allowed to testify at
the Hearing unless good cause is shown for omitting the witness from said list>. Likewise, all
evidence, except rebuttal evidence, that is not provided to each party at the Pre-Hearing Conference

may also not be introduced or admitted at the Hearing unless good cause is shown.

=

2 1. At lcast 30 days before a hearing but not earlier than 30 days afier the date of service upon the
physician or physician assistant of a fermal complaint that has been filed with the Board pursuant to NRS 630.311,
unless a different time is agreed to by the parties, the presiding member of the Board or panel of members of the
Board or the hearing officer shall conduct a prehearing conference with the parties and their atiorneys. All documents
presented al the prehearing conference are not evidence, are not part of the record and may not be filed with the
Board.

2. Each party shall provide 1o every other party a copy of the list of proposed witnesses and their qualifications
and a summary of the testimony of each proposed witness. A witness whose name does not appear on the list of
proposed witnesses may not testify at the hearing unless good cause is shown.

3. All evidence, except rebuttal evidence, which is not provided 1o each party at the prehearing conference may
not be introduced or admitted at the hearing unless good cause is shown.

4. Each party shall submit to the presiding member of the Board or panel or to the hearing officer conducting the
conference each issue which has been resolved by negotiation or stipulation and an estimate, to the nearest hour, of
the time required for presentation of its oral argument.

(Added to NAC by Bd. of Medical Exam’rs, eff. 1-13-94; A by R149-97, 3-30-98; R167-99. 1-19-2000; R108-01,
11-29-2001}

“In identifying a patient as a witness, parties are cautioned to omit from any pleadings filed with undersigned
Hearing Officer any addresses, telephone numbers, social security numbers or other personal information regarding
that individual and to confine their submissions in this regard to the name of witness, the relevancy of any testimony
sought to be clicited from that witness and a summary of their anticipated testimony.

2
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that despite Respondent communicating through email that

he is declining to participate any further in the above-entitied case, Respondent shall be served with

| acopy of this order.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that legal counsel for the Nevada State Board of Medical

| Examiners and the Respondent shall keep the undersigned Hearing Officer advised of each issue

which has been resolved by negotiation or stipulation, if any. At the Early Case Conference, the
parties must also provide an estimale, to the nearest hour, of the time required for presentation of

their respective cases.
IT IS SO ORDERED.
DATED this 2nd day of June, 2025.

ol

hfearing Officer

Paul A. Lipparelli
Tel: 775-771-6927
Fmail: paul.lipparellit@gmail.com
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4 CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

5 | certify that on this day, 1 served by personally delivering or mailing, postage pre-paid, a

6 || true and correct file-stamped copy of the foregoing ORDER SETTING EARLY CASE
7 || CONFERENCE to the following parties:

8 BOARD ATTORNEY
Donald K. White, Esq.
9 Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
9600 Gateway Drive
10 Reno, NV 89521
o dwhite@@medboard.nv.gov
- and
o RESPONDENT
. Jon Lananenqs,M.D. quya9 0178 95820 3037 2100 10
14 31852 Via Patito = —— = S—mTRmTmaRe——
Coto dc Caza, CA 92679
15 sicmslasiki@hotmail.com

y DATED thisc{™ day Of%u&b ,2025.
]
17 ( if Q

18 Signature

19 ) q ]

20 Printed Name

2 Q%M@ Shand— .
Title

22

23
24

26
27
28




From: Meg Byrd

To: “Paul Lipparelli”

Cc: Donald K. White; Jon Siems

Subject: RE: FW: Jon Siems, M.D. - Order Continuing Suspension
Date: Monday, June 2, 2025 2:29:34 PM

Attachments: 09 - Order Setting Early Case Conference 6-2-25.pdf

Good afternoon everyone,
Attached please find the Order Setting Early Case Conference. A paper copy was mailed by Certified Mail to Dr.
Siems.

Thank you,
Meg

From: Paul Lipparelli <paul.lipparelli@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, June 2, 2025 1:20 PM

To: Meg Byrd <mbyrd@medboard.nv.gov>

Cc: Donald K. White <dwhite@medboard.nv.gov>; Jon Siems <siemslasik@hotmail.com>
Subject: Re: FW: Jon Siems, M.D. - Order Continuing Suspension

Dr. Siems and Mr. White, Meg Byrd forwarded to me the email she received from Dr. Siems stating that he
has decided not to participate any further in the pending case. Nonetheless, you will all be getting a Zoom
link from me for an Early Case Conference and will also be served with an Order Setting Early Case
Conference. --Paul Lipparelli

On Mon, Jun 2, 2025 at 11:34 AM Meg Byrd <mbyrd@medboard.nv.gov> wrote:

Mr. Lipparelli and Mr. White,
Please see Dr. Siem’s statement below.

Thank you,
Meg

From: Jon Siems <siemslasik@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 2, 2025 11:18 AM
To: Meg Byrd <mbyrd@medboard.nv.gov>

Subject: Re: Jon Siems, M.D. - Order Continuing Suspension

I am in receipt of the board order. Thank you. Pending further litigation on the actions previously taken
by the board against me on these issues, | willingly choose not to participate in any further board
activities/hearings.

Sent from my iPhone

On Jun 2, 2025, at 10:49 AM, Meg Byrd <mbyrd@medboard.nv.gov> wrote:

Good morning Mr. Lipparelli,
The IC is requesting the ECC be scheduled as soon as you are available. | can ensure the ECC
Order is sent to Dr. Siems and he can choose to participate if he wishes to.

Thank you,
Meg
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS
OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

* k% Kk

In the Matter of Charges and Case No. 24-13009-1
Complaint Against: FILED

JON LANE SIEMS, M.D,

JUN 02 2025

Respondent.

ORDER SETTING EARLY CASE CONFERENCE

TO: BOARD ATTORNEY
Donald K. White, Esq.
Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
9600 Gateway Drive
Reno, NV 89521
dwhite(cimedboard.nv.gov

~and~

RESPONDENT

Jon Lane Siems, M.D,
31852 Via Patito

Coto de Caza, CA 92679
siemslasik(@hotmail.com

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN in compliance with NRS 630.339(3)', an Early Case

Conference will be conducted on June 16, 2025 beginning at 9:00 a.m. The Early Case Conference

! Within 20 days after the filing of an answer or 20 days after the date on which an answer is due, whichever
is earlier, the parties shall hold an early case conference at which the parties and a hearing officer appointed by the
Board or a member of the Board must preside. At the early case conference, the parties shall in good faith:

(a) Set the earliest possible hearing date agreeable to the parties and the hearing officer, panel of the Board or the
Board. including the estimated duration of the hearing;
(b) Set dates:
(1) By which all documents must be exchanged,
(2) By which all prehearing motions and responses thereto must be filed;
{3) On which to hold the prehearing conference; and
{(4) For any other foreseeable actions that may be required for the matter;
(¢) Discuss or attempt to resolve all or any portion of the evidentiary or legal issues in the matter;
(d} Discuss the potential for settlement of the matter on terms agreeable to the parties; and
(¢) Discuss and deliberate any other issues that may facilitate the timely and fair conduct of the matter.
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will be held via Zoom. The meeting link is:

hitps://us06web.zoom.us/j/827891201442pwd=509DbNmsooov94Z9tY WkkqrjHqK zvA. |

Meeting [D: 827 8912 0144 Passcode: 005464
The telephone number of the hearing officer is 775-771-6927 in the event of technical
problems at the time of the conference.

The scheduled Early Case Conference shall be attended by the parties in person or by any
party’s legal counsel of record and will be conducted by the undersigned Hearing Officer to discuss
designate the dates for the Pre-Hearing Conference and Hearing and other procedural matters
established in NRS 630.339.

At the Pre-Hearing Conference, in accordance with NAC 630.4652, each party shall provide
the other party with a copy of the list of witnesses they intend to call to testify, including therewith,
the qualifications of each witness so identified, and a summary of the testimony of each witness. If
a witness id not on the list of witnesses, that witness may subsequently not be allowed to testify at
the Hearing unless good cause is shown for omitting the witness from said list*. Likewise, all
evidence, cxcept rebuttal evidence, that is not provided to each party at the Pre-Hearing Conference

may also not be introduced or admitted at the Hearing unless good cause is shown.

2 1. At least 30 days before a hearing but not earlier than 30 days after the date of service upon the
physician or physician assistant of a formal complaint that has been filed with the Board pursuant to NRS 630.311,
unless a different time is agreed to by the parties, the presiding member of the Board or panel of members of the
Board or the hearing officer shall conduct a prehearing conference with the parties and their attorneys. All documents
presented at the prehearing conference are not evidence, are not part of the record and may not be filed with the
Board.

2. Each party shall provide to every other party a copy of the list of proposed witnesses and their qualifications
and a summary of the testimony of each proposed witness. A witness whose name does not appear on the list of
proposed witnesses may not testify at the hearing unless good cause is shown.

3. All evidence, except rebuttal evidence, which is not provided to each party at the prehearing conference may
not be introduced or admitted at the hearing unless good cause is shown.

4. Each party shall submit to the presiding member of the Board or panel or to the hearing officer conducting the
conference cach issue which has been resolved by negotiation or stipulation and an estimate, to the nearest hour, of
the time required for presentation of its oral argument.

(Added to NAC by Bd. of Medical Exam’rs, eff. 1-13-94; A by R149-97, 3-30-98; R167-99, [-19-2000; R108-01,
11-29-2001})

“In identifying a patient as a witness, parties are cautioned to omit from any pleadings filed with undersigned
Hearing Officer any addresses, telephone numbers, social security numbers or other personal information regarding
that individual and to confine their submissions in this regard to the name of witness, the relevancy of any testimony
sought to be clicited from that witness and a summary of their anticipated testimony.

2
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| acopy of this order.

. Examiners and the Respondent shall keep the undersigned Hearing Officer advised of each issue

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that despite Respondent communicating through email that

he is declining to participate any further in the above-entitled case, Respondent shall be served with
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that legal counsel for the Nevada State Board of Medical

which has been resolved by negotiation or stipulation, if any. At the Early Case Conference, the
partics must also provide an estimate, to the nearest hour, of the time required for presentation of
their respective cases.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

DATED this 2nd day of June, 2025. f

ol

hfearing Officer

Paul A. Lipparelli
Tel: 775-771-6927 .
Email: paul.lipparellif@gmail.com '
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4 CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

5 I certify that on this day, [ served by personally delivering or mailing, postage pre-paid, a

6 || true and correct file-stamped copy of the foregoing ORDER SETTING EARLY CASE
7 || CONFERENCE to the following parties:

8 BOARD ATTORNEY
Donald K. White, Esq.
9 Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
9600 Gateway Drive
10 Reno, NV §9521
" dwhitegmedboard.nv.gov
0 and
13 RESPONDENT
‘ Jon Lane Siems, M.D. qys9 0178 9820 3037 2100 10
14 31852 Via Patito e =— e n i
Coto de Caza, CA 92679
15 sicmslasik@hotmail.com
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From: Paul Lipparelli <paul.lipparelli@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 21, 2025 3:32 PM

To: Donald K. White <dwhite@medboard.nv.gov>; Jon Siems <siemslasik@hotmail.com>
Cc: Meg Byrd <mbyrd@medboard.nv.gov>

Subject: Re: Jon Siems, M.D. - Order Continuing Suspension

Dr. Siems: | understand that you are consulting with attorneys and considering legal action
about what has already transpired. Nonetheless, your email did not provide dates for your
availability for the mandatory early case conference. Are you declining to participate in the
scheduling of that conference? --Paul Lipparelli.

On Wed, May 21, 2025, 1:23 PM Donald K. White <dwhite@medboard.nv.gov> wrote:
Hello Mr. Lipparelli,

I can make myself available for any of those days.

Thank you,
Don

Donald K. White, J.D.
Senior Deputy General Counsel
Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
9600 Gateway Drive
Reno, NV 89521
775.324.9355
white@m rd.nv.gov

Notice of Confidentiality: The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to whom it is
addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. Review, retransmission, or
dissemination of this information by anyone other than the intended recipient is not authorized. If not the
intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message.

From: Paul Lipparelli <paul.lipparelli@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 21, 2025 12:04 PM
To: Meg Byrd <mbyrd@medboard.nv.gov>

Cc: Jon Siems <siemslasik@hotmail.com>; Donald K. White <dwhi m rd.nv.gov
Subject: Re: Jon Siems, M.D. - Order Continuing Suspension

Dr. Siems and Mr. White,

| have received copies of the orders of the Board of Medical Examiners denying Dr. Siems
motion to modify and continuing the suspension of his medical license. A formal hearing is
still needed for the case involving the October 8, 2024 complaint (copy attached). No
answer to the October 8 complaint was filed, so the allegations are deemed denied and the
matter will proceed. NRS 630.339.

An Early Case Conference needs to be scheduled as soon as possible. At the Early Case
Conference we will choose the dates for the formal hearing, the mandatory prehearing
conference and any prehearing motions.
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Early Case Conferences are held electronically. When we have agreed on a date for the
Early Case Conference, | will send a link for a Zoom meeting.

| am available for an Early Case Conference almost any time during the following days:

. May 27-29

. June 9-13

. June 16-18

. June 25-27

. July 1-3

Please respond with your availability on any of those dates.

abhowdNPE

--Paul Lipparelli, hearing officer

On Mon, Apr 28, 2025 at 10:29 AM Meg Byrd <mbyrd@medboard.nv.gov> wrote:

Good morning,
Please see the attached Order Continuing Summary Suspension from the IC.

Also, it is time to schedule an Early Case Conference as soon as possible.

Thank you,
Meg

<image001.png> Meﬂ Zgyif'&/

Legal Assistant to:

Donald K. White, Senior Deputy General Counsel
Tan J. Cumings, Senior Deputy General Counsel
Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners

9600 Gateway Drive

Reno, N 21

Tel: (775) 324-9350

Fax: (775) 688-2321

mbyrd@medboard.nv.gov

*CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The contents of this email message and any attachments are intended solely for the addressee(s)and may
contain confidential and/or privileged information and may be legally protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient of
this message or their agent, or if this message has been addressed to you in error, please immediately alert the sender by reply email and
then delete this message and any attachments. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination,
copying, or storage of this message or its attachments is strictly prohibited.
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OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS
9600 Gateway Drive
Reno, Nevada 89521
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS

OF THE STATE OF NEVADA
* ok ok kK

In the Matter of Charges and Case No. 24-13009-1
Complaint Against: FILED
JON LANE SIEMS, M.D, N

 MD JON 17 2028
Respondent. NEVALRA STATE SOARD OF

ME MINE
By:  jA A ek
SCHEDULING ORDER

TO: BOARD ATTORNEY

Donald K. White, Esq.

Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
9600 Gateway Drive

Reno, NV 89521
dwhite@medboard.nv.gov

~and~

RESPONDENT

Jon Lane Siems, M.D.
31852 Via Patito

Coto de Caza, CA 92679
siemslasik@hotmail.com

On June 16, 2025, an Early Case Conference was held via Zoom. The Investigative

Committee of the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners (the “1C”), appeared through counsel,

Donald K. White, Esq. The Zoom call commenced at 9:00 a.m. The hearing officer waited until

9:05 a.m. to begin. The Respondent did not appear at any time during the approximately fifteen-

minute Zoom call.

In compliance with NAC 630.465, a prehearing conference will be conducted on June 27,

2025, beginning at 9:00 a.m. Pacific Time. The conference will be coordinated by the hearing officer

using Zoom with login information to be supplied by the hearing officer at the email addresses listed

above.
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All parties shall exchange witness and documents intended for use at the hearing on or before '
the pre-hearing conference. This list shall include the qualifications and anticipated testimony of the
witness and consecutive Bates stamp numbers shall be placed on each page of the exhibits. 1f a
witness is not included on the list, that witness may not be allowed to testify at the hearing unless
good cause is shown for their testimony. Likewise, if a document has not been listed in a prehearing
conference statement, it may not be admitted into evidence unless good cause is shown for its
admittance.

Al prehearing motions shall be served on all parties and this hearing officer by July 11, 2025. |
Responses and Oppositions 1o pre-hearing motions shall be served on or before July 18, 2025. There
are no replies without prior permission of the hearing officer. Service of prehearing motions,
responses and replies may be effectuated by U.S. Mail or by electronic mail (e-mail) to all parties
known email addresses and this hearing officer.

The formal hearing is hereby scheduled to commence July 29, 2025 at 9:00 a.m. The hearing
will be held at the office of the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners at 9600 Gateway Drive,
Reno, Nevada 89521 to be attended in person by Respondent and/or legal counsel, or virtually with
permission of the hearing officer after a written request is made no later than July 21, 2025. A court
reporter will take sworn testimony during the formal hearing and will produce a transcript to the
hearing officer and all parties at their request and at their expense,

Once the formal hearing is concluded the hearing officer will submit to the Board a synopsis
of the testimony recorded by the court reporter. The hearing officer will make a recommendation to |
the Board on the veracity of witnesses if there is conflicting evidence or if credibility of witnesses is a
determining factor. Thereaftcr the Board will render its decision. See NAC 630.470.

If a party wishes to have a witness appear remotely' a request must be made to the hearing
officer and the hearing officer must approve via order for appearance by the witness remotely. A
request must be made in writing for a remote appearance on or before July 21, 2025 by 5:00 p.m. |

Pacific standard/daylight time. Any such remote appearance must include video and audio.

1 Remotely means witness appearances not occurring in the Las Vegas office or Reno office of the Nevada
State Board of Medical Examiners.

2
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Any stipulation to stay or change the above dates shall be made to the hearing officer either
by email or by formal, filed stipulation as soon as the parties are aware of the necessity for a stay.
Any stay request will require a status conference to be set unless a formal settlement agreement is
presented to the Board at the next regularly held Board meeting. 1f a formal settlement agreement is
being placed on the Board meeting agenda, notification of acceptance or denial of the settlement
agreement by the Board shall be delivered to this hearing officer no later than five (5) days after the |
Board meeting by the Board attorney.

All parties to this case are required to keep the hearing office informed of events, progress
and resolution of this case.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

DATED this 16" day of June, 2025.

(ot Wps e

/ ; ”
Hearing Officer

Paul A. Lipparelli
Tel: 775-771-6927
Email: paul lipparelli@gmail.com
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4 CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
5 1 certify that on this day, I served by personally delivering or mailing, postage pre-paid, a
6 || true and correct file-stamped copy of the foregoing SCHEDULING ORDER to the following
7 || parties:
BOARD ATTORNEY
Donald K. White, Esq.
9 Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
9600 Gateway Drive
10 Reno, NV 89521
o dwhite@medboard.nv.gov
o ~and~
RESPONDENT
13 Jon Lane Siems, M.D. 9489 0178 9820 3037 2103 4&
14 31852 Via Patito
Coto de Caza, CA 92679 Fed Ex . 9920 Q450 Al
15 siemslasiki@hotmail.com

y DATED this i‘}“&“dayof%ﬂ&ﬂ.l., 2025,
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From: Meqg Byrd

To: Jon Siems; Donald K. White

Cc: Paul Lipparelli

Subject: Jon Lane Siems, M.D. - Scheduling Order
Date: Tuesday, June 17, 2025 11:03:05 AM
Attachments: 10 - Schedulina Order 6-17-25.pdf

imaae001.pna

Good morning,

Please find attached a file-stamped copy of the Scheduling Order in this case. Please note, the
hearing date is set for July 29, 2025 at 9:00 a.m. and the Prehearing Conference is scheduled
for June 27, 2025 at 9:00 a.m. The hearing officer will circulate the Zoom information for the
Prehearing Conference shortly.

Meﬂ Bym/

Legal Assistant to:

Donald K. White, Senior Deputy General Counsel
Tan J. Cumings, Senior Deputy General Counsel
Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners

9600 Gateway Drive

Reno, NV 89521

Tel: (775) 324-9350

Fax: (775) 688-2321

mbyrd@medboard.nv.gov

*CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The contents of this email message and any attachments are intended solely for the addressee(s)and may
contain confidential and/or privileged information and may be legally protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient of
this message or their agent, or if this message has been addressed to you in error, please immediately alert the sender by reply email and
then delete this message and any attachments. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination,
copying, or storage of this message or its attachments is strictly prohibited.
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS

OF THE STATE OF NEVADA
* % Kk Kk *
In the Matter of Charges and Case No. 24-13009-1

Complaint Against: FILED

JON LANE SIEMS, M.D,

JUN t7 2028

Respondent. NEVAQA STATE BOARD OF
ME MINE
By: __jAaC 3 i T

TO:

SCHEDULING ORDER

BOARD ATTORNEY

Donald K. White, Esq.

Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
9600 Gateway Drive

Reno, NV 89521
dwhite@medboard.nv.gov

~and~

RESPONDENT

Jon Lane Siems, M.D,
31852 Via Patito

Coto de Caza, CA 92679
siemslasik@hotmail.com

On June 16, 2025, an Early Case Conference was held via Zoom. The Investigative

Committee of the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners (the “IC”), appeared through counsel,

Donald K. White, Esq. The Zoom call commenced at 9:00 a.m. The hearing officer waited until

9:05 a.m. to begin. The Respondent did not appear at any time during the approximately fifteen-

minute Zoom call.

In compliance with NAC 630.465, a prehearing conference will be conducted on June 27,

2025, beginning at 9:00 a.m. Pacific Time. The conference will be coordinated by the hearing officer

using Zoom with login information to be supplied by the hearing officer at the email addresses listed

above,
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All parties shall exchange witness and documents intended for use at the hearing on or before |
the pre-hearing conference. This list shall include the qualifications and anticipated testimony of the
witness and consecutive Bates stamp numbers shall be placed on each page of the exhibits. If a
witness is not included on the list, that witness may not be allowed to testify at the hearing unless
good cause is shown for their testimony. Likewise, if a document has not been listed in a prehearing
conference statement, it may not be admitted into evidence unless good cause is shown for its
admittance.

All prehearing motions shall be served on all parties and this hearing officer by July 11, 2025. ]
Responses and Oppositions 1o pre-hearing motions shall be served on or before July 18, 2025. There
are no replies without prior permission of the hearing officer. Service of prehearing motions,
responses and replies may be effectuated by U.S. Mail or by electronic mail (e-mail} to all partics
known email addresses and this hearing officer.

The formal hearing is hereby scheduled to commence July 29, 2025 at 9:00 a.m. The hearing
will be held at the office of the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners at 9600 Gateway Drive,
Reno, Nevada 89521 to be attended in person by Respondent and/or legal counsel, or virtually with
permission of the hearing officer after a written request is made no later than July 21, 2025. A court
reporter will take sworn testimony during the formal hearing and will produce a transcript to the
hearing officer and all parties at their request and at their expense.

Once the formal hearing is concluded the hearing officer will submit to the Board a synopsis
of the testimony recorded by the court reporter. The hearing officer will make a recommendation to |
the Board on the veracity of witnesses if there is conflicting evidence or if credibility of witnesses is a
determining factor. Thereafler the Board will render its decision. See NAC 630.470.

If a party wishes to have a witness appear remotely' a request must be made to the hearing
officer and the hearing officer must approve via order for appearance by the witness remotely. A
request must be made in writing for a remote appearance on or before July 21, 2025 by 5:00 p.m. |

Pacific standard/daylight time. Any such remote appearance must include video and audio.

1 Remotely means witness appearances not occurring in the Las Vegas office or Reno office of the Nevada
State Board of Medical Examiners.

2
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Any stipulation to stay or change the above dates shall be made to the hearing officer either
by email or by formal, filed stipulation as soon as the parties are aware of the necessity for a stay.
Any stay request will require a status conference to be set unless a formal settlement agreement is
presented to the Board at the next regularly held Board meeting. 1f a formal settlement agreement is
being placed on the Board meeting agenda, notification of acceptance or denial of the settlement
agreement by the Board shall be delivered to this hearing officer no later than five (5) days after the |
Board meeting by the Board attorney.

All parties to this case are required to keep the hearing office informed of events, progress
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and resolution of this case.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

DATED this 16" day of June,

2025.

ol

’ Hearing Officer

Paul A. Lipparelli
Tel: 775-771-6927
Email: paul.lipparellii@gmail.com
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5 I certify that on this day, I served by personally delivering or mailing, postage pre-paid, a

6 || true and correct file-stamped copy of the foregoing SCHEDULING ORDER to the following

7 || parties:
8 BOARD ATTORNEY
Donald K. White, Esq.
9 Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
9600 Gateway Drive
10 Reno, NV 89521
o dwhite@medboard.nv.gov
> ~and~
RESPONDENT
13 Jon Lane Siems, M.D. q489 0178 9820 3037 2103 4a
14 31852 Via Patito
Coto de Caza, CA 92679 Fed ex - 9920 Q450 LAl
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Dear Customer,

The following is the proof-of-delivery for tracking number: 882094509691

June 24, 2025

Delivery Information:

Status:
Signed for by:
Service type:

Special Handling:

Delivered
J.Siems
FedEx Priority Overnight

Deliver Weekday;
Residential Delivery;
Adult Signature Required

Delivered To: Residence

Delivery Location: 31852 Via Patito

TRABUCO CANYON, CA, 92679

Delivery date: Jun 24, 2025 11:20
Shipping Information:
Tracking number: 882094509691 Ship Date: Jun 23, 2025
Weight: 0.5LB/0.23 KG
Recipient: Shipper:

Jon Lane Siems, M.D.,
31852 Via Patito

TRABUCO CANYON, CA, US,

Reference

1

92679

Siems 24-13009-1

SIEMS

Meg Byrd, Nevada State Board of Med Exam
9600 Gateway Drive
RENO, NV, US, 89521

#30, 11:21, 1 Del, 0 HonDel

Thank you for choosing FedEx
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Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
9600 Gateway Drive
Reno, Nevada 89521
(775) 688-2559

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

BEFORE THE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS
OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

R K KR

In the Matter of the Charges and Complaint Case No.: 24-13009-1

FILED

JON LANE SIEMS, M.D., JUN 25 2025

Respondent, NEVADA STATE BOARD OF
ME IN
By: . L. T

Against:

PREHEARING CONFERENCE STATEMENT OF THE INVESTIGATIVE

COMMITTEE OF THE NEVADA STATE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS

The Investigative Committee (IC) of the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
(Board) submits the following Prehearing Conference Statement in accordance with

NAC 630.465 and the Hearing Officer’s Scheduling Order filed on June 17, 2025.

I LIST OF WITNESSES

The IC of the Board lists the following witnesses whom it may call at the hearing on the

charges in the Complaint against Respondent filed herein:

a. Ernesto Diaz, Chief of Investigations or his designee
Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
9600 Gateway Drive
Reno, NV 89521

Mr. Diaz is expected to verify documentary evidence obtained during the investigation of

this case and testify regarding the investigation of this matter.

b. Jon Lane Siems, M.D.
31852 Via Patito
Coto de Caza, CA 92679

Dr. Siems is expected to testify regarding the facts and circumstances surrounding the

formal Complaint in this case.
i
1
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Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
9600 Gateway Drive
Reno, Nevada 89521
(775) 688-2559

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

c. All witnesses identified by Respondent in his prehearing conference statement
and/or in any subsequent amended, revised or supplemental prehearing conference statement, or
list of witnesses disclosed by Respondent of persons she may call to testify at the hearing herein.

The IC reserves the right to amend and supplement this list as required for prosecution of
this case.

IL LIST OF EXHIBITS

The IC of the Board lists the following exhibits that it may introduce at the hearing on the
charges and formal Complaint against the Respondent. Additionally, the IC of the Board reserves
the right to rely on all exhibits listed in Respondent’s prehearing conference statement and any

supplement and/or amendment thereof.

BATES
EXUUIT | DESCRIPTION RANGE
’ (NSBME)
1 Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order 001-017
filed December 19, 2023
2 Compliance Letter to Dr. Siems dated December 19, 018-019
2023
3 Proof of Service of Compliance Letter and Findings 020-024
of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order
4 Order Denying Modification of the Terms of the 025-029
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order
5 Emails to and from Johnna LaRue, Compliance 030-033
Officer of the Board from CPEP Education For
Healthcare Professionals
6 Board’s Payment History for Dr. Siems from 034
December 19, 2023 through October 8, 2024

1
iy
iy
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Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
9600 Gateway Drive
Reno, Nevada 89521
(775) 688-2559

QFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

The IC reserves the right to use any exhibits relied upon or identified by Respondent and
reserves the right to amend and supplement this list of exhibits as required prior to the Prehearing
Conference.

A
DATED this /2 ” day of June, 2025.

IGATIVE COMMITTEE OF THE
NEVAD "ATE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS

By:

DONALI} K. WHITE

eputy General Counsel
9600 Gateway Drive

Reno, NV 89521

Tel: (775) 688-2559

Email: dwhite@medboard.nv.gov

Attorney for the Investigative Commitiee
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OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL
Nevada State Board of Medical Examincers
9600 Gateway Drive
Reno, Nevada 89521
(775) 688-2559
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that [ am employed by the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners and
that on the 25th day of June, 2025, | served a file-stamped copy of the foregoing PREHEARING
CONFERENCE STATEMENT OF THE INVESTIGATIVE COMMITTEE OF THE NEVADA
STATE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS, via Fed Ex Overnight, postage pre-paid, to the

following parties:

Jon Lane Siems, M.D.
31852 Via Patito
Coto de Caza, CA 92679

Respondent

Paul Lipparelli, Esq.

Lipparelli Legal Services Prof. LLC
2633 Spearpoint Drive

Reno, NV 89509

Hearing Officer
Respondent Tracking No.: ?E{& 3 O 355/ (»30%

Hearing Officer Tracking No.: g g‘%g O 3—7“} 7O;ﬁ

With courtesy copy without exhibits by email to:

Jon Lane Siems, M.D., at [siemslasik@hotmail.com]
Paul Lipparelli, Esq., at [paul.lipparelli@igmail.com]

DATED this &5\{%@ of June, 2025.

MEGBYRP) =~
Lepal Assistant
Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners

4 of4




From: Meq Byrd

To: Paul Lipparelli; Jon Siems

Cc: Donald K. White

Subject: Jon Siems, M.D. - 24-13009-1 - Prehearing Conference Statement
Date: Wednesday, June 25, 2025 12:32:50 PM

Attachments: 11 - IC"s Prehearing Conf Stmt 6-25-25.pdf

imaae001.pna

Good afternoon,

Please see the IC’s Prehearing Conference Statement that is attached. A Fed Ex package has been
sent to Mr. Lipparelli and Dr. Siems that include a thumb drive of exhibits. The thumb drive requires a
password to be opened.

The password is:
Siems#24130091

Please let me know if you have any trouble opening the drive.

Thank you,
Meg

Meﬂ @ym/

Legal Assistant to:

Donald K. White, Senior Deputy General Counsel
Tan J. Cumings, Senior Deputy General Counsel
Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners

9600 Gateway Drive

Reno, NV 89521

Tel: (775) 324-9350

Fax: (775) 688-2321

mbyrd@medboard.nv.gov

*CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The contents of this email message and any attachments are intended solely for the addressee(s)and may
contain confidential and/or privileged information and may be legally protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient of
this message or their agent, or if this message has been addressed to you in error, please immediately alert the sender by reply email and
then delete this message and any attachments. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination,
copying, or storage of this message or its attachments is strictly prohibited.
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Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
9600 Gateway Drive
Reno, Nevada 89521
(775) 688-2559
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS
OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

¥ % W W

In the Matter of the Charges and Complaint Case No.: 24-13009-1

FILED

JON LANE SIEMS, M.D., JUN 25 2075

Respondent. NEVADA STATE BOARD OF
ME IN
By: . LV

Against:

PREHEARING CONFERENCE STATEMENT OF THE INVESTIGATIVE

COMMITTEE OF THE NEVADA STATE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS

The Investigative Committee (IC) of the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
(Board) submits the following Prehearing Conference Statement in accordance with
NAC 630.465 and the Hearing Officer’s Scheduling Order filed on June 17, 2025.

I LIST OF WITNESSES
The IC of the Board lists the following witnesses whom it may call at the hearing on the

charges in the Complaint against Respondent filed herein:

a. Ernesto Diaz, Chief of Investigations or his designee
Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
9600 Gateway Drive
Reno, NV 89521

Mr. Diaz is expected to verify documentary evidence obtained during the investigation of

this case and testify regarding the investigation of this matter.

b. Jon Lane Siems, M.D.
31852 Via Patito
Coto de Caza, CA 92679

Dr. Siems is expected to testify regarding the facts and circumstances surrounding the

formal Complaint in this case.
11
11/
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Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
9600 Gateway Drive
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C. All witnesses identified by Respondent in his prehearing conference statement
and/or in any subsequent amended, revised or supplemental prehearing conference statement, or
list of witnesses disclosed by Respondent of persons she may call to testify at the hearing herein.

The IC reserves the right to amend and supplement this list as required for prosecution of
this case.

IL. LIST OF EXHIBITS

The IC of the Board lists the following exhibits that it may introduce at the hearing on the
charges and formal Complaint against the Respondent. Additionally, the IC of the Board reserves
the right to rely on all exhibits listed in Respondent’s prehearing conference statement and any

supplement and/or amendment thereof.

BATES
PXOUT | DESCRIPTION RANGE
’ (NSBME)
1 Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order 001-017
filed December 19, 2023
2 Compliance Letter to Dr. Siems dated December 19, 018-019
2023
3 Proof of Service of Compliance Letter and Findings (20-024
of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order
4 Order Denying Modification of the Terms of the 025-029
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order
5 Emails to and from Johnna LaRue, Compliance 030-033
Officer of the Board from CPEP Education For
Healthcare Professionals
6 Board’s Payment History for Dr. Siems from 034
December 19, 2023 through October 8, 2024
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Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
9600 Gateway Drive
Reno, Nevada 89521
(775) 688-2559

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

1 The IC reserves the right to use any exhibits relied upon or identified by Respondent and
2 || reserves the right to amend and supplement this list of exhibits as required prior to the Prehearing

3 || Conference.

4 DATED this /5 Ay of June, 2025.

eputy General Counsel
9600 Gateway Drive

9 Reno, NV 89521

Tel: (775) 688-2559

10 Email: dwhite@medboard.nv.gov

11 Attorney for the Investigative Commitiee
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Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
9600 Gateway Drive
Reno, Nevada 89521
(775} 688-2559

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that I am employed by the Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners and
that on the 25th day of June, 2025, | served a file-stamped copy of the foregoing PREHEARING
CONFERENCE STATEMENT OF THE INVESTIGATIVE COMMITTEE OF THE NEVADA
STATE BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS, via Fed Ex Overnight, postage pre-paid, to the

following parties:

Jon Lane Siems, M.D.
31852 Via Patito

Coto de Caza, CA 92679
Respondent

Paul Lipparelli, Esq.

Lipparelli Legal Services Prof. LLC
2633 Spearpoint Drive

Reno, NV 89509

Hearing Officer
Respondent Tracking No.: ?g& 3 O qu (»30%

Hearing Officer Tracking No.: g g&% O 3—7"} 709‘ﬁ

With courtesy copy without exhibits by email to:

Jon Lane Siems, M.D., at [siemslasik@hotmail.com]
Paul Lipparelli, Esq., at [paul.lipparelli@gmail.com]

DATED this &6\7‘/{1@ of June, 2025. %7(7
/¥t

MEGBYRP) =~ (U~
Legal Assistant
Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners
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Fed

Dear Customer,

The following is the proof-of-delivery for tracking number: 882303747029

June 26, 2025

Delivery Information:

Status: Delivered

Signed for by: P.Liparelli

Service type: FedEx Priority Overnight
Special Handling: Deliver Weekday;

Residential Delivery;
Adult Signature Required

Delivered To: Residence

Delivery Location: 2633 Spearpoint Drive

RENO, NV, 89509

Delivery date: Jun 26, 2025 11:28
Shipping Information:
Tracking number: 882303747029 Ship Date: Jun 25, 2025
Weight: 3.0LB/1.36 KG
Recipient: Shipper:

Paul Lipparelli, Esq., Lipparelli Legal Services Prof. LLC
2633 Spearpoint Drive
RENO, NV, US, 89509

P. LIPARELLI

Meg Byrd, Nevada State Board of Med Exam
9600 Gateway Drive
RENO, NV, US, 89521

#37.11:30, 1 Del, 0 HonDel

Thank you for choosing FedEx
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M June 27, 2025

Dear Customer,

The following is the proof-of-delivery for tracking number: 882303596308

Delivery Information:

Status: Delivered Delivered To: Residence
Signed for by: J.Siems Delivery Location: 31852 Via Patito
Service type: FedEx Priority Overnight
Special Handling: Deliver Weekday;
Residential Delivery; TRABUCO CANYON, CA, 92679
Adult Signature Required
Delivery date: Jun 27, 2025 11:41
Shipping Information:
Tracking number: 882303596308 Ship Date: Jun 25, 2025
Weight: 3.0LB/1.36 KG
Recipient: Shipper:
Jon Siems, M.D., Meg Byrd, Nevada State Board of Med Exam
31852 Via Patito 9600 Gateway Drive
TRABUCO CANYON, CA, US, 92679 RENO, NV, US, 89521

Reference Siems 24-13009-1

]. SIEMS
#44, 11:42, 1 Del, 0 HonDel

Thank you for choosing FedEx
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