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May 23 2019 AG OML Meeting- Angel De Fazio- 1% Comment Period

Since this agenda item is suppose to elicit comments from the public, on what changes
might be made to the OML., | welcome this opportunity, even though in my opinion, they
are not going to be taken into consideration, but at least it will be on the record, so to
speak.

The so-called spirit of the OML, really is just an ongoing board/commission requirement,
that public comments are basically marginalized, dismissive, and tolerated as a part of
the agenda, with the attitude that the public has nothing relevant to contribute to the
discussion.

On the agenda notice it referenced: The OML Task Force may place reascnable
restrictions on the time, place and manner of public comments but it will not restrict
comments based upon viewpeint', | guess we shall see, just how truthful that statement
was when it comes to my comments.

1. This is an OML meeting, vet, it is not being broadcasted over the internet like a
majority of other public meetings, do you see the irony in that? Why can't it be video
conferenced intoc one of the other meeting rooms that has internet capacities? Why in a
room that you can claim isn’t accessible to internet capability? Why restrict what is
actually being discussed in this meeting to those who can't attend at one of your sites?

I know that boards and commissions in the outside rural areas may not have the ability
to broadcast over the internet.

This is not to preclude that state agencies in Carson City, Reno or Las Vegas can't
broadcast their meetings, when they are held in state office buildings, that other
agencies use to broadcast over the internet.

Along with the fact there are no archived videos of this committee’s prior meetings,
nothing since the first referenced meeting of March 18, 2010.

Are there audio recordings that the public can request or are we stuck with just a
transcript of the minutes?

If you were really interested in what the public has to say and | am using the word
interested, facetiously, you would locok into seeing how those who are home bound can
actively participate.

Don't try to use the option, oh, they can submit written comments to be incorporated into
the record, that's a cop-out, how many people actually look past the agenda and
supporting documentation?

2. Lets discuss accessibility to the disabled, whereby, there seems to be a pick/choose
mentality within each board, commission etc., which is both shameful and




discriminatory. Let me elaborate. When any public meeting allows their ‘chosen’ people
to appear telephonically, it confirms that telephonic appearances are available. Does
anyone here beside me, know the federal 3-prong approach to accommeodating under
the ADA? 1. Will it be a financial burden; 2. Will it involve structural modification; 3. Will
it alter the purpose of the meeting. Appearing telephonically does not present any of
these 3 prong issues.

You have public entities whose members are able to call in, but, when the public would
like to use that access they are declined. | do appear telephonically at times, as | do it
under the ADA, along with having a proudly earned reputation of never backing down
and | guess people figure, lets just give it to her to shut her up, nevertheless, but
seniors, people who are home restrictive can’'t gain access via this route.

Why not have pre-approved access to those who can prove they need this
accommodation, so that they can call in and participate? Along with viewing it online?

Every notice has a statement at the bottom, if you need accommodations please
contact us. That's fine, but, with over 30% of the US population having issues with
environmental exposures, and over 6,000 in Clark County alone, calling in is a non-
sequitur.

After filing an OML compilaint and fighting, | finally got the PUC to incorporate a SIMPLE
statement on their consumer notifications to wit:

Sent out on May 6, 2014,
“To accommodate individuals who enter the Commission office who are chemically
sensitive to fragrances and other scented products, please use sparingly or not
at all: perfume, aftershave, scented hand lotion, fragranced hair products,
andfor similar products.”

This is a REASONABLE accommodation that should be incorporated into the OML. No
one is going to be excluded for wearing anything, but, it will address the accommodation
issue. Why should the more visually obvious handicapped persons get ramps, visuaily
impaired have larger fonts on computer screens, hearing impaired have interpreters?
Why should the larger segment under the title invisible disabilities get sidelined? This
simple statement does not violate any of the 3 prongs that can be considered
problematic.

Having archived videos allows those who work during public meetings times, are
afforded the opportunity to watch them at a later time, as | highly doubt employers are
going to allow employees to listen during work hours.

It should be mandated that all public meetings be either aired over the internet or audio
recordings made and archived.




Let me give you, what | perceive as the most egregious, flagrant lie that was stated
during a PUC public mesting/workshop. On January 9™ | commented that the upcoming
10 days of workshops should be archived, as the Energy Choice Initiative is highly
impactive to every Nevadan and they should be able to view the proceedings, in order
to make an informed vote on this constitutional amendment. Joey Reynolds, chair of the
PUC stated: we don’t have the TECHNOLOGY to archive them'. Keep in mind they
archive all of their agenda meetings, and thef:workshop days are in the same rooms as
the agenda meeting. Then on January 16", he proclaimed, ‘I decided that these
workshops are important and will be archived’. So just how in the span of a couple days
did he acguire the technology?

Because of the ongoing lack of archived videos of PUC meetings | have videotaped all
the ones | have attended, without a problem, then all of a sudden it was a distraction. As
[ was cited for trespassing, as | refused to turn off the camera, forced the DA to go to
trial and of course | won. | know for a fact that the AG's Office was fully aware of this
and as usual, your office protected a state commission, rather than look into seeing if it
was an OML violation.

3. When an item on an agenda is referenced and there is a first comment period prior to
the items being addressed, just how is the public suppose to comment on something
that you just line item as ‘for discussion’? We aren't mind readers.

i

One would extrapolate that a meeting convened regarding OML would actt ally be open,-~
not cloaked under the guise of the phrase ‘for discussion only’, de-you see thie
ambiguity of-this?

Along with the fact, and let me use the PUC as an example, when there is an agenda
item, they have 2 public comment periods. The first one is restricted to the items on the
agenda, but, any comments made, are NOT ALLOWED to be considered, only formally
filed pleadings by named parties, so why is there a public comment period? Apparently,
to satisfy the 2 public comment pericds, a sham to say the least.

There should be an adjustment to the OML, that if items delineated in the agenda notice
can't be influenced by public comment, then the closing public comment period should
incorporate those 2 time periods. Along with an adjustment if a member of the public is
confused and asks a question, the panel is obligated to respond. This one way
interaction just reaffirms that the public are irrelevant.

The usual 3 minute comment time frame, when there are massive items on an agenda,
just reinforces, the ‘we don’t care what you have to say, but will nod our head and thank
you for your comment’ mentality.

Years ago, | had a conversation with a very senior member of the AG's staff regarding
public comments. No, | will not disclose the name nor gender of the person,
nevertheless, it was mentioned by me, that these so called public comment periods are
tantamount to verbal masturbation, they agreed, that they have to endure the public




speaking and are not obligated to take the comments into consideration, nor do they
even pay attention to them. They are there to look attentive, nod, and thank you for your
comments.

4. Lets discuss your handiing of OML complaints, another sham, with the AG'’s
department that handles it, just sides with their sister agency et al.

I have filed quite a few OML complaints, with highly documented exhibits and the go
along, get along approach to protect a state agency, committee, board, commission is
not acceptable.

First | dealt with George Taylor, then Brent Kandt. With each complaint | was able to
reply to the PUC’s lies, deceptive respanses. The last one was handled by a female, |
can’t recall her name, who stated she JUST came into the position and wasn't familiar
with the complaint process but would be handling my complaint. When | saw the PUC’s
response, | did my usual reply and she refused to address it, claiming that it wasn't
allowed? WASN'T ALLOWED? Why did 2 prior experienced attorneys allow it? In any
legal action there is always allowed a reply to refute the opposing party’s assertions. So
basically your OML department takes the word of a sister agency as if it's the pure
unvarnished truthf This ongoing go along get along mantra, protect each other approach
is @ sham under what it is suppose to be an unbiased review of what it is overseeing.

5. Last but not least the most UNACCEPTABLE problem with the OML is the LACK of
concern and safety of both the public and state employees.

When the public is notified of a meeting at a building, they expect it to be in a safe
environment, you put up sandwich signs when the floor is wet, but you NEVER EVER
informed the public of the water damaged, mold issues in the Grant Sawyer building.

The only time it came to light was when the media just recently started covering it.

| have complained and requested accommodations since 2011, citing that the Sawyer
Building was toxic. If requested, | can produce an email | sent to the LCB in 2013, about
acquiring air filters.

| complained that there were wick air fresheners on the 4" floor and when | asked the
receptionist why it was there, her response was, the office has a ‘funny odor.

I was given a small conference room to utilize when | came to the building, but | still got
sick, once it was made public about the building, the dots were finally connected.

The AG's office knew FULL WELL of the toxicity of the building as 7 of their employees
got sick, one of them was moved over FIVE times and now upon information and belief
works outside of the building.




I was informed that the Secretary of State is looking to move her office out of the
Sawyer building. When | confronted her about it, she said that she doesn’'t comment on
SOS activities.

| am the only true barometer regarding a buildings toxicity, as | demonstrate highly
visible neurological symptoms, like right now, with the shaking of my head.

ti“(ears ago, | complained about the PUC’s building being toxic, no one paid attention. |
_} ¥ finally tracked down the new owner, spoke with him and he had the building tested. | got
1/ copies of the reports and cancer causing chemicals were found in their office, such as
'+ s -formaidehyde and methyiene chloride.-Additionally, EPA known hazardous chemicals
S ~~such as benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, styrene, naphthalene and the 2 forms of
R xylene p and o. All of these are showing as ELEVATED! The owner went out and
; -~ purchased 4 top of the line air filters to remove these and other problematic chemicals
" to protect me while } am in there also the employees.

//{ \/ Your agenda notices should reference, if there is/has been water damage or building
A A modifications or pesticides being sprayed, that persons adversely affected by such are
. C 4\ put on notice, prior to entering the building.
polo j

N _ Wouid it kill you to express concern for publ;c health and safety, when you invite them to
i':v‘ a public meeting to comment? " 24 TE <r A j S

N
R i

) That’s enough for now, as | know you will not address them, | just want it on the record
and that you have been apprised of them.




May 23 2019 AG OML Meeting- Angel De Fazio- 2" Comment Period
Ok, lets get into the Open Records Request issue.

This again is a sham. Agencies like the PUC to PUNISH PEOPLE who request records,
they respond in the 5 day period, then tell you, that you have to wait MONTHS for the
information. | didn’t have time to pull all of these examples from the PUC, but if you
request them, | will produce them and they number well over an acceptable amount of
time. They feign that they are over-worked, but when you review their calendar for said
time, there are no hearings that said person who signed the request response letter was
involved with.

Now, the AG’s Office pulied this recently. On March 9™ | requested an in-person
inspection of their internal handbook for employees, a list of all committee members
from 2015 to the present, of members of the Sexual Assault \Working GrouPlCommittee.
On March 15", 1 get an email telling me they will be responding by April 26™.

So we have a handbook that ALL employees are required to read is not available? You
hold meetings and there is no list of members of a major issue for the AG's Office?

April 27" | get a letter stating: That they have provided my request, problem was, it was
incomplete, which of course | informed them of such, in my usual 'don’t screw with me
rhetoric’.

May 3" | get a follow up letter, which | find a complete joke, farce to say the least
stating: “The OAG does not possess a list of members of the Sexual Assault Working
Group because the meetings consist of invitees only. There are no appointed members,
As a resulf our office is releasing the email distribution for this working group, which is
included with this communication. The OAG will now close this matter.’

A working group with no appointed members, just a generic list of invitees? So just what
does a free for all gathering actually accomplish regarding a matter of this magnitude?

So many problems that are ignored and meetings being promulgated by those who
seek to deceive the public over so-called concerns of their issues.

Page 8 of your minutes, Mr. Shipman’s comment about balancing is right on track.
Treating the symptom and not the real problem, which is the balancing test and how it
get applied. The reference to a court of competent jurisdiction and delaying the process
further, that may infuriate the public, as they are stuck with some sort of bureaucratic
position which doesn't get an answer at the end of the day.

The use of the get of complying within the 5 day time frame, of being over-worked etc.,
contradicts the requirement to have an open records official, isn't it?




| ALl Commercial Survey™

; Reveal
Analytical Technolagies
VOocC Sample
Client Sample ID:  Floor#2 Hearing Rm B Suite 260 Client Sample 1D: Floor #2 Hearing Rm B Suite 250
Sample Volume {L]: 24.0 Laboratory ID: 61378-2
Date Sampled: 04/282017
Sean Date: - 05/022017

Sample Type: TDT LIU758

Total Vo!gtite Organic Compound {TVOC) Summary ; { .
Your TVOC Level is: 1600 ng/L % >//é’ v

I1AQ needs improvement; effect on accupants is possible; reduce potential sources and increase ventliation.

Your Indoor Air Quality Level (Highlighted)

Normat Moderate Severg
< 500 ngik 500 - 1500 ngfi. ‘ iy > 3000 ngflL
Al IAQ Survey TVOC :
Air Quality Indicator
3By L o | ,
Normal Moderate % Elevated Severs
g oo o T : The average TVOCG is
3 1900 ngil.
g 25 '
f£ 20 This chart represents the
o Your TV TVOC distribution of over
& 15- vee 8,000 samples. Over 80%
8 : ] of thase samples indicate
5 10§ S r improvements in JAQ are
e : necessary to achieve the
& 54/ , N goal of TVOG less than
ol . 500 nglL.

O s00 1000 1500 2000 2500 8000 3500 4000 4500
TVOC {ng/L)

The chart above shows the TVOC lavals for all fucations tested using JAQ Survey. Results for this air sample are displayed on the chart as a yaliow
circle. The blue curved line represents the relalonehip between the percentage of Incations (indiceted on the vertical y-axis) and the TVOG fevel
(indicated on the horizontal x-axis). The green, vellow, orange, ahd red vertical bars represent divislons betwean Nommal, Moderale, Elavated, and
Severe TVOC levals, As the TVOC value Incresses, Individuals may experience aggravated health problems, and therefore, 1he need to address
VOC issues becomes more critical. However, reductions in VOCs can ba made at any level. )

The L1.8, federal government has not specified a TVOG Umilt for indoor air. However, the U.S, Green Building Council {USGBC) has recommentled
50U nglL as the upper TVOC Iimit. As the TVOC increases, the probability of adverse effects incresses. The levels are based on observed health
effects and havs been determined from a combination of published journal articles (1, 2, 3) and the siatistical distdbution of TVOC concentrations

from the 1AQ Survey methodology.

The presence of chemicals in your sampled Iocation can cause a wide range of problems, ranging from an-unpleasant pdor to physical symptorns
{burning and Irritation in the eyes, rose, and throak headaches; nausea; neivous system effects; severs ilness; sic.). In soms cases, these
conditions may make the toration uninhabitable, Anyone with respiratory issues like asthma and allergies, ag welt as children, the elderly. and
pregmant womer ara more susceplible to poor indoor gir glality then healthy individuals, However, at higher TVOC levals aven healthy individuals
arz fikely to experience M effects. The following wabsites can offer more information:

US EPA ladoor Air Qualily {IAGY

ArmnerdcarLung Association Healihe Ale at Weik

“World Health Organization (WHO) Guidelines for lodeor Aic Qluatity

Lawrence Berkeley Nationa { aboratary itvfoor Volatle Organic Gomnqunds (VOGE) apd Haalth

11.. Mothave, Volatle Organic Compounds, indoor Afr Guality and Heaith, Vol. 5, Intemalional Indoor Af Quality Ganference, Taronlo, Genada, 1830, p. 221,

2 Buropezn Collaboralivi Actlon: fndoor Afr Guality ant lts impact ea Man {(ECAJAQY, Report Mo 19 Total Yolatila Organic Compouwrds (TVOD) in Indoor Alr Quaily favestigations, 1997, (fem L,
-Malthave el al., Total Vatalite Organic Compoiund (TVOG) In Indoor Alr Quailly Intestigalion, ndaor Afr 1997; 225-240.) )

3 T. Sallhammer, Critical-avalization of apprasches in soting indanr @i guality guldalines and reference values, Chemosphate B2, 2011, 1507-1847.
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V Commercial Survey™

: é i Reveal
Analytical Technologies
A b o A : ' Clierit SampledD: Floor #2 Hearing Rm B Suite 250
EPA Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) : igﬁngggr;m: Flodf #2 Hearing Hm B St 25

Hazardous afr pollutants, aiso known as toxic air pollutants or air toxics, are those potlutants that are known or Suspectsd to cause
eancer of olh seﬁo%ﬁ%&%e effects or birth cts, or adverse environmental effeets: Listed below
afe thise HAPs tiat are réportet i 1S air sample, this s dees Torinninge all BAPS. Foriiore information about HAPS visit the
EPA Air Toxics website. The éxposure limits fisted below cdn also be found in the NIOSH Guide o, Chernical Hazards,

Estimated Estimated  NIOSH
VOC Level VOC Level Exposure

Compound CAS {ng/L) {ppb) Limit Description
e : ¥ ; . Automofive products; degreasing solvant; paint sidpper;
Methyltens Ghloride 75092 0.3 0.09 ) Carcinogen adhesive remover; asrosol propelfant; insecticide
' ' ' ) ' Gasoline. Less common sources foclude some
; 320 ngiL. (100
Benzene 71432 4.3 0.1 n discontinuad solvents; printing and lithography; paints
] : i Lk and coatings; rubher, dry cleaning; adhesives, detergents
' . _ ‘ 375,000 ng/l. }Gasoline; adhesives (building and artsforafis); contact
Toluene 108-68-3 26 0.7 {100,000 ppb) [cament; salvent; heavy duty cleaner
Ethylbenzane 100414 0.4 0.08 é%%%%%rgg) Gasoling; paints and coatings; solvent; pesticide
ulen 1108-38-3; . 436,000 ngft. |Gasdline; painis-and coatings; adhesives and cemants;
m.p-Xylene 106-42-3 14 0.3 (160,000 pph) [salvent; print cariridges.
' 435,000 ngfl. | Gasoline; paints and coatings; adhesives and cemenis;
o-Xylene 95476 04 D08 | 100,000 ppb) [solvent; print cartridges
Styrane 100425 i 0.3 Zég’ggg ;gg‘) Polystyreng foam; synthetic rubber; favoring agent
Maphthalens 91-20-3 Lk {05 a%%%%rgg]ﬁ} Gasoling; disssl; Moth ballsferystale; insecticide

These results pertain only to this sample as it was Eo![ected and to the items reporfed.
These resuifs have been reviewed and approved by the Laboratory Director or authorized representative.

Alice E. Dalia, Ph.D., Laboratory Director

This analys's was peformed by Prism Anglylical Techaolegies, inc. (Prism). Pristr Analytical Technologles, frc, {0 166272} iz actredited by the-AlHA Laboralory Arcredilation Programs (ATHA-LAP).
LLECn the Indpsiial Hygiene acereritstion program for BCIMS Field of TesBng as documanted by the Scope of Aceradiativa Canificaln ard associated Scope. Tha resulls contaibed in ifis reportars
depandent upon 2 number of factors aver which Piism has no control, which may inctude, but are net imited 1o, the sampling technique uilizet, the size or source of zample, he zbilly of he sampler
1o collsct & propser or suitable samiply, the compountds which rake up Bie TVOC, endor he type of mold(s) presanl. Theosfore, e opinions conialned it this report may be invalid and cEnnot be
‘cotsklared or comsinuad as tofinitve and neithar Prism, nof s agents, ofcers, directors, smployeas, or successis shall be iable for sny clzims, actiuns, causes of aclior, cosls, loss of servics,
medical or olher expenses or any compensalion whatsosvarwhich may now of figreafler gecur or secrue bassd upan the infirnalion of ppintons cantained herin.

® Copynight 2014, Prism Analytical Technologies, Inc., Al rights reserved.

Page 12 of 12 IAQDSR vi1.0
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Commercial Survey

— IAC

Reveal
Analytical Technalogies
Formaldehyde Sample g Z/{E WZ// >
Glient Sample ID: Floor #2 Hearing Rm B Suite 250 Laboratory ID: 613784
Sample Volume L) 6_.0
Date Sampled: 04/268/2017 Scan Date: 05/05/2017

Sample Type: TDT AAG0B

Formaldehyde Concentration: 54 ng/l (43 ppb)
Your Formaldehyde Level (Highlighted)

Low  Moderate High
<20 ngfl.  20-50 ngil. > 100 ngik.
<18ppb  16-40 ppb > 80 ppb

Recommendation: Consider locating and removing formaldehyde sources. See formaldehyde sources section
for more information.

Formaldehyde Exposure Limits

The National Institute for Ocoupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) has set a recommended exposure fimif (REL) of 20 ngfL (16
parts per billion). The Qccupational Health and Safety Administration (OSHA) has set a workplace permissible exposure Hmit
(PEL) of 836 ng/L (750 parts per billion). For more information on exposure limits, see this report about Environenantal Health,

Because of the number and range (from a few ppb to almost one ppm) of published exposure limils, the levels displayed above are
based on the statistical distribution of concentrations Prism has gathared rather than exposure Jimits,

Formaldehyde Sources

The main sources of formaldehyde are composite or enginesred wood products-that confain urea-formaldehyde (UF) resins {e.g.,
particleboard, hardwood plywoad paneling, medium density fiberboard). Products that contain phenol-formaldahyde (PF) resin alsa
emit formaldehyds but at lower concentrations {e.g., softwood plywood; flake or orented strand board}. Formaldshyde is alse
prasent in other building products such as pre-finished engineered ficoring, insulation, glues and adhesives, and paints and
coatings, as well as taxtiles, disinfectant clesning products and soaps, preservatives, cosmetics, some air fresheners, pet care
products, bactericides and fungicides. Fonnaldshyde is also a byproduct of many eombustion processes, such as tobacco smoke
and fuel-burning appliances {gas stoves, kerosene space heaters and firaplaces).

The resources listed below provide additional information about formaldehyds.

US Environmental Protection Agency
hip:fhwens . epa goviagfonmalidehvde. htmi
hitp/hwwne, epa. goviiti/alw/ihithef ornalda himl

Agency for Toxlc Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR)
Htlod/hvery, aisdr.cde. goviioniansfl.aso Hd=2 T94td=30

National insfitutes of Health {(NIH)

Hin:fhansyr. miehs nih. goviheaith/materals/fact_sheel femaidehvde pdf
snffoxiown. nlmnih.goviiext vepsionichamicais pho?id=14

hitg ey nebinim.nibgovinmclaficles/PMOZRES 184/

Nota: This analysiswas parfor uslng ttia Hantzsch mathed. This festmethod hes been conrelated willroris comghant wilk fhe Califomiz Alr Hesources Boand {CARB)S 9¥120, Evgopaan DIN
Standard EN-717, snd ASTH methcds 5582 and £-1333. 1t 59s also been compared witly DNPH tesiing tsed in NIOSH 2016 and fausd 10 be fr: geod =gracment.
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OML Task Force Meeting - Support Materials https://mail.aol. comwebmail-std/en-us/PrintMessage

1 of1

From: Althea R. Zayas <AZayas@ag.nv.gov>
To: ‘niefusa@aal.com' <ntefusa@aol.com>
Subject: OML Task Force Mesting - Support Materials
Date: Tue, May 22, 2018 4:03 pm
Attachments: OML (Word Version).docx {52K), Open Meeting Law Task Force - Draft Minutes of 8-17-16 Meeting.pdf (388K)

Ms. De Fazig,
Please see attached. Thank you.

Althea Zayas

Assistant to:

First Assistant Attomey General J. Brin Gibson
Chief Deputy Caroline Bateman

Deputy Attormey General Darlene Caruso
Deputy Attorney General Edward Magaw
Office of the Attorney General

555 E. Washington Ave., Ste. 3900

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

P: (702) 486-3224

Notice: This e-mail message and any aftachments thereto may contain confidential, privileged, or
non-public information. Use, dissemination, distribution, or reproduction of this information by unintended
recipients is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender
immediately and destroy all copies.

57222018 10:24 PM
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