BEFORE THE
BOARD OF PHARMACY
DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Accusation Against: Case No. 4057

THEOPHILUS C. OKAI OAH No. 2011101013
8674 Harrison Way '
Buena Park, CA 90620

Pharmacy Technician Registration No. TCH 49903

Respondent.

DECISION

The attached Proposed Decision of the Administrative Law Judge is hereby adopted by the
Board of Pharmacy as the decision in the above-entitled matter, except that, pursuant to the
provisions of Government Code section 11517, subdivision (¢)(2)(C), in the caption box appearing on
page 1, of the Proposed Decision, is hereby modified for technical reasons as follows:

Pharmacy Technician Registration No. TCH 49903

The technical change made above does not affect the factual or legal basis of the
Proposed Decision, which shall become effective on November 21, 2012,

IT IS SO ORDERED this 22™ day of Qctober, 2012.
BOARD OF PHARMACY

DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

/q(. Lot

STANLEY C, WEISSER
Board President

By




BEFORE THE
BOARD OF PHARMACY
DEPARTMENT OI' CONSUMER AFFAIRS
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Accusation Against:

| No. 4057
 THEOPHILUS C. OKAI

‘ OAH No. 2011101013
Pharmacy Technician Registration
No. THC 49903

Respondent.

PROPOSED DECISION

On July 25, 2012, in San Diego, California, Alan S. Meth, Administrative Law Judge,
- Office of Administrative Hearings, State of California, heard this matter,

Nicole R. Trarha, Deputy Attorney General, represented the complainant.
Michael B. Levin, Attorney at Law, represented respondent.

The matter was submitted on July 25, 2012.

FACTUAL FINDINGS

1. 'On September 23, 2011, Virginia Herold, Executive Officer, Board of
Pharmacy, Department of Consumer Affairs, State of California (hereafter, “Board”) filed
Accusation No. 4057 in her official capacity. Respondent filed a timely Notice of Defense.

2.7 OnMay 13, 20035, the Board issued Original Pharmacy Technician
Registration Number T'CH 49903 to respondent to work as a pharmacy technician in
California. : -

3. OnTebruary 9, 2009, in the Superior Court of Los Angeles County,
respondent pleaded nolo contendere and was convicted of violating Penal Code section 502,
subdivision (¢)(1), knowingly accessing and without permission altering, damaging, deleting,
destroying and otherwise using any data, computer System, and computer network in order to
devise and execute a scheme and artifice to defraud, deceive, and extort, or to wrongfully
control and abtain money, property and data, a felony. The court suspended imposition of
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sentence and placed respondent on probation for three years on condition, among others, he
perform 200 hours of community service, pay restitution to the Bureau of Automotive Repair
in the amount of $12,115.00, and pay a restitution fine. The court also required respondent
to resign as a smog check technician,

On January 24, 2012, the court reduced the conviction to a misdemeanor and

- extended probation to March 7, 2012, On March 6, 2012, respondent represented to the
court that he had completely satisfied his restitution obligation and on March 20, 2012, the
court terminated probation and expunged the conviction pursuant to Penal Code section
1203.4. :

Respondent’s conviction is substantially related to the qualifications, functions, or
duties of a registered pharmacy technician. Tit. 16, Cal. Code of Regs., §1770.

4, The facts and circumstances of the offense are as follows:

On February 27, 2008, respondent, who was at that time a licensed smog check
technician licensed by the Bureau of Automotive Repair (Bureau), performed a smog check
on a 1992 Mercedes and issued an electronic smog certificate that indicated the vehicle was
in compliance with applicable laws and regulations when in fact, respondent performed the
inspection using the clean-piping method, and this resulted in the issuance of a fraudulent
certificate of compliance. Clean-piping means he used a sample of the exhaust emissions of
one vehicle in order to cause the Test Analyzer System or Emissions Inspection System to
issue a certificate of compliance for another vehicle. ' '

5. On March 11, 2008, respondent performed a smog check on a 1994 BMW and
issued an electronic smog certificate that indicated the vehicle was in compliance with
applicable laws and regulations when in fact, respondent performed the inspection using the
clean‘piping method, and this resulted in the issuance of a fraudulent certificate of
compliance.

6. On July 28, 2008, the Chief of the Bureau filed Accusation No, 79/09-6
against respondent and others alleging violations of Health and Safety Code sections
44072.2, subdivision (a), 44072.2, subdivision (¢}, and 44072.2, subdivision (d). The two
fraudulent smog checks respondent performed on February 27 and March 11, 2008 were the
basis for the allegations. Respondent entered info a Stipulated Settlement and Disciplinary
Order with the Bureau in which he admitted the allegations contained in the accusation. The
- Disciplinary Order provided that respondent’s smog check license would be revoked, The
Director of the Department of Consumer Affairs adopted the stipulation on October 29,
2009, and it became effective on December 3, 2009.

7. On December 2, 1996, in the Superior Court of Los Angeles County, !
respondent pleaded nolo contendere and was convicted of three counts of violating Penal
Code section 502, subdivision (¢)(1), in case number BA109266. The offenses were
felonies. Respondent committed them on November 16, 1995. On October 22, 1997, in
case number BA 146176, respondent pleaded guilty and was convicted of violating Penal
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Code-seCtlon 502, subdivision (c)(1) and three counts of violating Penal Code section 44059,
perjury by false statements, all felonies. On May 21, 1998, the court sentenced respondent to -
serve 16 months in prison for all of the above offenses.

8. Respondent’s convictions in 1996 and 1997 were for illegal actions similar to
those he committed in 2008, On July 8, 1996, the Deputy Chief of the Bureau filed
Accusation No.79/97-3 alleging that respondent as a smog check technician and the owner of
a licensed smog check facility issued fraudulent smog certificates using the clean piping
method on nine vehicles in 1995, On July 16, 1999, the Department of Consumer Affairs
revoked respondent’s licenses,

9. Respondent testified that he worked at Elim Pharmacy as a pharmacy ,
technician from 2006 until 2009, but has not worked in a pharmacy since then. He testified
at the hearing that he did not enter data into the computer.

Respondent graduated from high school in Ghana and came to the United States,
where he attended Cerritos College. He obtained an Associate of Arts degree and then began
attending California State University at Dominguez Hills off and on. He obtained a Bachelor
~of Science degree in business administration in 2011 and then entered the master’s program,
He hopes to obtain a masters degree in a year or two and then open an accounting firm.

Respondent admitted performing illegal smog checks and regrets it. He explained he
did them to help customers, but realizes what he did was wrong. He testified he is
considering applying for a new license from the Bureau.

Respondent has been married for 21 years and has one adult son. He attends church
and performs community service regularly. He performed the 200 hours required of him by
the court in 2009 by working to feed the poor. He does not work.and is supported by his
wife who works for Los Angeles County. He repaid the Bureau for its costs of investigation
in connection with his 2009 conviction.

10. = Respondent submitted several character letters attesting to his good character.
11, The Board incurred costs for the investigation and enforcement of this matter
- in the amount of $6,550.00 for the services of the Attorney General. The total amount is
reasonable.

Respondent testified that he could repay the costs little by little, and was willing to
make payments. _

LEGAL CONCLUSIONS

1. Busine_sé and Professions Code section 4301 provides in part:
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“The board shall take action against any holder of a license who is guilty of

 unprofessional conduct or whose license has been procured by fraud or
misrepresentation or issued by mistake. Unprofessional conduct shall inelude, but is
not limited to, any of the following:

(..

(f) The commission of any act involving moral turpitude, dishonesty, fraud,
deceit, or corruption, whether the act is committéd in the course of relations as a
licensee or otherwise, and whether the act is a felony or misdemeanor or not.

(g). Knowingly making or signing any certificate or other document that falsely
represents the existence or nonexistence of a state of facts.

...

() The conviction of a crime substantially related to the qualifications, functions,
and duties of a licensee under this chapter, .. The board may inquire into the

- circumstances surrounding the commission of the crime, in order to fix the degree of
discipline or, in the case of a conviction not involving controlled substances or
dangerous drugs, to determine if the conviction is of an offense substantially related
to the qualifications, functions, and duties of a licensee under this chapter. A plea or
verdict of guilty or a conviction following a plea of nolo contendere is deemed to be a
conviction within the meaning of this provision. .. .

2. Business and Professions Code section 490 provides in part;

“A board may suspend or revoke a license on the ground that the licensee has been
convicted of a crime, if the crime is substantially related to the qualifications,
functions, or duties of the business or profession for which the license was issued. A
conviction within the meaning of this section means a plea or verdict of guilty or a
conviction following a plea of nolo contendere . : '

3. Cause to revoke or suspend respondent’s pharmacy technician registration
pursuant to Business and Professions Code sections 4301, subdivision (1) and 490 was
established by Findings 3 and 4 in that respondent was convicted of a crime that is
substantially related to the qualifications, functions and duties of a pharmacy technician,

4 Cause to revoke or suspend respondent’s pharmacy technician reg1strat10n
pursuant to Business and Professions Code section 4300, subdivision (g) was established by
Findings 3, 4 and 5 in that respondent knowingly made a certificate or other document that
falsely represented the existence of a state of facts.

5. Cause to revoke or suspend respondent’s pharmacy technician registration
pursuant to Business and Professions Code section 4300, subdivision (f) was established by



Findings 3, 4, and 5 in that respondent committed acts involving moral turpitude, dishonesty,
fraud, deceit, and corruption.

0. Title 16, California Code of Regulations, section 1769 provides in part:

- “(b) When considering the suspension or revocation of a facility or a personal license
on the ground that the licensee or the registrant has been convicted of a crime, the
board, in evaluating the rehabilitation of such person and his present eligibility for a
license will consider the following criteria:

(1) Nature and severity of the act(s) or offense(s).
(2) Total criminal record.

(3) The time that has elapsed éince commission of the act(s) or offense(s).

(4) Whether the 1icenseé has complied with all terms of parole, probation, restitution
“or any other sanctions lawfully imposed against the licensee.

(5) Evidence, if any, of rehabilitation submitted by the licensee.”
7. The evidence introduced in this matter points conclusively toward revocation

of respondent’s pharmacy technician registration. Respondent was convicted of perhaps the
most egregious offense a smog check technician can commit, that of falsely creating a smog

certificate that indicated a vehicle passed a smog check by performing the test on another car.

He did it twice in 2008. He was convicted just three years ago. And he did it after he had
been convicted of doing the same things 13 years earlier, spending 16 months in prison for i,
and losing his smog check and facility licenses. Respondent’s conduct in 1995 and 2008
demonstrated dishonesty, and demonstrated he did not learn anything after he was caught the
first time.

A pharmacy technician has access to the pharmacy’s supply of drugs, patient
information, insurance information, computers and so forth. Drugs are as good as cash and
the temptation to steal drugs and either use them or sell them is always present. Pharmacy
technicians have to be honest and moral, They have to accurately input information into a -
computer and follow the rules, They must exercise good judgment. The field of pharmacy is
one of the most regulated fields in the state. The failure of a pharmacy technician to follow
the rules can cause harm to customers of the pharmacy and the public.

Respondent’s conduct in 1995 and again in 2008 when he was a licensed smog check
technician calls into question his honesty, his judgment, and his ability and willingness to
follow the rules. Respondent’s conduct resulted in the Bureau of Automotive Repair twice
. revoking his smog check licenses and resulted in convictions which included a 16-month
sentence to state prison. Balanced against this is respondent’s evidence of rehabilitation
which consists of his lengthy effort to obtain a college degree. While he must be
commended for obtaining a Bachelor of Science degree in business administration and
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beginning a master’s program in that field, that is insufficient to overcome the seriousness of
his misconduct. _ '

- 8. Cause to order respondent to reimburse the Board for its costs of investigation
- and enforcement of this matter in the amount of $6,650.00 was established by reason of
Finding 11. -

ORDER

1. Pharmacy Technician Registration No. TCH 49903 issued to respondent
Theophilus C. Okai is revoked.

2 Respondent shall pay to the Board costs associated with its investigation and
enforcement pursuant to Business and Professions Code section 125.3 in the amount of
$6,650.00.

DATED: July 26,2012

(Vi 3 Toccr

ALAN 8. METH
Administrative Law Judge
Office of Administrative Hearings
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KaMnia . HARRIS
- Attorney Generaliof California

James M. LEpakIs

- Supervising Deputy Attomey:General
| DESIREE I KELLOGG

Deputy Aftomgy General

State Bar No. 12646).
110 West "A" Stréet, Suife 1100
Sap Diego, CA 92101

PO, Box 852'6}6
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BEFORT, THE
BOARD OF PHARMACY
DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
- STATE OF CALIFORNIA

; Pharmacy Teehmician Registration No, TCH | I
| 45903 .

In the Matier of the Accusation Agatusty | Case Na. 4057

‘ Buena Park CA 9%5'20 i ACCUSATION

Respotident,

Complainant dlleges:

1. Viinia Herold (Complaingat) brings tis Aseusation solely in herofficlalcapacity

| as the Bxecutive Officer 61 the Board of Phatmacy, Departitent of Consumer Affaies:

2. Onorabout May 13, 2005, the Board of Phatmaey issued Pharmacy Technictan
Registration Number TCH:49903 to Theephilus C. Okai (Respondent), The Pharmacy
Technician Registration was'in full foroe and effect at-all times relevant o the charges brought

herein and will expire’on April 30, 2013, inless renewed.

Accusation
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JURISDICTION
3. This.Acousation is brought before the Board of Pharmacy (Board), Department of

|| Consumer Affairs, unider the:authiority of he following laws, All section referérices ave tofhe

| Busiriess and Proféssions Code viiléss otheriwise indieated.

4, SBection 118, subdivision (b); oI the:Code providesithai-the susperisios, expiration,

surrender, cancellation of a license shall.not deprive:fhie Board:of jurisdietion to proceed with a

| diseiplinaty.soifon durihg the peried within which the Tieense tusy be renewed, restored, reissued |

ot itingtated. .
5. Section 4300, subdivision {a) of the Code states in pertinent part that -"[ej'\zery license
issned'may be suspended oraevoked.”
STATUTORY/REGULATORY PROVISIONS.
6. Section 482 of the-Code states!

. ‘Bachboard unde;r the provisions of this cotle shall develop-eriteria for
eysluate the tehabilitation of s person wheh?

" (b)-Censidering suspension or revecationof a license under Section 490,

 Bach board shal ks into accountall competent evidence of rehabifitation
furmistred by the-applicant or litenses.

7, ;Sjegif_"fim #98.0F the Code provides; i pertinent pert, that a.hoard may-suspend or

r¢lated to the-qualifications, functions; or duties of the business or profession for: which the -

| license was issued.

8. Section 493 ofthie Code States:

Notmthstandmg any other provision of law, in a proceeding. conciucted bya
board withti the department pussuan to'law to deny an apphcatwn for g license:or
to suspend or révoke a license or otherwise take disciplinary action against a
person who holdsa lfeense, upon the ground thit the.applicant orthe licensee has
besn coiivicted of s crime substantially related fo the qualifications, functions, atid
duties of the licensee in-question, the record of conviction of'the crime shall be
conelusive evidente of the fact that the conviction ‘oceurred, but only of: that fact,

2
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and-the boasd may inquire into the' cireumstances surrounding the commission of
the.crime:in order to fix the-degreé of discifline-or 1o determine if the: conyiction is
‘substantially related.fo the quallﬁcatidns, furictions, asid duties of the licensed in
quéstion,

As used in this section, “license™ mcludes “gertificate,” “permzt "
“guthority,” and “registration.”

9,  Section 4301 of the Code states:

Thie boaid shall take action against #ny holderef a license wheidsiguilty of
unprofessional conduct or whose license hias been proguted by fravidior |
misrepreseritation or issusd by siifitake. Usiprofessiottal condiet shall include, but
{5 mot limited 16, any of the following:

[N

(f) The comimission of,.any act involving meral turpitude, dishonesty, fraud,
deceit, or cotruption, whether the act:is committed in the course of relations as a
licensee or otherwise, and whether the actis-afelony or misdemeanor ornof,

making or sighing ahy certificate-or othier document that
existenes.or nonegxistenoe ofa state of facts:

f"dlsely I;prqs Tits the

(B The eonviction of acrime sdb&tant?i'ally related to-the qualifications,

_ functions, and dutles of'a liceriseé urider this chapter. Therecord of éonvigtion of
a violation of Chapter 13 (commenomg with Seetion §01) of Title.21 ofthe United
States Code Tegulating sonitrolled subsianeds: o1 ofid: wivlation of the statutes of this

 state r«egulatmg controlled-sbstanegs or dangerous drgs shall be eonclusive
evitlenee of unprofcsswnal conduct. Tn:8ll otheréases, theretord of conviction
shatl be: cencluswa évidence.only of the fact that the-conviction oecuired. The
‘oard rigy inquire jiito the circumstances, surrounding thie commission of the.
ciime, in. order to fix the degree of discipline-or, in'the case'of'a conviction not
mvolvmg confrotled substarices of-dangerous: dmgs to determine.f the.conviction
is of an.offense substantially.related to the gualifivations, fimctions;. and ‘dutics.of 4
Ticenses under this chapter, Apleazor yerdicyof guilty ot 4.conviction following a:
plea-of nolg contendere fs.deémed to besd conviction within themeaning of this.
provision, Flis board may take action whih the titiie for appeal has clapsed, dr the
judgment of conviction has been affirmed on appeal-or when an order granfing
probation is made suspendingthe impesition: of sentence; irrespective.of a
subsequent ordér under Section 1203.4 vf the Penal Code.allowing the person:te
withidiaw his o hér plea of guilty.and 16 edtera plga of not guilty, or setting #side
fhe verdiot of guilty; or-dismissing fhe accusation, nformation, or indictrhent:

Accusation
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10, Califortia Codé of Regulations, title 16, section: 1769, stites:

1) When consideririg the suspensfon oryevocation ofa facility or a
personal Hoense on thie-ground that the license€ or the registrant has been
conivigted of a crime, the board, in evaluating the rehabilitation of such person and
his present-eligibility-for alicerse will condider-the following critetia:

(13 Wature aiid severity of the dei(s) orotfense(s).
(3) Totdl erininal fecord,
{3) The'time that hes.elapsed sincé cominission of the at(s).of otfensels).

(4) Whethst the [foensee has. comphed with all termis of perole; probatien;
restitution or any- oﬂler sanctionslawfully impesed against the Hoensee..

5) Bviderice, if ariy, of tehabilitation. submitied by the licenses.
1. -(-'E'al?i;fqm-‘ia Code of Reguiaﬁons, title 16; section 1770, states:

For iha pui'ptase‘--.of deniai ..:suspensmn, or tevotation.ofd peisonal of fadility
sion 1.5 (oommentcing with Section 475).0f the Bus:
cnme oract sha}l bs cons1dered substantlally related to

degres it ev1dances present or patenti' i
perform the functions anthorized by his Heense-orreg
-consistent:with the-public health, safety, drwelfie:

~ COST RECOVERY

12, Seotion125.3 ofthe Uode provides, 1 pettinerit:pait, that e Bodd may fequcst

the admimstranve lawiudgedo-direet a licentiate found to have semmitted arviolation.or

'vwlanons of the:licetising act to pay a sum noffo-exceed the reasondble costs'of the mvestlganon

and enforcemuent of the case.

FIRST CAUSE FOR DISCIPLINE

(February 9, 2009 Gonviction for Unzuthorized.Access.fo Computers, Computer Systems. -

and Data on February 27, 2008)
13, Respoiident is-subject to:diseipliriary aetion uiider seciions 490rand-4301(1)-of the
Code in that he was convicted of a:ctime that is substantially rélated to the. qualifications, duties

and functions of a pharmacy techaician, The circumstances-are as follows:

Accusation’
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a.  OnoraboufFebruary 92009, in.criimitial Procceding:entitled The People of
the State of California v. Theophilus Ceeil Okat, in Los Angeles County Superior Court, case no.

BA345920, Respondent was tonvicted ori his plea of niolo contenderefor vielating Penal Code

-section 502(CH(1), unauthisrizet actesy to:Eomputers, voiripuiter systers and computer daté, 4

felony. The Court:found that Respendet was: guilty.
b, Asaresultof the conviction;on orabout Bébruary 9, 2009, Responderit was

sentenced to thiee yours formal probition and oxdered to.petform two-hundred hours of

comumunity servive, to resiph As-4 smog tectnician, 1o pdy Testitition to the Burean of Automotive’

Repair and to pay a restitution fine,

¢ Thefacts iha't..ledfrto-iihgeenvicbi‘anawere.;tha-‘tf on-or abautfl%bruérya?;fi‘,.?‘(}ﬂ&,
representatives of the Bureawof Automotiye Repeirconduoted a video survelilance operation of
the smog check favility which employed Keszigiﬁden‘c’}_‘ “The supveillances:video-and information
ohtaiied feomm fhe Biesu of Atitordetive Repair’s véiicle nformation database revealed that

Responélénfffss‘ued an el‘ecimnic.smog;certiﬁcaté- cf"somﬁliance-,,certiifyi’n:g that he hadtested and |

inspected:a 1992 Mercedes and that the Mercedes was in compliance-with applicable laws and
regulations, However, Respondent had conducted the inspeotion using elean-piping methods,
restilting irrthe issuance of a fraudalent veriificate of compliance for the Mercedes,
BECOND CAUSE FORDISCIPLINE

{(Unprofessional Conduet-Knowingly: Making Documents that Falsely Represents
Existence or Nonexistence of Facts)
14;  Respondent Is subject to disciplinary-action under seetlon. 4301(g)-of the Code.fn that
Regponderit knovwingly made o signed:acerfificate or-other documbnt that falsely represented the
existence ornonexistence of.a state.of faets-as set forth in-paragraph 13 abeve, and paragraphs

15-16'below. The circumstances-are as follows,

v Pursuant to Cahfornla Cade of. Regulanons, fitle 16, sect:en 3340.1 “clean piping”
means'the use of a sample of the exhaust emissions.of one velitole inl order to ¢ause the Test

Andlyzer System ot Emissionis liispection System to- A450e 4 certificate of compliance for anothier

vehicle.

Accusation
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15, On or about February 27, 2008 and Mareh. 11, 2008, representatives of the Bureau of |
Automotive Repai conducted avideo surveillance operation of Respondent’s former employer’s,
| sroog oheck ficility, The suryeillaice video and iniformetion dbtained fron the Bureaw's vehicle |
informatiom database teveiled tht Respondeitt fisued dlestronio smog:certificates of compliaics, |
cerfitying that he had tested and inspected a 1992 Mércedes and.a 1994 BMW and that those |
| vehiicles were in complianve with applicable laws and regulations. Howeves, Respondent
conducted the inspectioris using, ¢lean-piplig methods; resulting in the issuance of fraudulent
cerfificates of compliante forthose vehicles, .
16, On or about,July 28,2008, the Buréau of Altbriiotive Repair brought an accusation
agdinst Respondent for viclations-of Health & Safety Cole:sections 44072.2(s), 44072 2(c) anid.
| 44072:2(d), Inthe Becision daled:Getober 29, 2009, which became:¢ffective Deceniber 8, 2009,
| the Bursati of. Avtomolive:Repairaecepted and adopted the Stipulated Settlement and
Disciplinary Order asto Respondeni-ih:étﬁe diselplinary action entitled Jnithe Marter of the
Accus'aﬁonﬂgm‘m;: Auto Smog Masters, etc, Case no, 79/09-06. In that Stipulated Settlement
anid Diseiplinary Order, Respondent's Advanced Emission Specialist Technician License No. EA
014417 e revoked-and, Respondent siimuted thetruth of eachand gvery charge and allegation
17 || in Aceusatior No. 79/09-06

{Unprofessional:Condugt-Commission of Acts fnyolving Dishonesty, Frand oxDeceit)

17 Respondentisisubject to disciplinary action under-seetion 43014y of the Code in that

21 || Respondent comimitted acts invelving dishonesty, frand or decsit as set forth ini paragraphs 13, 15

and 16 above.

DISCIPLINARY CONSIDERATIONS

18, Pursuanto jifle 16, Californis Gode of Regulations; section 1769(b)(2), to determine
thedegreeof discipline, if any, to be imposed on Respordent; Complainant alleges that before
|| Resporident was licensed 4 4 phasriacy technioian, on:ef gbaut Getober 22, 1997, in criminal

proceedings entitled The People-of the State of Cailifornia v. Theophilus Ceeil Okai, i Los

8 | Angeles County Superior Court, oase numbers BA109266 and BA146176, Respondent was

[+]

Accusation
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| computets; Vehiicle Code seetion 4463¢a)(1), uttering afalse certifivate;.and Health & Safety
| Code section 44059, perjury by fhlse statersents or enitries, felonies. Asaresult of his
t convictions, Respondent was senténeed to fiiland ordeied.to. pay all applicable fines, These

‘convictions were disclosed on, Respondent’s application for licensure as-a phariacy techniciar,

teshnitiar, oo rabout Jily 16, 1999, purssant to-the Default Devision i the disciplinary action
| entitted Jn-ihe Matter of thé Accusation Ageivst: Auto- Smog Master IV, ete., Casene. 79/97-3, the

v e <4 & B L B

| Direstor of the Departmentof Consumer Affzirs pernianenitly invalidated Automotive Repair
| ‘Dealer Registeation Number AT 162891 and revoked Smeg Check Station License Namber RJ

1| 162891, both. of which were issued to Resporident as owner of Aute Smog Masters IV,

convicted on kis plea-of guilty for vielating Penal Code section 502(c)(1), unauthorized access to

19, -Complainant furttier allepes that before Respondent was licensed as-a phartiiacy

Respondentwag found to have soiniitted fraid in.violation ofiCode sestions 9884, 7(1)g)mnd
9884.7(1)(d) and Health & Safety Codersectiotis 44012, 43012(4), 44015(d) 44059, 44672204
and 44072.2(d), by condusting smog inspections on-nine-vehioles using clean-piping mettiods in
oxder to issue fraudulent smog vertificates f:l;‘c?)r thosg vehicles:
' PRAYER

WIEREFORE, Cotnplaiiaiit regjiests that ¢ hesshg beheld on the matters herein dileged,
and that-folfowing fhie heasing, the Board of Pharmacy issue-a deeisfor;
1. * "Revoking or suspenling Pharmecy Technislen Rogistration Nuriber TCH 49903,
issued 1o Theophilus Ceeil Okai; L .

2. Ordering Theopliitus Ceeil Okal to:pay the Board of Pharuniy the reasonable vosts of
the investigation and enforcement ofithis:case, puisuaiit to. Business and.Professions Code section

125.3;

Accusation
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3, Taking suchother and furtheraction as deethed neeessiry 4nd proper.
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“YIRGINIY HEROLD. ' J
Exequtive Dfficer

Boarthof Mhatindcy
Department-of Consumet Affairs
“State of California

Complainant

Accusation |



