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STATE OF NEVADA 

 

DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY 
OFFICE OF NEVADA BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND COUNCILS STANDARDS 

NEVADA STATE BOARD OF OPTOMETRY 
 

MINUTES OF 
PUBLIC MEETING 

March 18, 2025 
 
1. Call to Order.  Mariah Smith, O.D. opened the live meeting at 12:01p.m. 
 
2. Roll Call.  At Dr. Smith’s request, Director Schneider read the Zoom log-in information 
into the record for AB 219 compliance as Meeting ID 871 5615 6510, Passcode 355181, 
telephone 1 669 900 6833.  Deputy Attorney General (DAG) Todd Weiss, Esq., Board members 
Sally Balecha, Mariah Smith, O.D., Jeffrey Austin, O.D., and Julie Alamo-Leon, O.D., and 
executive director Adam Schneider, Esq. were present via Zoom.  Quorum was established.    
 
3. Public Comment.   Dr. Smith invited public comment.  No public comment received.     
 
4. Action Item. Consideration and approval of February 18, 2025 Board Meeting 
Minutes.  Dr. Smith confirmed all present Board members had an opportunity to review the 
draft.  Dr. Smith moved to accept as proposed.  Dr. Austin seconded. Motion passed 
unanimously.   
 
5. Action Item.  Consideration and approval of February 24, 2025 Board Meeting 
Minutes.  Dr. Smith confirmed all present Board members had an opportunity to review the 
draft.  Dr. Smith moved to accept as proposed.  Public Member Balecha seconded. Motion 
passed unanimously.   

 
6. Action Item. February 24, 2025 Board meeting statutory stipend, proposed waiver 
of same.  Director Schneider stated NRS 636.175(5) allows for $150 to each board member per 
meeting.  In good faith to the membership and in light of the meeting’s length, Director 
Schneider asked if the Board was willing to waive the $150 for that meeting.  President Smith 
moved to waive payment to all Board members for that meeting.  Dr. Alamo seconded.  Motion 
passed unanimously.          
 
7. Executive Director report re BDR 54-221.  Director Schneider reminded the Board that 
BDR 54-221 was the proposed all-boards license by endorsement process.  Director Schneider 
communicated with the bill’s sponsor Senator Stone and he confirmed that if a board has its own 
license by endorsement process, the board’s statute controls and not BDR 54-221.  At Dr. 
Austin’s request, Director Schneider stated he would inquire into Senator Stone if the bill would 
be clarified.  This would avoid an applicant’s usage of the bill to circumvent the Board’s existing 
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but conflicting law.   
 
8. Executive Director report re SB 78.    Director Schneider stated he and the Board’s 
legislative services consultant met with B&I Director Sanchez and Deputy Director Haag via 
Teams on March 4, 2025 to discuss the Board’s formal objections to SB 78.   
 
B&I’s position is the Governor wants more oversight of boards, and less boards overall.  They 
believe that a U.S. Supreme Court case Dental Examiners of North Carolina v. Federal Trade 
Commission from 2015 stands for the proposition that licensees as the majority of decision-
makers on a board cannot regulate the same licensees due to anti-trust violations.  Boards for 
decades have been self-run without oversight or supervision, and that needs to change.  They 
emphasized that no board of our size will be left alone, and there is not enough difference 
between Optometry and Dispensing Opticians for these boards not to be consolidated under SB 
78.   
 
The proposed composition of the proposed Optometry-Optician Board will consist of 3 ODs, 2 
opticians, 1 public member, and 1 public member representing the under-insured, which is an 
even number of votes.  He was complimentary of our Board over the past couple years, and 
considers us in the top tier of compliant boards, but that is irrelevant for SB 78 purposes.  Their 
closing salvo was agree to disagree, and that the process will bear out what it bears out.   
 
Director Schneider stated he will continue to place this item on future agendas until an outcome 
occurs.    
 
9. Executive Director report re BDR 151/AB 183.  Director Schneider stated he flew to 
Carson City on March 3, 2025 and that he and Dr. Smith met with the Board’s legislative 
services consultant, and Dr. Koening.  Dr. Koenig presented the bill to the Assembly that:1) 
despite the same provision existing in the MD and DO chapters, section 4 is being withdrawn 
that a court cannot stay the Board’s suspension of a licensee’s license; and 2) section 5 regarding 
narcotic opioid analgesics is in the process of being amended.  Dr. Smith summarized the 
sections of AB 183.  Regarding Section 8, Assemblymember Miller asked a question about 
international optometrists’ eligibility for license by endorsement, which there is none.  Regarding 
Section 3, Assemblymember Cole asked about how quickly a hearing can be conducted to assess 
the Board’s emergency temporary suspension of a licensee’s license.  Director Schneider stated 
he has provided all supportive laws to the Board’s legislative consultant to advise 
Assemblymember Cole and Dr. Koenig about the issue.      
  
10. Executive Director report re licensing transactions since start of FY2025.  Director 
Schneider listed the following numbers as stated in the Agenda:  
 

2/12/2025 - 3/12/2025 FY2025 cumulative 
New licenses: 0 10 
Licenses by endorsement: 0  7 
Glaucoma: 0 6 
OPAC:  0 16 
Fictitious Name: 5  28 
Location changes: 5  54 
Additional locations: 1  37 
LOGS: 3  44 
PRR: 0 29 
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Refunds: 1 7 
Mobile: 0 1 
Substitute location: 1  7 
Public complaints: 3 11 
2026-2028 CE review:  2 6 

 
11. Executive Director report re NBEO scores and release of results process.  Director 
Schneider stated he attended an after-hours March 5, 2025 Zoom meeting presented by NBEO and 
ARBO to discuss the explanation of how test scores were released prematurely, where 10% of the 
students actually had failing scores when initially told they had passing scores. Approximately 40 
persons attended.  The premature release was identified within 2 hours, and NBEO discussed all the 
measures they took and are taking to ensure it never happens again.  NBEO and ARBO plan to keep 
the executive directors apprised.    
 
12. Board member proposed items for future Board meetings.  Director Schneider asked the 
Board if anyone would like to agendize any topic for the next meeting.  No topics provided other 
than Dr. Smith stating to continue to monitor the above discussed bills.   
 
13. Public Comment.  Director Schneider invited public comment.  No public comment 
received.   
 
Colloquy regarding April 21, 2025 meeting and Board member availability versus a longer meeting 
on May 19, 2025.  Director Schneider anticipated placing three complaints on the next agenda.  DAG 
Weiss advised best practices is for the Board to decide in an open meeting forum, and advised he 
was likewise unavailable on April 21, 2025.  Board decided to vacate its April 21, 2025 meeting 
knowing that the May 19, 2025 meeting may be upwards of an hour or longer.       
 
14. Action Item.  Dr. Smith moved to adjourn the regular meeting.  Dr. Alamo seconded. 
Motion passed unanimously.  Meeting adjourned at 12:22p.m.   
 
7 persons attended virtually, inclusive of Board members, Deputy Attorney General and 
Executive Director.  No role call conducted or sign-in sheets provided.   

* * * * * 
FY 2024-2025 Regular meeting schedule 

 
Tuesday 3/18/2025 12:00p.m. (pst) Reg. Bd. Meeting- phone or Zoom 
Monday 5/19/2025 12:00p.m. (pst) Reg. Bd. Meeting- phone or Zoom 
Monday 6/16/2025 12:00p.m. (pst) Reg. Bd. Meeting- phone or Zoom 
Thursday 7/31/2025 12:00p.m. (pst) Reg. Bd. Meeting- phone or Zoom 

 
These minutes were considered and approved by majority vote of the Nevada State Board of 
Optometry at its meeting on May 19, 2025. 
 
_________________________________ 
Adam Schneider, Executive Director 
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Materials for Item No. 5 re 

Complaint 25-09 

• Public complaint redacted 
• Inquiry letter redacted 
• Licensee response redacted 
• Staff notes redacted 
• Patient 1 records redacted 
• Patient 2 records redacted 
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February 16, 2025 

Nevada State Board of Optometry 
P.O. Box 1824 
Carson City, Nevada 89702 
 
Complaint Background: 

On February 15, 2025, my wife and I attended two appointments at [Licensee practice] located at [Licensee practice 
address] .

 

The purpose of our visit to that business which we have used before, was to obtain an eye examination 
and prescription for new eyeglasses. Specifically, [Wife] had developed headaches and eye strain as a result of 
her previous prescription. [Husband] was attending to obtain a new pair of spectacles, but he had no specific 
eye related complaints for the visit. 

We arrived at the specified time and, after signing a number of electronic waivers/authorizations, we were 
almost immediately ushered, individually, into the rear of the business. For [Husband] (the author of this 
letter), he was taken to an examination room where a technician did various non-invasive maneuvers on his 
eyes and asked several questions. That examination took about 2 to 3 minutes. 
 
Then I [Husband] was ushered by the technician into another examination room where the optometrist 
immediately appeared and began a conversation. The conversation initiated with the question if I was 
having any eye-related problems which was answered in the negative. The optometrist then did the letter-
chart-on-the-wall test, however, I was reading the chart thru an open mask - no interactive lenses were 
inserted to ascertain the focal strength of either eye. As well, the test was done with both eyes at the same 
time, not each eye individually. The optometrist did mention that one eye was weaker than the other, 
however I do not know how he made that determination. I told him of a distant past injury due to explosives, 
but the experience was not attributed or associated to the inequality. 
 
After that test, nothing more was done, there was some small talk about our histories. 
I was then escorted by the optometrist back to the front of the business and passed to a lady by the name 
of "Mac". Mac then assisted me in determining my new glasses frames, I had already chosen to use the 
same type as I previously had (I had brought my old glasses for reference). There was some discussion 
regarding lenses that I cannot remember other than my attempt to verify that the prescription was not 
changing (which went unanswered even though I asked several times and I was spurred to ask because 
"Mac" indicated that one side was a different "dioptic power" than the other) 
and the total cost to me after insurance (which didn't cover the entire visit or glasses) was $240. I 
was interested in knowing that one of  the lenses remained unchanged from my previous visit which was the 
reason for the lense discussion, but that question was never fully answered. 
 

Right around that point, which took about 5 minutes from the time I was handed to "Mac" to my handing 
my credit card to "Mac" for processing my transaction for my glasses, my wife, [Wife], arrived from the rear. 
The optometrist did not accompany her to the front. 

At that point, my transaction for glasses was over and I participated in a lively animated discussion 
regarding my wife's frames and which frames were to be chosen. I was drawn into this discussion by 
my wife. That discussion entailed some time and several trips to the frame displays. I noticed the 
prices on the frames that she was considering and noted that they were about $200 more than the set 
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I had chosen. I mentioned at that point that her glasses were going to cost about $440 to "Mac" and 
another lady who were, by that point, jointly helping my wife. A set of frames was finally chosen upon 
and then there was a delay as the other lady worked on the cost of the glasses. The delay lasted 
several minutes after which "Mac" mentioned something about my estimate on the cost. It was at that 
point that the other lady mentioned that the glasses were going to cost over $800. My wife didn't 
show her shock as plainly as I did. I noted to "Mac" and her associate that yes, I had figured that the 
cost would be around $440 as her frames were about $200 more than mine. "Mac" and her associate 
then turned their i-pad upon which they were doing their figuring, to us to show us the breakdown in 
costs. 

 
This is where the entire visit took a sharp turn from friendly to rather contentious as my wife and I 
began to examine the rather long list of charges leading to the over-$800 figure (our cost). 

As I recall, there were 6 or 7 items that ran the bill up over $800 (our cost, $1600 total). We started at 
the top and asked what the items were. There was the frame cost, which was set. But then there 
was the cost for the lenses which I believe represented the rest of the cost (the cost of the 
examination was a separate charge). We began to identify costs that were definitely "extras". As it 
turns out, the assistant helping my wife began asking her if she wanted extra items in her glasses 
without explaining to her in a manner which my wife could understand, to which my wife agreed. A 
prime example was something about a brown tinting-glass that changes contrast when exposed to 
sunlight, but there were others. 

 
This is where things really began to get weird in the conversation when I explained to my wife what 
this option was, essentially, was something which would cause the glasses to become sun glasses 
when she went outside. My wife told me at that point that she doesn't wear her glasses outside. That 
statement led to a several minute exchange between myself and my wife discussing her vision in 
front of "Mac" and her associate who were, at that point, looking quite uncomfortable. 

 
After some query, I had confirmed what I already knew about my wife - that her vision is great at a 
distance and up to about 2' away from her face. She drives and can read signs and other literature 
on the side of the roadway (actually better than myself when we got back on the road after the eye 
visit). But here we found the problem with the glasses estimate - that there was a hefty charge for 
dioptic glasses that were not bifocals. ?? We both questioned the need for a multi-optic lense if her 
vision past, about 2' distance, was perfect. We noted that to "Mac" and her associate and received 
blank stares in response - then "Mac" pointed to the I-pad and said it was in the prescription without 
even acknowledging what we were talking about. I'm 100% certain that "Mac" didn't understand the 
point of bi-focal lenses and their purpose and I'm 100% certain that "Mac" didn't understand our 
confusion. (There also was some discussion as it appeared to me that the [Licensee practice] was 
attempting to double-charge us for the lenses - this issue never was explained to us satisfactorily). 

 
It was at that point that I requested to "Mac" that she have the optometrist come out to the front from 
the back so we could discuss the prescription and why he was attempting to correct perfect distance 
vision. 

 
Instead of getting the doctor as requested, "Mac" instead had the office manager come out to speak 
with us. I cannot remember his name but only remember his penetrating stare, bad attitude in our 
discussion and all the tattoos on his arms and neck - all of which did not intimidate me in the least. 
The office manager launched into a more animated discussion surrounding the I-pad and presumed 
"prescription" by the "doctor" and why my wife's vision at a distance required correction (at this point, 
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the discussion had laser-focused to between this tattooed kid and myself). I flat out told him that, 
after discussing the situation with her eyes, we believed that the prescription was incorrect and faulty 
and that we needed to discuss the situation further with the "doctor" or "optometrist". The manager 
returned to the I-pad with his discussion (and I, at that moment realized we were not going to speak 
with the "doctor" again) and I began to feel angry. 

 
I immediately realized what [Licensee practice] wasn't a location to obtain eye care - it was a high 
pressure sales location for eye glasses and that their business model was to up-sell the visit and 
glasses sale as much as possible. I insisted on seeing the doctor and declared the prescription as 
faulty. I also noted, calmly, that I was beginning to feel angry that we were purposefully being kept 
from the doctor. It was later that we realized that keeping us from the doctor was an effective tool to 
keep up up-sold on a very expensive set of eyeglasses and that this was the intent. 

 
The office manager declared my feelings of anger as inappropriate and noted that the prescription 
was a result of the responses that my wife gave the "doctor". I asked to see the doctor again and was 
explained that his schedule was too full for him to take 2 minutes to walk to the front and discuss his 
findings with his patients. However, we were offered to make another appointment to see him again, 
the next available Saturday appointment was in mid-April. I'll note that my wife has been having 
problems with headaches and eye strain for months now and that it took 2 months or thereabouts to 
get this appointment. 

 
Now, [Licensee practice] wanted us to wait for another 1 ½ months so we could discuss the 
inappropriate, negligent and clearly wrong distance correction with the doctor, all the while my wife 
would continue with her headaches and pain. 

 
I didn't feel that we were obligated to pay for a faulty eye examination and noted the same to the 
office manager. He said the visit would be billed to the insurance in spite of our opposition. 

 
This was wrong to me on many levels given an obviously incorrect prescription but, in a pure fiscal 
sense, it was very wrong - and I'm sure the office manager realized that a follow-up examination 
would not be covered by our insurance, an issue which he was not concerned with as his intent was 
again, to up-sell the encounter and force us to pay for another visit. I realized this at that point, and' 
he realized it as well and noted that if we paid for this examination, the follow up visit would be at no charge. 
My wife and I accepted his terms and paid our co-pay and consented to his charging the insurance for the 
examination. 

 
At this point, all we wanted to do was leave the premises. We did not order glasses for my wife - 'why 
buy faulty glasses?' was our reasoning. On the way out, I turned to the office manager and said to 
him that I was going to make a complaint and asked him if he would like to give the doctor a last 
opportunity to come speak with us. We were told he was busy and would not see us further that day. 
It should be noted that my wife and I spent a total of, perhaps, 5 minutes each with the "doctor" and 
paid a large amount of money through our insurance for that opportunity. Extending the session by 2 
or 3 minutes didn't strike me as an excessive request of someone who should be a professional and 
act accordingly. This clearly was not the case that day as we left without being given the opportunity 
to express our concern with the findings of the "doctor". 

 
Our complaints are 3-fold: 

 
Complaint 1 
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It became painfully apparent during the ordering process of the glasses that the optometrist was 
attempting to correct [Wife]’s distance (both moderate and far) vision with eye glasses. As her 
distance vision is obviously correct and clear, the optometrist did not execute the duty of care in 
examining [Wife]’s eyes nor her actual vision during the 5 minute (or less) examination he conducted. 
Separately, [Wife] will attach her statement of the events of her examination with the optometrist. 

 
We assert that the medical findings were incorrect as a result of negligent examination behavior of 
the optometrist in that he failed to: 

 
1. Perform even a rudimentary examination wherein he would have determined that 

[Wife] did not have a distant vision problem and, 

2. Failed to properly interrogate, through conversation, [Wi fe ]  to determine that her 
distant vision did not require correction. His first and only pertinent question to her current condition 
was if she had any problems with her current vision (same question that he asked [Husband]) to 
which she responded regarding her close-in vision with computer screens and reading literature. No 
questioning surrounding medium to distant vision was employed. 

 
We also wish to make an ethics complaint regarding the optometrist in that he either knew or should 
have known through his association with [Licensee practice] that there was a problem with his 
professional behavior and failed, either through neglect or willfully avoidance to follow through with 
his examination when it became evident (within, literally, minutes of time following the initial 
examination) that there was a significant problem with his diagnosis that could lead to further 
degradation or damage to [Wife]’s eyes through improper correction. In fact, we wonder now if her 
previous prescription was not correct and if her eyes have been damaged by an improper prescription 
worn in the two year interim between this and our last visit. 
We recognize that the business of the optometrist may be a separately licensed operation from that of 
[Licensee practice], however, we also recognize that, if that is the case, both businesses are intimately 
associated with one another and that the optometrist should not be allowed the excuse that his 
business is separate from the actions of employees of [Licensee practice], thus allowing him excuse for 
dismissal from the complaint. 

 
In that event, this is an issue between the optometrist and [Licensee practice], but he must be held 
accountable for the actions of employees of [Licensee practice] as we, as the patients, are not able to 
discern or act otherwise. A request of the patient to an employee of [Licensee practice] is the same as 
a request to an employee of the optometrist and the neglect of the optometrist coming as a result of 
his not being made aware of a potential problem due to the negligence of the [Licensee practice] is the 
same as his direct refusal if we had told his direct employee. It should be noted that payment for the 
examination was made to the [Licensee practice], not the Optometrist, which causes us to believe he 
is employed by the Center itself. 

 
This doctor is prescribing eye glasses and affecting the vision of patients based upon an incomplete, 
partial verbal interview and a precursory non-invasive physical examination by others and is not 
maintaining the standard of care or industry as we have seen it with other medical providers. 

 
Complaint 2 
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The business relationship between [Licensee practice] and the Optometrist has created a business 
environment such that the Optometrist is not allowed sufficient time and investment into each patient 
case as to complete his duty as an Optometrist thoroughly and completely. It became painfully clear 
in our visit that the time of the Optometrist is being monitored and strictly restricted by the [Licensee 
practice] such that when a problem arises as a result of his/her professional duty or actions, the 
problem is resolved through intimidation of the patient by the Center itself, rather than a revisit of the 
professional to his work. This is clearly a business and professional ethical violation of patient trust 
and, we would expect, oaths taken by professional and the Optometry Board. 

We have no knowledge if [Licensee practice] is licensed by the Optometry Board. If that business is 
licensed, we complain that its business model clearly is in conflict with maintaining patient health. 

 
Complaint 3 

 
The [Licensee practice] is a business focused on providing vision care and eyeglasses to patients. To 
our knowledge, the [Licensee practice] does not employ or host any Ophthalmologist at their West 
[Licensee practice address] site. That being understood and the case, we note and complain of the 
following: 

 
Patients, upon arrival to the center, are immediately offered to have photographs taken of their eye 
retinas. At the time of our visit, there was a sign at the front desk showing a retina and offering the 
service. I rejected the offer (which is offered at a cost of $40) and told the receptionist that I would 
get the photographs if the Optometrist found any problems with my eye (he didn't- actually, he didn't 
even investigate the retinas of my eyes). This service was offered even before check-in and its 
associated paperwork - almost like there might be a photographer running a separate business in a 
separate room to which the patients are being sent. This service was clearly an up-sell to the 
optometry operation at the center as there is no related link between the photographic service and 
anyone who might be licensed by your Board and employed at the center qualified (in our opinion, at 
least) to identify retinal problems, which would be the responsibility of an ophthalmologist. 

 
However, the mere offering of the service would lead the patient to believe that problems do not exist 
in their retinas and the misguided thought that purchasing the service would be adequate and 
sufficient so as to not be concerned about their eye health from an ophthalmological perspective. 
This very well could lead the patient to ignore early symptoms of serious retinal defects that could 
lead to permanent eye defects, eye mis-function or blindness. 

To the best of our knowledge, the [Licensee practice] has no licensed qualified personnel at the 
[Licensee practice address] site capable or licensed to evaluate retinal photographs or even legally 
view the eye retina itself, making the offering of the photograph service ethically wrong and potentially 
harmful to patients. The [Licensee practice] should stay focused upon proper eye vision examinations 
and eyeglasses rather than trying to garner a profit from gimmicks like photos of the interior workings 
of the eye. 

Additionally, it should be noted that during the standard examination at the [Licensee practice], the pupil 
of the eye is not dialated, which would allow for an interior examination of the eye. 

 
These 3 complaints are initial. We have, on our way home, stopped by the office of another 
opthamologist and made an appointment in one week to have [Wife’s] eyes examined again. We will 
obtain a report of that examination, for which we will have to pay the entire fee, and submit the same 
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to the Board for attachment to this complaint letter. 

The receipts for services of which we are complaining are attached. A copy of the doctors calling 
card is attached as well as a post-it note purportedly showing the changes in [Wife’s] eyeglass 
prescription over the past 2 years. 

 
I am a professional engineer. In 30 years of practice, I have learned to be sensitive to the opinions of 
my clients and take pride in the fact that when any of my clients have problems on jobs to which I am 
associated, I immediately turn my full attention to that clients problem and its solution, even if the 
problem is not associated with my work. Clearly, this is not the case with the Optometrist involved 
here and the [Licensee practice], which is very sad and we hope is not a poor indictment of the 
optometry industry. I can tell you that the Engineering Board would never tolerate this sort of 
behavior. 

 
This problem could have been solved very quickly with a proper re-examination after a discussion 
with us of the optometrists mistake, but has evolved to a complaint - all in the face of profit and 
economics taking precedent over patient health. We are amazed and shocked that the optometrist 
can charge us the equivalent of $2400 per hour for his services, but refuses to spend a few moments 
discussing the problem with us in order to remedy the problem he has created with his negligence. 

 

[Husband]  
[Wife]  

[Phone number] 
[Phone number] 
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STATE OF NEVADA 

 

DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY 
OFFICE OF NEVADA BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND COUNCILS STANDARDS 

NEVADA STATE BOARD OF OPTOMETRY 
 

March 7, 2025 
 
[Licensee], O.D. 
[Licensee address] 
[City], NV 
[Licensee email address] 
via email only 
 
Re: NSBO Complaint# 25-9 
Patient: [Husband and wife] 
 
Dear Dr. [Licensee]-  
 
Enclosed herewith, this office received in the mail information and a complaint alleging your 
care and treatment of the above-referenced patients may have been unprofessional as defined in 
Nevada Revised Statute (NRS) 636.295 and Nevada Administrative Code (NAC) 636.230.   
 
Pursuant to NRS 636.305(3), in order to determine whether or not there has been a violation of 
NRS/NAC 636, please provide a written response to each allegation contained in the 
accompanying letters, as well as a full and complete copy of your healthcare records, billing, 
invoices, and communications to and from the aforesaid patients.  Please include any further 
information you believe would be useful for the Board to make a determination in this matter.   
 
Your reply to director@nvoptometry.org is due on or by the close of business March 28, 2025.  
Should the records be voluminous, usage of Dropbox or ShareFile or the like is encouraged.  
 
Please return the healthcare records and billing with the signed Custodian of Records 
Declaration, enclosed herewith.  If you are not the custodian of records, please indicate where the 
healthcare records can be obtained.   
 
The Nevada State Board of Optometry investigates all information received concerning possible 
violations of NRS/NAC 636.  This letter is not to be construed as a determination as to whether 
or not there has been a violation of such laws until a thorough investigation is completed.  This 
correspondence is sent pursuant to NRS 636.305(2) and NRS 636.310(3), and the accompanying 
subpoena is sent pursuant to NRS 636.141 and NRS 629.061(1)(g).  As a licensee subject to an 
investigation, you are required by law to timely provide the requested information.   
 

JOE LOMBARDO 
Governor 

 

DR. KRISTOPHER SANCHEZ 
Director 

 
PERRY FAIGIN 
NIKKI HAAG 

MARCEL F. SCHAERER 
Deputy Directors 

 
ADAM SCHNEIDER 

Executive Director 

mailto:director@nvoptometry.org


         
   

PO Box 1824, Carson City, Nevada 89702 - Telephone (775) 883-8367 - Fax (775) 305-0105  
www.nvoptometry.org 

Please be advised that if any particular allegations referenced above did occur, and depending on 
the facts and circumstances, then you may have violated the law, specifically including but not 
limited to NRS 636.295(6) (making false or misleading representations, by or on behalf of the 
licensee, with respect to optometric materials or services), NRS 636.295(8) (unethical or 
unprofessional conduct in the practice of optometry), NRS 636.364 (supervision of assistants).  
 
Respectfully,     
 
/s/ Adam Schneider 
Adam Schneider, Esq.  
Executive Director 
 
Enclosures as listed 



March 17,2025 Nevada State Board of Optometry 
Attn: Executive Director 

PO Box 1824 
Carson City, Nevada 8970

 
[Licensee name] 
Licensee address]  

 

RE: NSBO Complaint# 25-9 

Dear Nevada State Board of Optometry/Adam Schneider, Esq: 

I am in receipt of your email on Friday, March 7, 2025 outlining a complaint against me 
(NSBO # 25-9), and an order to produce all pertinent documentation , health care records and 
responses pertaining to the complaint. Please see the following response and attached 
correspondence as compliance with those requests. 

Attachments: 
My exam records for [Patient 2/wife] from 2/15/2025 and 9/10/2019 
Exam records with [OD 2] for [Patient 2/wife], on 10/11/2022 
My exam records for [Patient 1/husband] from 2/15/2025 
Exam records for [Patient 1/husband], with [OD 2] on 10/11/2022 
Financial records for their eye exams on 2/15/2025 
Notes from the optical team at [Licensee business] and from my pre-tester 

Opening Statement: 

This is the first complaint I have had in 36 years of practice. I treat every patient the way 
I would want to the treated, rendering the best possible care utilizing state of the art 
instrumentation and technology. 

I take this complaint incredibly seriously, as it accuses me of failing to execute my duty 
of care, negligence in my examination and violations of ethics. I have taken [Patient 
1/husband]’s complaints to heart and have considered my practices and feel I gave both 
[Patient 1/husband and Patient 2/wife] a quality refractive examination. 



Even though it is apparent that the main item of contention with [Patient 1/husband] 
concerned the interaction with the optical operation and the associated quoted costs of the 
glasses, I realize that there are issues within the complaint that I must address . Accordingly, and 
to respect the Board's time and resources, I am doing so as accurately and concisely as possible. 

Addressing of Complaints: 

I am addressing all complaints put forth by the [Patient 1/husband and Patient 2/wife] 
in this section, taking into account both the general portion of the letter and the specific 3 
complaints listed. 

On page one of the complaint [Patient 1/husband] stated that both he and his wife 
came in for eye examinations specifically related to possibly obtaining a new pair of spectacles 
for [Patient 1/husband] and to address eye strain and headaches for [Patient 2/wife] which 
"resulted from her previous glasses". They both declined the recommended imaging unless I 
found any problems with their eyes. I found absolutely no non-refractive issues with their eyes, 
so a refractive examination was done on both patients. The new prescription addressed their 
complaints. 

[Patient 1/husband]’s statement that the examination took 2-3 minutes is inaccurate. I 
book 20 minutes per patient, 3 patients per hour. We typically leave a few open slots for 
emergencies and walk ins, if necessary. Plus patients spend time in the pre-test area prior to 
seeing me. Refractive exams do take less time than complete dilated exams, in general. 

[Patient 1/husband]’s complaint that he was reading the chart through a mask with 
both eyes open is erroneous and refers to the use of an automated Nidek phoropter, with 
lenses silently and almost imperceptibly introduced to refine the prescription. The patient is 
often asked to keep both eyes open even when one is fogged or occluded. 

Page 2 and part of page 3 of [Patient 1/husband]’s complaint were about his treatment 
in the optical department of [Licensee business]. He states that he felt angry about the bill 
and for not being listened to. It further angered him that the opticians did not get him an 
immediate appointment with me. 

The first time I became aware of [Patient 1/husband]’s dissatisfaction was after both he 
and his wife had left the office. The optical manager notified me that [Patient 1/husband] had 
become angry and abusive , stating he would be taking [Patient 2/wife]’s prescription 
elsewhere while accusing me of prescribing a distance prescription where none was needed. I 



was quite surprised to hear this, because both of the patient encounters seemed pleasant and 
agreeable to me. 

On page 4 [Patient 1/husband] stated that [Patient 2/wife] had "correct and clear" 
distance vision and had no need for a distance correction. I believe I did my best to educate 
[Patient 2/wife] that the increased plus power I found during the refraction for the distance 
portion of the glasses was necessary to take the strain off her vision at far, with the additional 
near power prescribed to relieve the strain and blur she was experiencing at near and 
intermediate distances. As she was accustomed to a PAL, that mode of correction was 
indicated so that that she did not have to take on and off her glasses and could enjoy clear, 
comfortable vision at a continuum of distances. 

Our office policy is to always get a patient in as soon as we are aware of a complaint or 
dissatisfaction; however by the time I heard of this complaint both patients had already left the 
premises. I felt that the situation was resolved after briefly reviewing the prescriptions and 
determining they were totally in line with what the patients had worn before , their entering 
comments and/or concerns, and the clear visual responses the patients both gave. 

Apparently there was a billing error in charging for a complete eye exam rather than a 
refraction only exam. I am in the process of correcting this by filing a request with [Patient's 
insurance] that the [Patient's] insurance authorizations be reinstated and their copays 
credited so they can receive another exam elsewhere, if desired. 

It gives me great concern that anyone would use the words negligent, failure to execute 
the duty of care, and ethics issues when referring to my care. [Patient 1/husband] mentions 
that an unnecessary distance prescription may cause "further degradation or damage to 
[Patient 2/wife]’s eyes" even thought he stated earlier that her vision was "correct and clear." 
This appears to be somewhat of a rage on his part, and is inconsistent. 

On page 5, [Patient 1/husband] mentions that the optometrist is being monitored by 
the optical staff and that the optometrist should be responsible for the behavior of the optical 
staff. We are two separate businesses, with the optical portion operated, overseen and 
trained by  [Licensee business]. The professional services portion in the back of the office is 
operated by [Licensee business]. Earlier in his complaint he acknowledges that he is aware that 
we are two separate businesses. This type of inconsistency appears throughout [Patient 1/
husband]’s complaint. 

[Patient 1/husband] states that he believes an ophthalmologist is necessary to do an 
adequate retinal examination and to read the results of the fundus imaging, performed using 
the very latest generation of Optos pan retinal imager with integrated OCT. He states that the 



imaging was an unnecessary upsell, and that an optometrist is not qualified to read the 
imaging. That is a patently false and defamatory statement on the part of [Patient 1/husband]. 

[Patient 2/wife]’s complaint can best be answered by further education about the 
nature of progressive lenses and possibly trial framing to show her the visual impact of the 
different types of near and intermediate corrections. 

Closing Statement: 

I have taken these complaints to heart and have looked at what I could do better, based 
on [Patient 1/husband]’s complaints. Even though I think these complaints were inspired by 
the patient's own admission to being angry at the cost of the glasses, feeling that he was not 
listened to and acceleration into exaggerations, I want to do my best to learn from his words. I 
asked myself and had long discussions with the optical staff that were involved, what we can 
do differently in the future. There is usually something to be learned in painful confrontations 
such as this. The staff of the optical said that [Patient 1/husband] was angry to the point of 
being abusive and they felt that there was not much they could offer him to calm his anger. 

Nevertheless we are implementing waivers for those patients who want a refraction 
only and wish to see an ophthalmologist for their health checks. 

We are continuing to educate patients about the importance of retinal imaging and or 
dilation as part of a complete eye health check. We are highly recommending retinal imaging as 
part of all eye examinations. 

We find that 20 minute exams are appropriate considering there is an additional 5-10 
minute pre-test history and testing prior to those exams, and open slots are in the schedule for 
necessary, non-scheduled patient visits. Some exams take more time and some take less. 
Overall, the flow works at this pace. 

I have invited the team of [Licensee business]  optical to interrupt me in the back office 
if a situation like this arises again. I will always fit the patient back into the schedule the same 
day if possible and certainly within the next business day. 

I believe that the immediate implementations of these measures will help to avoid any 
such issues in the future and will continue to enable me to provide excellent patient care. 



Sincerely, 

[Licensee signature] 
 
[Licensee printed name] 
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Materials for Item No. 6 re 

Complaint 25-10 

• Inquiry letter redacted 
• FDT redacted 
• Licensee-Director email string redacted 
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STATE OF NEVADA 

 

DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY 
OFFICE OF NEVADA BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND COUNCILS STANDARDS 

NEVADA STATE BOARD OF OPTOMETRY 
 

March 7, 2025 
 
[Licensee name] 
[Licensee address] 
[Licensee address], NV 
[licensee email address] 
via email only 
 
Re: NSBO Complaint# 25-10 
Patient: [Patient] 
 
Dear [Licensee]-  
 
This office has received information and a complaint alleging your care and treatment of the 
above-referenced patient may have been unprofessional as defined in Nevada Revised Statute 
(NRS) 636.295 and Nevada Administrative Code (NAC) 636.230.  It is alleged the following 
occurred: 
 

Verbal Abuse and Intimidation of Staff – Yelling at employees, berating a staff 
member for 20 minutes, and creating a hostile work environment in front of 
patients demonstrates unprofessional conduct. 

 
Inappropriate and Aggressive Behavior Toward a Patient – Asking “Do you have 
a problem with me?” in front of other patients as a first interaction is 
confrontational and unprofessional. 

 
Unjustified Refusal of Care – Abruptly canceling a patient’s scheduled 
appointment, after they had waited over an hour, without providing a legitimate 
medical reason is a breach of professional responsibility. 

 
Creating a Hostile Environment for Patients and Staff – erratic and aggressive 
behavior disrupted the office, caused visible distress among staff, and contributed 
to an unprofessional atmosphere. 

 
The proffered factual basis for the above allegations is the following:  
 

I arrived early in the morning for my scheduled appointment [on 2/26/2025] and 

JOE LOMBARDO 
Governor 

 

DR. KRISTOPHER SANCHEZ 
Director 

 
PERRY FAIGIN 
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Deputy Directors 
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was on time. Upon arrival, I witnessed [Licensee] yelling at his receptionist in the 
reception area, which was right next to the waiting room. He loudly stated 
something to the effect of, “It’s all going to shit,” before angrily demanding that 
the receptionist get his accountant on the phone immediately. It was evident that 
she had no prior knowledge of this request and appeared uncertain about how to 
proceed. 
 
After my initial eye exams with another staff member—who was professional and 
courteous—I waited in another area for my consultation with [Licensee]. While 
waiting, I observed him walk into a room with another employee, whom he then 
berated for approximately 20 minutes. I could hear yelling coming from the 
direction they went. When he returned, the employee followed five minutes later, 
visibly upset and with a puffy face, as if she had been crying. 
 
There were four patients, including myself, seated in a row of six chairs in close 
proximity to one another. [Licensee] emerged and, instead of calling patients in an 
orderly manner, simply stated, “Who’s next? You know your order.” I confirmed 
that it was my turn and stood up. In front of the other three patients, he 
immediately asked, “Do you have a problem with me?” I was shocked by this 
abrupt and inappropriate question, especially as I had never met him before. I 
responded, “No, I’ve never met you before.” He then replied, “Okay, I just want 
to make sure you don’t have an issue with me.” The other patients and a staff 
member present appeared visibly confused by the interaction. 
 
I proceeded to the exam room with a staff member and, given the uncomfortable 
exchange, quietly asked if everything was okay. The staff member responded, “I 
can’t say anything, as I work here,” which in itself was telling. 
 
Moments later, [Licensee] entered the exam room and abruptly canceled my 
appointment, despite my having already waited for over an hour. His only 
explanation was, “I can’t do this with you today.” Both the staff member and I 
were visibly confused, exchanging glances. When I asked for clarification, he 
simply repeated, “I can’t do this with you today, you’ll be rescheduled,” and left 
the room. He then walked to the front desk, handed over my file, and refused to 
see me for my scheduled appointment. 
 
When I spoke to the staff member at the front desk, she initially assumed I had 
requested to reschedule. I informed her that [Licensee] had removed me from the 
exam room without any explanation, after I had witnessed him yell at multiple 
staff members. 
 
During my time at the office, I observed [Licensee] behaving in a manner that 
was not only unprofessional but also verbally abusive and potentially threatening 
toward his staff. Multiple employees appeared to be trying to console one another 
and manage the disruption he had caused. One staff member even commented, 
“There is trouble in paradise.” 
 
His behavior created a hostile and uncomfortable environment for both patients 
and staff. It is highly inappropriate for a medical professional to engage in such 
conduct, particularly in front of multiple patients. I am deeply concerned for the 
well-being of the employees at [Licensee’s fictitious name], as no one should be 
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subjected to this kind of treatment in a workplace. 
 
Pursuant to NRS 636.305(3), in order to determine whether or not there has been a violation of 
NRS/NAC 636, please provide a written response to each allegation noted above, as well as a 
full and complete copy of your healthcare records, billing, invoices, and communications to and 
from the aforesaid patient.  Please include any further information you believe would be useful 
for the Board to make a determination in this matter.   
 
Your reply to director@nvoptometry.org is due on or by the close of business March 28, 2025.  
Should the records be voluminous, usage of Dropbox or ShareFile or the like is encouraged.  
 
Please return the healthcare records and billing with the signed Custodian of Records 
Declaration, enclosed herewith.  If you are not the custodian of records, please indicate where the 
healthcare records can be obtained.   
 
The Nevada State Board of Optometry investigates all information received concerning possible 
violations of NRS/NAC 636.  This letter is not to be construed as a determination as to whether 
or not there has been a violation of such laws until a thorough investigation is completed.  This 
correspondence is sent pursuant to NRS 636.305(2) and NRS 636.310(3), and the accompanying 
subpoena is sent pursuant to NRS 636.141 and NRS 629.061(1)(g).  As a licensee subject to an 
investigation, you are required by law to timely provide the requested information.   
 
Please be advised that if any particular allegations referenced above did occur, and depending on 
the facts and circumstances, then you may have violated the law, specifically including but not 
limited to NRS 636.295(8) (unprofessional conduct in the practice of optometry). 
 
Respectfully,     
 
/s/ Adam Schneider 
Adam Schneider, Esq.  
Executive Director 

 
 
 

 

mailto:director@nvoptometry.org




From: Licensee  
Sent: Wednesday, April 2, 2025 10:51 AM 
To: Director 
Subject: Re: Complaint 25-10- personal & confidential 

Hello Adam, 

This patient and I simply had personality differences. She was being negative and I decided 
not to see her that day. Moreover, we asked her if she wanted to reschedule on the way out. 
I'll send over the required documentation for her past exams. She's never made it to my 
exam chair. Thank you. 

All best, 

[Licensee]  

From: "Director" <director@nvoptometry.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 23, 2025 12:46 PM 
To: [Licensee] 
Subject: Re: Complaint 25-10- personal & confidential 

[Licensee]- ample time to get me the records by the deadline.  If the [above] paragraph is 
your whole response, please let me know.  Otherwise your response of course can 
accompany the records whenever those get sent at the same time.  Thanks.    

Adam Schneider, Esq.  
Executive Director 
Nevada State Board of Optometry 
P.O. Box 1824 
Carson City, NV 89702 
775-883-8367 - office 
775-305-0105 - fax 
www.nvoptometry.org 
 
From: [Licensee] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 23, 2025 1:52 PM 
To: Director 
Subject: Re: Complaint 25-10- personal & confidential 

Hi Adam, 

Yeah I don't really know what else to say here. It was a very quick exchange really. My staff 
said that they already mailed her records over to you guys. Please let me know if you need 
anything else. Thank you! 

http://www.nvoptometry.org/


All best, 

-[Licensee] 

From: [Licensee] 
Sent: Friday April 25, 2025 3:27 PM 
To: Director 
Subject: Re: Complaint 25-10- personal & confidential 

Hello, 

The Certificate of Custodian of Records is attached and certifies that all records pertaining 
to the patient for case no. 25-10 have been provided.  

Additionally, no billing documents have been included as the patient was not billed for any 
services on 26 February, 2025 as she was not examined by the provider.  

All Best, 

[Licensee] 
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Materials for Item No. 7 re 

Complaint 25-12 

• Inquiry letter redacted 
• Licensee response redacted 
• Licensee 2021-2024 records + brain MRI redacted 
• Licensee-Patient phone logs redacted 
• OMD 2024 records redacted 
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STATE OF NEVADA 

 

DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY 
OFFICE OF NEVADA BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND COUNCILS STANDARDS 

NEVADA STATE BOARD OF OPTOMETRY 
 

April 7, 2025 
 
[Licensee], O.D. 
[Licensee address] 
[Licensee address, NV  
[Licensee email address] 
via email only 
 
Re: NSBO Complaint# 25-12 
Patient: [Patient] 
 
Dear Dr. [Licensee]-  
 
This office has received information and a complaint alleging your care and treatment of the 
above-referenced patient may have been unprofessional as defined in Nevada Revised Statute 
(NRS) 636.295 and Nevada Administrative Code (NAC) 636.230.  It is alleged the following 
occurred: 
 

On or about August 1, 2024, the patient was having vision problems which were 
later aggravated due to an incorrect glasses Rx of OD: -3.50-0.25x176,  
OS: -5.50-0.25 x084 resulting in daily headaches.     
 
On or about November 27, 2024, the patient presented to a different optometrist 
who issued a glasses Rx of OD: -0.75 sph., OS: +0.75 sph. 
 
On or about December 17, 2024, the patient presented to an ophthalmologist who 
noted your 8/1/2024 glasses Rx is “really different compared to the new glasses Rx” 
and the patient stated she is better with the new glasses Rx.      

 
The patient’s mother contacted your office and was instructed to send an email to 
[licensee practice email address], which was sent on December 23, 2024, but has 
not heard anything back. 

 
Pursuant to NRS 636.305(3), in order to determine whether or not there has been a violation of 
NRS/NAC 636, please provide a written response to each allegation noted above, as well as a 
full and complete copy of your healthcare records, billing, invoices, and communications to and 
from the aforesaid patient.  Please include any further information you believe would be useful 
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for the Board to make a determination in this matter.   
 
Your reply to director@nvoptometry.org is due on or by the close of business May 7, 2025.  
Should the records be voluminous, usage of Dropbox or ShareFile or the like is encouraged.  
 
Please return the healthcare records and billing with the signed Custodian of Records 
Declaration, enclosed herewith.  If you are not the custodian of records, please indicate where the 
healthcare records can be obtained.   
 
The Nevada State Board of Optometry investigates all information received concerning possible 
violations of NRS/NAC 636.  This letter is not to be construed as a determination as to whether 
or not there has been a violation of such laws until a thorough investigation is completed.  This 
correspondence is sent pursuant to NRS 636.305(2) and NRS 636.310(3), and the accompanying 
subpoena is sent pursuant to NRS 636.141 and NRS 629.061(1)(g).  As a licensee subject to an 
investigation, you are required by law to timely provide the requested information.   
 
Please be advised that if any particular allegations referenced above did occur, and depending on 
the facts and circumstances, then you may have violated the law, specifically including but not 
limited to NRS 636.295(8) (unprofessional conduct in the practice of optometry). 
 
Respectfully,     
 
/s/ Adam Schneider 
Adam Schneider, Esq.  
Executive Director 
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May 2, 2025 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 

Adam Schneider, Executive Director 
Nevada State Board of Optometry 
director@nvoptometry.org 

RE: NSBO Complaint# 25-12 

Dear Adam, 

This communication is provided in response to Complaint 25-12 (the “complaint”) made by 
Legal Guardian of [Patient] (the” Claimant”), which alleged that [Licensee] (the “Respondent”) 
alleging the care and treatment of the above-referenced patient may have been unprofessional as 
defined in Nevada Revised Statute (NRS) 636.295 and Nevada Administrative Code (NAC) 
636.230. The complaint further states: 

 
• On or about August 1, 2024, the patient was having vision problems which were later 

aggravated due to an incorrect glasses Rx of OD: -3.50-0.25x176, OS: -5.50 -0.25 x 084. 
• The patient presented to a different optometrist who issued a glasses Rx of OD: -0.75 sph., 

OS: +0.75 sph. 
• On or about December 17, 2024, the patient presented to an ophthalmologist who noted your 

8/1/2024 glasses Rx is “really different compared to the new glasses Rx” and the patient 
stated she is better with the new glasses Rx. 

• The patient’s mother contacted your office and was instructed to send an email to 
[licensee business email address] which was sent on December 23, 2024, but has not 
heard anything back. 

 
At your specific request, this correspondence attempts to avoid any material argument and/or 
advocacy related to the Complaint, and is focused on providing you, the Nevada State Board of 
Optometry, with a complete and accurate set of facts upon which to make your initial determination 
to the validity of the Complaint. Hence, we are also providing the medical records pertaining to this 
complaint to demonstrate the level of specialized care given to the patient. 

 
Factual History 

[Patient is a 14 y.o. female that first presented to our office on November 11, 2021, at which time she 
was evaluated by an associate doctor [Licensee 2].  During this visit patient complained of blurred 
vision and admitted to not having a history of spectacle use in the past. Her uncorrected visual acuity 
at this time was found to be 20/25 in both eyes. The manifest refraction revealed possible 
anisometropia but due to lack of confidence in the prescription [Licensee 2] elected to hold the 
prescription and bring the patient back for further specialty testing. The patient was scheduled for a 
follow-up exam on February 1, 2022, but the patient canceled the scheduled exam and did not 
reschedule. 

 
The patient finally returned to the clinic on May 18, 2023, 1.5 years later scheduling only for a basic 
comprehensive vision examination that had been recommended by her primary care physician. This 
exam was conducted by [Licensee]. Acuity assessment of this patient revealed that the 

mailto:director@nvoptometry.org


patient’s vision had decreased dramatically from her previous examination revealing uncorrected 
visual acuity of OD: 20/100 and OS: 20/150. [Licensee] also found a mild esophoria during cover 
testing. Retinoscopy was performed on the patient and revealed OD: +0.50 OS: +1.50, which was a 
significant amount of anisometropia. The manifest refraction that the patient subjectively responded 
was found to be OD: Plano 20/30 OS: +1.25 20/40. This revealed much better vision than the 
patients’ uncorrected acuity results at the beginning of the examination. The ocular assessment 
portion of the examination showed a large cupping of the optic nerve for the patient’s age which was 
found to be similar to that found at the initial examination. [Licensee] indicated that the patient had 
some degree of unexplained amblyopia and requested the claimant and patient return to the clinic 
within 2 months for further specialty testing to be performed in order to rule out any ocular or 
neurodegenerative pathology and to assess if the prescribed optical lenses abated any degree of the 
patient’s amblyopia. To assist in ruling out refractive amblyopia as a possible etiology for mildly 
decreased vision the patient and guardian were advised to begin full time spectacle utilization. The 
prescription given by [Licensee] was for OD: Plano and OS: +1.25. 

 
On May 18, 2023, the same date that the accurate prescription was given by [Licensee], an order was 
placed in our office on the same date (5/18/2023) for prescription glasses prescribed with the 
aforementioned spectacle prescription by [Licensee]. Due to the patient having Eyequest, a 
Medicaid vision insurance provider, the frames and lenses were covered for this patient. 

 
The patient’s mother and legal guardian subsequently signed and picked up these frames with the 
accurate prescription given by [Licensee] from the exam on May 18, 2023. 

 
[Patient] returned to our office to see [Licensee] on July 20, 2023, to complete the specialty medical 
testing ordered by [Licensee] and assess for improvement in the patient’s visual acuity. The best 
corrected vision at this visit remained consistent with the prior visit and did not show improvement 
despite using the prescribed glasses prescription OD: Plano 20/30 OS: +1.25 20/40. 
 
The extensive medical testing showed some variability in results but was not able to provide a 
confirmed etiology for exactly the reason for the patient’s decreased vision. The claimant reported 
[Patient] had been consistently taking a children’s multivitamin. Due to the non-improvement in the 
patient’s best corrected vision with the previous interventions, she was referred by [Licensee] to NV 
Eye to see Dr Peter Debry, who is a specialist on optic nerve disease and glaucoma. She was also 
advised to return for a follow-up visit within 4 months to ensure progress with the prescribed plan. 

The patient and claimant did not follow the prescribed plan and did not return to the clinic until one 
year later August 1, 2024. During this visit the patient and claimant reported that they did not go to 
see Dr Peter Debry and they also did not come to the four-month follow-up prescribed by [Licensee]. 
The patient complained she was getting headaches and dizziness. At this visit [Licensee] found her 
retinoscopy to be OD: +0.25 and OS: +1.25 but her manifest refraction was consistent with the years 
prior at OD: plano 20/40 OS: +1.25 20/40. The patient’s best corrected vision had decreased from 
20/30 to 20/40 in OD. Due to the non-compliance and possible progression in the patient’s condition 
[Licensee] ordered an MRI to ensure there was not a progressive neurological disease or lesion. 
[Licensee] stressed during this visit the importance of compliance to ensure the health and vision of 
the patient. [Licensee] advised the patient and her guardian to complete the MRI and then return to 
the clinic in six weeks to assess and determine the next steps. 

Following this visit, another order for glasses was placed for the patient with the following 
prescription: OD: Plano OS: +1.25, which is consistent with the prescription given by [Licensee]. 
This was entered into the EMR system on or about August 1, 2024. 



 
[Patient] was scheduled to return to clinic on September 12, 2024, for follow-up with [Licensee]. The 
patient came to the clinic, but the claimant canceled the visit because we were no longer taking the 
patient’s medical insurance, and she did not want any out-of-pocket medical expenses. The claimant 
asked if we could refer her to another clinic where she could have insurance covered. The patient was 
again referred to Dr Peter Debry, but that NV Eye later decided they would not see [Patient] due to 
her age. Therefore, it was determined that the patient could be seen by Meadows Eye, so the patient 
was referred to the ophthalmologist there. 

 
While the claimant was in the office on September 12, 2024, she asked the front receptionist for a 
copy of [Patient]’s glasses prescription. At this point [Patient] had already received a new pair of 
glasses with the prescription given by [Licensee] of OD: plano OS: +1.25. 
 
Due to the technicians and [Licensee] being busy in clinic and the receptionist feeling pressure by 
claimant, she attempted to write down the prescription from August 1, 2024, exam note and provide a 
copy of the prescription to the claimant. When the receptionist wrote down the copy of the 
prescription, she made a transcription/transfer error and wrote down the results from the auto- 
refractor instrument instead of the prescribed manifest refraction/ glasses prescription given by 
[Licensee] on August 1, 2024. Because the clinical team was busy the receptionist stamped the 
prescription with a signature stamp that is normally used for financial check deposits and had not 
been signed by [Licensee]. [Licensee] and other clinical technicians that normally provide these 
documents to patients were unaware this had occurred. The receptionist was later disciplined for her 
decision making and actions related to this situation. 

 
On September 19, 2024, our receptionist attempted to contact [Patient’s] mother to set up an 
appointment to see an ophthalmologist. An appointment was made. 

On October 1, 2024, NV EYE called the office manager at [Licensee’s clinic] and informed her that 
NV EYE would not see [Patient] due to her age. 

 
[Patient] was then given a STAT appointment to attend an ophthalmology consult at Meadows Eye. 

Therefore, when the patient and claimant attended the ophthalmology visit at Meadows Eye on or 
about October 3, 2024, the clinical team there informed the patient that the copy of the patient’s 
glasses prescription she had been given on September 12, 2024, was inaccurate. At this point 
approximately only 2 weeks had passed since the claimant was provided with the erroneous copy of 
the glasses prescription. During [Patient’s] visit at Meadows Eye her best corrected vision was found 
to be OD: 20/60 and OS: 20/70. Ophthalmologist Dr Kevin Firl was not able to confirm an etiology 
for the patient’s decreased acuity, but he planned to consult a retinal specialist. 

 
On or about November 26, 2024, following the Thanksgiving Holiday claimant requested another 
copy of her daughter’s glasses prescription. At this time a prescription copy with the accurate 
prescription provided by [Licensee] was emailed to the claimant. 

 
On or about December 23, 2024, just before the Christmas Holiday, claimant supposedly contacted 
the office, but it is not logged into the communication log, so we are unsure of this event or who 
informed the patient to send an email. She states she was advised to send an email to [licensee’s 
business email address].   The office was not fully staffed due to the holiday schedule and time off 
requests. Also, [Licensee] was on vacation until approximately. January 14,2025. 



Unfortunately, the email had gone to a junk email box and neither [Licensee] nor the staff were 
aware of this email. 

 
Sometime in January 2025 while [Licensee] was on holiday, the claimant contacted the office 
inquiring about why there had been no further communication. The claimant was advised the best 
course of action due to the complexity of her daughter’s case was to have a consult with [Licensee] 
due to the issues with communication there would be no charge. [Patient’s] guardian refused this 
offer to schedule a consult. 

 
Until this notification from the Nevada State Board of Optometry there has been no further 
communication or emails by claimant to attempt to resolve her concerns or address this situation. 

To ensure that we properly address the concerns of the board we will review again the following: 
 
 

• Complaint: On or about August 1, 2024, the patient was having vision problems which were 
later aggravated due to an incorrect glasses Rx of OD: -3.50-0.25x176, OS: -5.50 -0.25 x 
084. Answer: At the visit on August 1, 2024, the patient was given an accurate pair of 
glasses and prescription. It was not until September 12, 2024, when the claimant requested a 
copy of [Patient’s] glasses prescription was an erroneous prescription copy given by a 
receptionist that should not have been provided to the claimant. This occurred due to a 
transcription/transfer error by the receptionist of which [Licensee] had no knowledge until 
the board complaint that this occurred. Subsequently, an accurate copy of the glasses 
prescription was given by the receptionist in an email that was sent November 26, 2024. 
 

• Complaint: The patient presented to a different optometrist who issued glasses Rx of OD: - 
0.75 sph., OS: +0.75 sph. Answer: Based on prior exam and consistent manifest refraction 
results the prescription provided by a different optometrist is most likely inaccurate as the 
patients suffers from latent hyperopia and it is unlikely the accurate refraction results given 
by [Licensee] at the August 1, 2024, exam had changed. 
 
Complaint: On or about December 17, 2024, the patient presented to an ophthalmologist 
who noted your 8/1/2024 glasses Rx is “really different compared to the new glasses Rx” and 
the patient stated she is better with the new glasses Rx. Answer: To our office’s knowledge, 
the ophthalmology visit occurred on or about October 3, 2024, only 2 weeks after the 
guardian was given an inconsistent copy of [Patient’s] prescription. Regardless, [Patient]  
should have still had her glasses from August 1, 2024, made with the accurate prescription. 
 

• Complaint: The claimant contacted your office and was instructed to send an email to 
[licensee’s business email address] which was sent on December 23, 2024, but has not 
heard anything back. Answer: This phone call is not logged into the communication log so 
we are unsure of this event or who advised the claimant. She states she was advised to send 
an email to [licensee’s business email address]. The office was not fully staffed due to the 
holiday schedule and time off requests. Also, [Licensee] was on vacation until 
approximately January 14, 2025. 

 
The team at [Licensee’s business] and [Licensee] have acted with professionalism and provided 
personalized care for [Patient] throughout her association with the clinic. [Patient’s] condition is 
a complex situation which has been triaged properly but understandably the claimant is frustrated 
with the condition of her daughter and the process. Unfortunately, due to non-compliance with 
follow-ups since 2021 and prescribed treatment plans, [Patient’s] case is even more difficult to 
properly address. 



 
The grounds for the complaint result from a transcription/transfer error one time by the 
receptionist. [Licensee] was not directly involved in that interaction, nor did he have any 
knowledge that this occurred. Additionally, the office attempted to schedule a free consultation 
with [Licensee] in order to address her concerns and this was refused. Based on this fact alone 
and all the efforts made by [Licensee] in this case, which can be seen by examination of the 
medical records, he did not professionally violate NRS 636 or NAC 636, and there are no 
particular facts to indicate otherwise. Therefore, rather than unnecessarily usurp the attentions 
and resources of the board, the Respondent proposes that this complaint should be dismissed, so 
that the misunderstanding can be addressed and communication can resume between [Licensee] 
and the claimant to assist in caring for claimant’s daughter and addressing any of claimant’s 
concerns. 

 
Further, if we can provide any additional information, answer any questions, or be of service to 
the board in any way, please do not hesitate to ask. 

 
 

Sincerely, 
 

[Licensee]  
[Licensee’s business]  
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Materials for Item No. 8 re 

Complaint 25-13 

• Inquiry letter redacted 
• Licensee response redacted 
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STATE OF NEVADA 

 

DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY 
OFFICE OF NEVADA BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND COUNCILS STANDARDS 

NEVADA STATE BOARD OF OPTOMETRY 
 

April 9, 2025 
 
[Licensee name] 
[Licensee address] 
[Licensee address] NV 
[Licensee email address]  
via email only 
 
Re: NSBO Complaint# 25-13 
Complainant: [Patient] 
 
Dear [Licensee]-  
 
This office has received a complaint alleging your conduct may have been unprofessional as 
defined in Nevada Revised Statute (NRS) 636.295 and Nevada Administrative Code (NAC) 
636.230.  It is alleged: 
 

On or about February 6, 2025 at the [Licensee location], you yelled and screamed 
at an employee for asking if you could see a patient before you left for the day.  
You blew up, flipped out and started yelling at the employees "Why did you do 
that?" about 12-15 times and "Don't you ever do that to me again" about 7-8 
times.  

 
This completely shocked the employee because there was rage in your face and 
body movement.  The employee immediately became afraid of you. The 
employee is an elder and felt you could easily physically strike out at her. 
 
This employee is also a patient under your care for myopic degeneration.  Now 
the patient does not feel comfortable following up with you, and has to find 
another optometrist.    

 
Pursuant to NRS 636.305(3), in order to determine whether or not there has been a violation of 
NRS/NAC 636, please provide a written response to each allegation above.  Failure to 
responsively address each of the above allegations could result in a determination that you agree 
with the above allegations.  Please include any further information you believe would be useful 
for the Board to make a determination in this matter.   
 

JOE LOMBARDO 
Governor 

 

DR. KRISTOPHER SANCHEZ 
Director 

 
PERRY FAIGIN 
NIKKI HAAG 

MARCEL F. SCHAERER 
Deputy Directors 

 
ADAM SCHNEIDER 

Executive Director 
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Your reply to director@nvoptometry.org is due on or by the close of business May 5, 2025.  
Should the records be voluminous, usage of Dropbox or ShareFile or the like is encouraged.  
 
The Nevada State Board of Optometry investigates all information received concerning possible 
violations of NRS/NAC 636.  This letter is not to be construed as a determination as to whether 
or not there has been a violation of such laws until a thorough investigation is completed.  This 
correspondence is sent pursuant to NRS 636.305(2) and NRS 636.310(3).  As a licensee subject 
to an investigation, you are required by law to timely provide the requested information.     
 
Please be advised that if any particular allegations referenced above did occur, and depending on 
the facts and circumstances, then you may have violated the law, specifically including but not 
limited to NRS 636.295(5) (affliction with any mental disorder or disturbance seriously 
impairing his or her competency as an optometrist), NRS 636.295(8) (unprofessional conduct in 
the practice of optometry).  
 
Respectfully,     
 
/s/ Adam Schneider 
Adam Schneider, Esq.  
Executive Director 

mailto:director@nvoptometry.org


I am acknowledging receipt of this email and the complaint. 

I'm shocked that [Complainant] would take such action against me as to file a complaint like 
this. I find this whole thing distressing, undeserved, and a complete mischaracterization of 
what occurred. I remember the incident though I thought nothing of it at the time but learned a 
week later from the acting clinic director, [Clinic Director, that these allegations have been 
brought against me by [Complainant]. [Clinic Director] could find nothing to back up 
[Complainant]'s version of events as nobody else within the hallway offices heard me yelling, 
screaming, or making threats. 

The events are as follows: [Complainant] scheduled a patient to be seen for a refraction 
recheck after 3:00pm on that particular day even though the last patient on those days can be 
scheduled no later than 2:20pm. I did express my displeasure with her adding a patient onto 
the schedule well after I was set to leave.  I told her not to do that again and to check with me 
first before she adds a patient onto the schedule, especially if it is much later than we normally 
have patients scheduled. I certainly wasn't standing there screaming and repeating myself over 
and over. I told her this in the optician's office with the door open. The office is in a long hallway 
with many other offices and workers all throughout that hall. After I talked with her I simply 
waited for the patient to arrive, saw them for their refraction recheck, then went home. I didn't 
learn what [Complainant] had accused me of until the next week. I am totally shocked by her 
allegations and even more shocked that she would accuse me of threatening her with physical 
violence especially after all I had done to help her as a patient. I would never do that to a 
patient, employee, or any other person. Overall, I find her accusation of threatened physical 
violence to be the most offensive part of this whole ordeal. The idea that I would scream, yell, 
and threaten an elderly woman with violence because I was not happy she scheduled a patient 
later than she should have is a total fabrication.  

At this point I'm afraid of a person that could make up such falsehoods about me and I don't 
think I would feel comfortable having her as a patient as I'm unsure if she is going to levy more 
false accusations against me. As far as the care for her myopic degeneration goes, I had 
already referred her out to [OMD Retina practice]. She was seen and established there before 
any of these events had occurred as her condition had risen to the level of requiring care and 
treatment from an ophthalmologist.  

I do not wish any ill-will on [Complainant], but I find this whole ordeal distressing and 
offensive.  

I'm happy to provide more information if needed. You can also contact the [Clinic Director] for 
more information as well at [Phone Number] 

Sincerely, 

[Licensee], OD 
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Materials for Item No. 9 re 

Complaint 25-14 

• Inquiry letter redacted 
• Fictitious name application redacted 
• Licensee response redacted 
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STATE OF NEVADA 

 

DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY 
OFFICE OF NEVADA BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND COUNCILS STANDARDS 

NEVADA STATE BOARD OF OPTOMETRY 
 

April 28, 2025 
 
[Licensee name] 
[Licensee address] 
[Licensee address], NV  
[Licensee email address] 
via email only 
 
Re: NSBO Complaint# 25-14 
 
Dear [Licensee]-  
 
This office has received information that you and/or your optometry practice may be in violation 
of Nevada Revised Statute (NRS) Chapter 636 and Nevada Administrative Code (NAC) Chapter 
636.  It is alleged: 
 

You presently have registered with the Board an optometry practice entity named 
“[Licensee corporation name].” 
 

You submitted to the Board an Application for Certificate of Registration of 
Assumed/Fictitious Name for “[Licensee fictitious name].” 
 
 The Application requires submission of documentation proving the registration of the 
fictitious name with the Nevada Secretary of State and/or the Nevada County in which it will 
offer services.  The documentation you submitted from May 2024 lists “[Licensee corporation 
name]” and yourself as owners.     
 

The Application specifically states “If the above listed ownership percentage is anything 
less than 100%, the following is a list of the name and address of each person holding any 
ownership interest, and percentage of the optometry practice that he or she owns regardless of 
size, in the business operating under the assumed or fictitious name at this location. If any 
owners of the business at this location are entities (such as corporations, companies, partnerships 
or trusts), I have provided a list of each of those entities’ owners in the ”Comments” section of 
this application.”   

 
The Application specifically states “If this business operating under the assumed or 

fictitious name at this location has additional owners, add each of them below . . .” 

JOE LOMBARDO 
Governor 

 

DR. KRISTOPHER SANCHEZ 
Director 

 
PERRY FAIGIN 
NIKKI HAAG 

MARCEL F. SCHAERER 
Deputy Directors 

 
ADAM SCHNEIDER 

Executive Director 
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 Your response to the above was that you are 100% owner. 
 
 Your response did not provide any information in the Comments about any other owners, 
be it natural persons or entities.      
 
 The Application further states “By submitting this information and checking this box, I 
affirm that I have conferred with each above listed owner and who have agreed with the above 
listed information regarding all persons or entities holding any ownership interest and the 
percentages of such ownership.” 
 
 As part of the Board’s due diligence before approving the Application, the Board’s 
inquiry with the Nevada Secretary of State business registry shows that [Licensee corporation 
name] lists a non-optometrist as a managing member.    
 

Therefore: 1) the entity you presently have registered with the Board may be illegal; 2) 
the Application’s request may be illegal; and 3) your attestations in the Application may be false.   
 
Pursuant to NRS 636.305(3), in order to determine whether or not there has been a violation of 
NRS/NAC 636, please provide a written response to each allegation noted above.  Failure to 
address any one of the above allegations may be seen by the Board as your agreement with the 
allegation and may subject you to discipline.  Please include any further information you believe 
would be useful for the Board to make a determination in this matter.   
 
Your reply to director@nvoptometry.org is due on or by the close of business May 6, 2025.  
Should the records be voluminous, usage of Dropbox or ShareFile or the like is encouraged.  
 
The Nevada State Board of Optometry investigates all information received concerning possible 
violations of NRS/NAC 636.  This letter is not to be construed as a determination as to whether 
or not there has been a violation of such laws until a thorough investigation is completed.  This 
correspondence is sent pursuant to NRS 636.305(2) and NRS 636.310(3).  As a licensee subject 
to an investigation, you are required by law to timely provide the requested information.   
 
Please be advised that if any particular allegations referenced above did occur, and depending on 
the facts and circumstances, then you may have violated the law, specifically including but not 
limited to: 
 

NRS 636.295(8) (unprofessional conduct in the practice of optometry);  
NRS 636.350(1)(a) (“A person shall not own all or any portion of an optometry practice 

under an assumed or fictitious name unless the person holds an active license to practice 
optometry in this State.”);  

NAC 636.215(3)(d) (seeking the Board to “approve any fictitious name application that is 
in violation of any NRS 636 section.”)   
 
Respectfully,     
 
/s/ Adam Schneider 
Adam Schneider, Esq.  
Executive Director 

mailto:director@nvoptometry.org


Pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 636 of the Nevada Administrative Code, I , 

[Licensee] 

,O.D., a duly licensed optometrist in the State of Nevada, License Number 

[Licensee #] 

Email 

[Licensee email] 

, hereby make application for a Certificate of Registration of 

[Licensee fictitious name] 

, to be used as an assumed/fictitious name under which optometry will be practiced 
at the following address. 

[Licensee fictitious name address] 
United States 
Map It 

The listed person/entity’s percentage of ownership is 

100 

The Nevada Secretary of State. 

• The Nevada Secretary of State.

• The Nevada County in which it will offer services. You must attach proof of the
registration(s) below.

Attach Documents 

• [County Certificate of Registration: Fictitious Firm Name]

Name 

https://maps.google.com/maps?q=501+Keystone+Ave+Reno%2C+Nevada+89503+United+States


[Licensee] 

Address 

[Licensee Address] 
Licensee Address] 
Licensee Address] 
Map It 

The listed person/entity’s percentage of ownership is 

100 

• By submitting this information and checking this box, I affirm that I have
conferred with each above listed owner and who have agreed with the above
listed information regarding all persons or entities holding any ownership
interest and the percentages of such ownership.

Name 

[Licensee] 

https://maps.google.com/maps?q=PO+Box+34032+RENO%2C+Nevada+89533+United+States


April 29, 2025 
 

 
To the Nevada State Board of Optometry, 
 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to explain my recent infraction of Nevada Optometry law. 

I have practiced Optometry in Nevada for 14 years, serving patients in a [commercial] location. As 
my office has grown, I've decided to open a private office to better meet the needs of my patients 
and the community. 

Upon applying for a new license for this location, I was informed that listing my wife as part owner 
of our business formation violated Nevada law. This was an unintentional oversight on my part. My 
wife was included solely to help secure a business loan as her involvement as a co-applicant 
significantly increased our funding eligibility. The bank required her name to be on the business 
documents to open the account and disburse funds. 

I was not mentally aware at the time that this violated the law. I was just simply going through the 
many motions of setting up this new location, which has been an immense undertaking. As soon 
as it was brought to my attention, I immediately contacted the Executive Director and took every 
step advised, including promptly removing my wife from the business registration. I worked with the 
Secretary of State to expedite the change and informed the Board immediately once it was 
complete. This was all done within a matter of one single day. I am hoping my prompt actions show 
good faith and no ill intentions on my part. 

I understand the concern regarding my situation of my application of the new location, which stated 
under oath that I am the sole 100% owner. What I meant at the time was that it was only my LLC 
that held full ownership, and that no other Corporation had any involvement what so ever. This 
office is just family owned. No transactions have been made at the new location, and we are still 
awaiting approval to open. My wife was only added on as managing member during the interim 
time period when I ended [the commercial practice], and setting up the new location. 

I take full responsibility for this oversight and sincerely apologize for the error. I did not intend to 
deceive or act maliciously. Our only goal is to create a family-centered, community-focused 
Optometry practice, emphasizing our focus on a much needed pediatric care, to bring back a 
strong vision therapy clinic, and to further grow our involvement with charity like the Lions Club who 
we’ve been helping to provide glasses for the needy. 

I am available to answer any questions or provide additional information. I respectfully accept 
whatever action the Board deems appropriate. 
 

 
Sincerely,  

[Licensee] 
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