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Materials for Item No. 5 re  

Complaint 25-15 

• Inquiry letter (25-15) (redacted) 
• Jenkins-Licensee 1 counsel 2021 emails (redacted) 
• Licensee response (25-15) (signatures removed) 
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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 
 

May 28, 2025 
 
[Licensee name] 
[Licensee address]   
[Licensee address] Nevada [zipcode]1 

[Licensee email address]  
via email only 
 
Re: NSBO Complaint# 25-15 
 
Dear [Subject 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: 
 

1973- [Licensee 1] (herein Licensee 1) created the entity [Entity 1] (herein Entity 1).  
Licensee 1 continuously practiced at various locations throughout the years. 
  

2022- Licensee 1 passes away.   
 

10/2022- you become the president/secretary/treasurer/director of Entity 1.  From 
10/2022-present, you did not advise the Board about the new ownership status.     
 

2/2024- your renewal application in the corporate ownership section lists your personal 
PLLC, but not any ownership of or mention of Entity 1.  

 
10/2022-present- you never provided a fictitious name application for you to practice 

under Entity 1’s fictitious name of “[Fictitious Name 1]” (herein Fictitious Name 1). 
 

 
1 The Board is aware you now live out of state in [State], but the Board has not been provided 
your new contact information.  In your response to this letter, please provide your updated 
personal mailing address and primary telephone number.  (See NRS 636.369 “A licensee shall 
notify the Board of any change in the personal mailing address or primary telephone number of 
the licensee or any change of the electronic mail address most recently provided by the licensee 
to the Board not later than 30 calendar days after the change.”) 

JOE LOMBARDO 
Governor 

 

DR. KRISTOPHER SANCHEZ 
Director 

 
PERRY FAIGIN 
NIKKI HAAG 

MARCEL F. SCHAERER 
Deputy Directors 

 
ADAM SCHNEIDER 

Executive Director 
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As of 4/2025 (but potentially going back several years)- the door of the practice location 
at [practice location address] lists several ODs including Licensee 1 and yourself.  Licensee 1’s 
name has no asterisk or the like to denote a change in status despite the death appx three years 
ago.   

 
The practice location at [practice location address] has two signs facing the public street: 

1) a banner saying “[Entity 1], Optometrists, Eye Exams Glasses Contacts Lenses, [Phone 
Number]”; and 2) a much larger commercial signage of [Fictitious Name 1].        

 
Fictitious Name 1’s website was never updated during your ownership to advise the 

public that Licensee 1 passed away in 2022 and is no longer seeing patients.   
 
This office via email requested a phone call, but no reply has been received as of the date 

of this correspondence.   
 
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.  Your reply to 
director@nvoptometry.org is due on or by the close of business June 9, 2025.  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.   
 
Because this matter will be presented to the Board in a double blind manner, refer to 
yourself as “Subject Licensee,” [Licensee 1] as “Licensee 1,” [Entity 1] as “Entity 1” and 
“[Fictitious Name 1]” as “Fictitious Name 1.”        
 
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: 
 

NAC 636.215(5) (“Not later than 90 calendar days after any percentage of the ownership 
of an optometry practice for which a fictitious or assumed name is registered changes, the 
licensee to whom the fictitious or assumed name is registered must submit a new application for 
the registration of the assumed or fictitious name.”); and  
      NRS 636.380 (“A licensee shall be entitled fairly, ethically and truthfully to advertise2 the 
practice of optometry.”) 

 
Respectfully,     
/s/ Adam Schneider 
Adam Schneider, Esq.  
Executive Director 

 
2 NRS 636.016 (“‘Advertise’ means the commercial use of any . . . sign or other printed or 
electronic medium, by an optometrist to bring the services or materials offered by the optometrist 
to the attention of mem3bers of the general public.”) 

mailto:director@nvoptometry.org


From: Caren Jenkins cjenkins@nvoptometry.org 
Sent: Monday, March 15, 2021 8:59 PM 
To: Ken Woloson ken@kbnevadalaw.com 
Subject: Dr. [Licensee 1] 

 . . . 

The sticky point to remember is that only an optometrist can own or have a financial 
interest in an optometry practice. Not a spouse. Not a family revocable trust. Many estate 
planning attorneys miss this critical requirement and advise clients to transfer business 
interests into trusts as a matter of course. But optometry in Nevada has this unique 
requirement. 

I’m more than happy to talk with you at any time. The optometry board phone rolls to my 
cell when I am out of the office, so I’m available nearly anytime. 

Best wishes, 

Caren C. Jenkins 

Executive Director 

775-883-8367 

 

On Jun 4, 2022, at 3:00 PM, Ken Woloson wrote: 

 Caren: 

  . . . 

 4. I am not sure whether you have heard or not, but unfortunately Dr. [Licensee 1] passed 
away earlier this week, on May 31. 

a. [Licensee 1’s son] will be stepping in as the Manager of the Management Services 
Organization, Group 20 Management, LLC, which employs all the professional employees 
that that had been employed by [Entity 1]  . . .   

b. [Subject licensee] is the designated Successor Optometrist with whom [Licensee 1] had 
a long-standing relationship. 

mailto:cjenkins@nvoptometry.org
mailto:ken@kbnevadalaw.com
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Materials for Item No. 6 re 
 
Complaint 25-16 

• Inquiry letter (25-16) (redacted) 
• Licensee response 
• Chart notes 07.15.2023 (redacted) 
• Invoice 07.15.2023 (redacted) 
• Staff notes 1 5.30.24 (redacted) 
• Invoice 05.30.24 (redacted) 
• Chart notes 12.26.2024 (redacted) 
• Invoice 12.26.2024 (redacted) 
• Staff notes 2 12.27.24 (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 
 

June 2, 2025 
 
[Licensee name], O.D. 
[Licensee street address]   
[City] NV [zipcode] 
[Licensee email address] 
via email only 
 
Re: NSBO Complaint# 25-16 
Complainant: [Complainant name] 
 
Dear Dr. [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: 
 

I had my eye exam on 12/26/2024 at the [Licensee] location. I was given a trial pair 
for -2.75 for both eyes. I called the office a couple or times and and was "helped" 
by [Licensee employee], they had messed on my benefits and had used them for 
the year already so I was unable to order contacts. She said "we are not selling you 
contacts anyways". On March 18, 2025, I received my RX via email. I was not 
seeing well so I contacted the office by phone several times, no one picked up my 
call, I emailed the office on 4/12/25, 4/14/25, and 4/16/25 and 5/5/2025. No reply 
to my emails and no answer to my calls. 

 
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.   
 
If presented to the Board, this matter will be presented in a double-blind manner, i.e., the identity 
of yourself, your practice, and the patient will not be disclosed so as to allow an objective review 
of the allegations and response.  Therefore in your response refer to yourself as “Licensee 1,” 
your practice as “Location 1” and the patient as “patient” or “complainant,” and do NOT 
place your response on your office letterhead. 

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 July 2, 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).  
 
Respectfully,     
 
/s/ Adam Schneider 
Adam Schneider, Esq.  
Executive Director 

mailto:director@nvoptometry.org


Dear Nevada State Board of Optometry, 

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to respond to this complaint. 

The patient was seen at our location 2 office on 12/26/2024 for a routine eye exam and contact 
lens evaluation. As with all contact lens evaluation, trial lens were given to confirm comfort and 
vision.  Since we had seen her the previous year and no changes were made, the patient was 
given a finalized glasses and contact lens prescription that day. She expressed interest in placing 
a contact lens order using her VSP benefits, and we began that process shortly after she left. 

When our staff attempted to pull an authorization, VSP informed us that her 2024 benefit had 
already been used in May at our location 1 office, where she had purchased a 6-month supply of 
contacts. Only a $20 balance remained. We left her a voicemail the same day to explain the 
situation and let her know that we would need to collect the remaining out-of-pocket amount to 
proceed. 

The next day, the patient reached us by phone while we were working at location 1. She was 
understandably confused and didn’t recall using her benefit in May. After reviewing her chart, 
we confirmed that the May order had been processed under her 2024 benefit. She told us she had 
been informed by a previous staff member that her 2023 benefit would be used for that order. 
After reviewing the records, we confirmed that this was incorrect — her 2023 benefit had 
already expired. We acknowledged the miscommunication and apologized for the confusion. 
While we understood her frustration, we explained the benefit had already been claimed and 
could not be reversed or reassigned. 

We also explained that only VSP could dispute or override benefit usage and encouraged her to 
contact them directly. Unfortunately, the call became heated, and she began accusing staff of 
fraud and threatened to report us.   

In March 2025, three months after the exam, the patient requested her contact lens prescription 
by email, which we promptly sent on March 18. At no point during that request did she mention 
any problems with her contacts or that her vision was blurry. A few hours later, she followed up 
asking if the prescription could be adjusted to reflect Biofinity lenses. We called to clarify and 
explained that her prescription had Biofinity stated as the national brand, so there was no need 
for adjustments.  She seemed satisfied with that explanation and did not express any concerns 
about vision or lens comfort at that time.  If she had mentioned any problems with her vision, we 
absolutely would have invited her back for a follow-up to reassess her prescription. 

Later, she called to place an order using her VSP benefit, stating the issue had been “fixed” with 
her insurance. We verified directly with VSP and confirmed that her next benefit would not be 
available until May 1, 2025. We relayed that information to her. She again became upset and 
raised her voice with the staff. Due to the repeated threats and hostile interactions over several 
calls, we respectfully informed her that we would no longer be able to continue providing 
services. Her contact lens prescription had already been provided to her, and she was free to use 
it at another office.  We made a “Do Not Recall” note in her chart. 



I do want to acknowledge that the patient reached out multiple times by phone and email in the 
weeks that followed, and we did not respond as promptly as we should have. That is completely 
on us. Since then, we have been looking into ways to improve our patient communication, 
including an automated text-back system for missed calls and improving our internal process to 
ensure patient emails are reviewed and addressed in a timely manner. 

While the original benefit issue was unfortunately based on a misunderstanding, we take full 
responsibility for the delays in communication and have made changes to improve. Our goal is 
always to be transparent, helpful, and fair — even when we can’t deliver the answer a patient 
wants to hear. 

Included are invoices from her visits, chart notes, notes our staff made at the time, and her 
prescriptions. 

Thank you again for your time and for allowing us the chance to respond. 

 

Sincerely 

Licensee 1 

 













Service Date:

Invoice

0161265Office # :

Payment #:

Employee :

40490032

07/15/2023

 

, NV 

Patient Name:

Provider Name:       

NPI:                        

Provider License#:  

Responsible Party:   

Item/ Service Description Proc Code Retail Price DiscountDiagnosis Codes Insurance Allowance Insurance Copay Patient Due

Patient Name:

Order # 31183424 Insurance: VSP Manual Plan

Refraction - 92015 $15.00 $10.00 $0.0092015 H52.13 $25.00

Contact Lens Evaluation 

Level 1 - 92310.1
$12.25 $72.75 $60.00 $60.0092310 H52.13 $85.00

Comprehensive Eye Exam 

(NP) - 92004
$119.00 $40.00 $15.00 $15.0092004 H52.13 $159.00

Total $146.25 $122.75 $75.00 $75.00$269.00

Your savings with VSP : | $194.00

$0.00 Tax/Fee

TransactionDate CustomerName Amount Type

$75.00 Visa07/15/2023

Payment History

 Amount shown may exceed the total payment amount on this invoice if the payment was 

applied to multiple orders



Payments Summary

Total  Payments Made

Balance

Total Due $75.00 

($75.00)

$0.00 

$0.00 Total Adjustments



7/21/2025Date Printed:

Patient Notes

Patient Name: Tannia Garcia

Employee NotesDate Time

pt called requesting to order contacts. I pulled auth to order cls and when i 

called pt back i got no answer so i left vm. auth for materials is good till 

06/29/2024 ($120) and prescription will expire on 07/15/2024.

5/30/24  3:10 pm

Page 1 of 1



Service Date:

Invoice

0161265Office # :

Payment #:

Employee :

50397801

05/30/2024

 

Patient Name:

Provider Name:       

NPI:                        

Provider License#:  

Responsible Party:   

Item/ Service Description Proc Code Retail Price DiscountDiagnosis Codes Insurance Allowance Insurance Copay Patient Due

Patient Name:

Order # 39327328 Insurance: VSP Manual Plan

Ethos Aquatech Monthly  - 2 

at $50.00/box
$100.00 $0.00V2520 H52.13 $100.00

Total $0.00 $100.00 $0.00 $0.00$100.00

Your savings with VSP : | $100.00

$0.00 Tax/Fee

TransactionDate CustomerName Amount Type

Payment History

 Amount shown may exceed the total payment amount on this invoice if the payment was 

applied to multiple orders

Payments Summary

Total  Payments Made

Balance

Total Due $0.00 

$0.00 

$0.00 

$0.00 Total Adjustments











Service Date:

Invoice

0166580Office # :

Payment #:

Employee :

57208062

12/26/2024

 

Patient Name:

Provider Name:       

NPI:                        

Provider License#:  

Responsible Party:   

Item/ Service Description Proc Code Retail Price DiscountDiagnosis Codes Insurance Allowance Insurance Copay Patient Due

Patient Name:

Order # 44847993 Insurance: VSP CHOICE PLAN

Refraction - 92015 $25.00 $0.0092015 H52.13, H52.223 $25.00

Contact Lens Evaluation 

Level 1 - 92310.1
$85.00 $60.00 $60.0092310 H52.13, H52.223 $85.00

Comprehensive Exam (PP) - 

92014
$159.00 $15.00 $15.0092014 H52.13, H52.223 $159.00

Total $0.00 $269.00 $75.00 $75.00$269.00

Your savings with VSP : | $194.00

$0.00 Tax/Fee

TransactionDate CustomerName Amount Type

$75.00 Visa12/26/2024

Payment History

 Amount shown may exceed the total payment amount on this invoice if the payment was 

applied to multiple orders



Payments Summary

Total  Payments Made

Balance

Total Due $75.00 

($75.00)

$0.00 

$0.00 Total Adjustments



7/21/2025Date Printed:

Patient Notes

Patient Name: Tannia Garcia

Employee NotesDate Time

came to  to put an order for cl, she used the benefit back in may'24, 

she only has $20 left, if she wants to pay the remaining $80. 

PT SAID SHE WAS INFORMED BY ALVI THAT SHE COULD USE HER 

BENEFITS FROM 2023 ON MAY 2024. 

PT WAS NOT TOLD THAT IT WOULD PULL AND USE THE 2024 

BENEFIT. NOW SHE IS DEMANDING WE FIX IT ON OUR SINCE IT WAS 

OUR MISTAKE. I LET HER KNOW TO CALL HER INS TO DISPUTE IT IF 

SHES NOT HAPPY ..

12/27/24  4:41 pm

Page 1 of 1
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Materials for Item No. 7 re 
 
Complaint 25-17 

• Inquiry letter (25-17) (redacted) 
• Licensee response (25-17) (redacted) 
• Licensee medical records (selected and redacted) 
• NAC 483.340 
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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 
 

June 2, 2025 
 
[Licensee name], O.D. 
[Licensee street address]   
[City] NV [zipcode] 
[Licensee email address] 
via email only 
 
Re: NSBO Complaint# 25-17 
Complainant: [Complainant name] 
 
Dear Dr. [Licensee]-  
 
Enclosed herewith, this office received 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 alleges: 
 

The patient presented to [Location 1] in [City], NV.  The patient arrived before 
5:00p.m., which was before the facility’s closing time, and he was informed the 
attending doctor already left the premises. 
 
The patient has a known mental health disability and history of depression, which 
is clearly documented in the patient’s medical records.  Despite this, the patient was 
treated with hostility, neglect, and disrespect by clinical staff and administrative 
personnel at that facility.   
 
The patient has concurrently filed a grievance with UnitedHealthcare. 
 
The patient was ultimately denied care, and was escorted out of the building without 
being given care and thereby forced to leave in emotional distress.  The patient’s 
condition worsened as a result of the encounter.   
 
The staff had access to the patient’s mental health history and should have taken it 
into account when interacting with the patient.  Instead the patient was subjected to 
treatment that directly violated patient care standards and American with 
Disabilities Act protections.  The office manager overseeing this location is 
[employee name]. 

JOE LOMBARDO 
Governor 

 

DR. KRISTOPHER SANCHEZ 
Director 

 
PERRY FAIGIN 
NIKKI HAAG 

MARCEL F. SCHAERER 
Deputy Directors 

 
ADAM SCHNEIDER 

Executive Director 
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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.  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.  The Board is already in possession of the records and billing, so you need not 
provide those.   
 
Your reply to director@nvoptometry.org is due on or by the close of business July 2, 2025. 
 
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), NRS 636.364 
(supervision of assistants).  
 
Respectfully,     
 
/s/ Adam Schneider 
Adam Schneider, Esq.  
Executive Director 

mailto:director@nvoptometry.org


[Licensee name], OD 
[Licensee address] 
[City], NV [zipcode] 
[Licensee personal email address] 
[Licensee cell phone number] 
 
June 17, 2025 [received June 25, 2025] 
 
Attn: Adam Schneider, Esq.   
Executive Director 
Nevada State Board of Optometry 
 

Re:  NSBO Complaint #25-17 (dated June 2, 2025) 
 
Dear Mr. Schneider: 
 
I’m writing this letter in regard to complaint #25-17 in reference to an incident that 
happened at [Location 1] on April 14, 2025. I am not fully aware of the time; however, I 
do believe that the incident happened after 3:30 PM. 
 
I was able to review the records of the incident from those who interacted with the patient. 
After reflecting on the notes that were written, and my memory of the evening, I do not 
believe that the actions of my co-workers, nor my own actions, rise to the level of 
unprofessional conduct.  I believe my activities were in accordance with ethical standards 
of care in the practice of optometry. 
 
The protocols that the clinic has established for every patient involve a cut-off time for 
scheduled patients to be 3:30 PM. I believe this time is established to allow patients to go 
through the process of check in through discharge and give employees an expected time 
they can plan on leaving at (5:00 PM at the latest). [Location 1] has communicated to 
patients, in the past via a posted sign, that they should expect to be in the office 1.5-2 
hours because of the volume of patients that we see.  
 
I do have the authority to override the schedule; however, considerations need to be made 
if I am going to do that. A true ocular emergency (eye/vision/life threatening condition) will 
be seen no matter the time before I leave, or close, so a proper care or referral can be 
made. Anything else, I defer to the established guidelines of the clinic created by the clinic 
director and the managing ophthalmologist partners. In short, however, I will see pretty 
much anybody when I am asked to add a patient to my schedule. I will remind my co-
workers that I am there to see patients. 
 
My recollection of the events of that evening was that I was finishing up my last 2-3 
patients when I was asked if I would see the patient of this complaint. That being the case, 
it would have been after 3:30 PM, the established clinic cut off for scheduled patients. In 
between patients, I was asked if I would see the patient. I was told of his concern for 
driving. I said that I would see the patient, but that they needed to be worked up like any 



other patient; I resumed seeing my scheduled patients. In between patients, again, I was 
being told that the patient of the complaint was being rude to [Technician 1], a technician, 
and the front desk. In between patients my co-workers would come and ask me how to 
work up the patient, I told them to work up the patient as any other patient with his 
complaint: A detailed history, VAs without correction, VAs with correction, an auto-
refraction, etc. Even though this would require staff to work late, [Technician 1] went to 
work following my instructions to the best of his ability. He was able to visual acuity without 
glasses and through the glasses. 
 
Between patients, again, I was told that the patient was being rude to the front desk 
personnel and to [Technician 1] (I believe by [Assistant Manager 1], the assistant 
manager) and was refusing to go through the same protocols that every patient who 
comes through the office receives prior to seeing the doctor. As such, it was becoming 
questionable whether he was going to be seen as he was refusing to follow clinic 
protocols. I did review the visual acuity and saw that he was seeing 20/30 uncorrected in 
his right eye and 20/60 in his left eye which fulfills NAC 483.340 1(a) based on his ocular 
history. The patient was legal to drive without glasses. Whatever I would have been able 
to do for him to address his apparent, immediate, needs for driving, he could drive at least 
with a patch on his left eye (if he was experiencing diplopia or eye fatigue). Unfortunately, 
that conversation would not happen. 
 
I finished my last scheduled patient and I was told that the patient had stopped the work-
up and was not wanting to be seen by me. [Scribe 1], my scribe, who had been able to 
speak with him and see some of the interactions between him and our co-workers told 
me that he didn’t want to be seen by me anymore and that I could go home, so I did. 
 
As I stated earlier in this letter, I was able to review the records of the incident from those 
who interacted with the patient. I never saw the patient but was willing to see him even 
after the allotted time scheduled for patients to be seen in the office.  I do not believe that 
the actions of my co-workers, nor my own actions, rise to the level of unprofessional 
conduct in the care and management of patients. My activities, and those of my co-
workers, were in accordance with ethical standards of care in the practice of optometry.  
 
Should you have any questions, you are welcome to contact me via email or phone as 
listed above. 
 
Sincerely, 
[Licensee], OD. 
 































“I did review the visual acuity and saw that he was seeing 20/30 uncorrected in his right eye and 
20/60 in his left eye which fulfills NAC 483.340 1(a) based on his ocular history.” 

NAC 483-DRIVERS’ LICENSES; DRIVING SCHOOLS AND DRIVING INSTRUCTORS 

NAC 483.340  Vision screening standards. (NRS 481.051, 483.220, 483.360) 
     1.  The following summary of vision standards consists of minimum levels of acceptable 
vision and the restrictions that will be imposed on a driver if he or she fails to meet those 
minimum levels: 
     (a) Vision with no progressive abnormalities or diseases of the eye: 
          (1) Better than and including 20/40 - full driving privileges. 
          (2) Worse than 20/40 through and including 20/70 - daylight driving only. 
          (3) Worse than 20/70 - not eligible to be licensed. 
     (b) Vision with progressive abnormalities or diseases of the eye: 
          (1) Better than and including 20/40 - full driving privileges. 
          (2) Worse than 20/40 through and including 20/60 - daylight driving only and yearly 
visual examination. 
          (3) Worse than 20/60 - not eligible to be licensed. 
     (c) Drivers with vision of 20/100 or worse in one eye and the vision in the other eye is: 
          (1) Better than and including 20/40 - full driving privileges. 
          (2) Worse than 20/40 through and including 20/50 - daylight driving only and yearly 
visual examination. 
          (3) Worse than 20/50 - not eligible to be licensed. 
     2.  A person who fails to meet the minimum levels of acceptable vision for a license may not 
be licensed to drive, and the Department shall not administer a driving test to that person. A 
person who fails to meet minimum standards may submit a medical report by a physician or 
optometrist licensed to practice in this State for consideration by the Department. The 
Department may request additional opinions or supporting information if a medical report is 
questionable or unclear. All medical reports are advisory and are not binding on the Department. 
     [Dep’t of Motor Veh., License for Disabled Persons Reg. § VI, eff. 4-29-82]—(NAC A by 
R015-97, 11-14-97; R065-12, 11-1-2012) 
 

https://www.leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NRS-481.html#NRS481Sec051
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NRS-483.html#NRS483Sec220
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NRS-483.html#NRS483Sec360


         
   

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

 

Materials for Item No. 8 re 

Complaint 25-18 

• Inquiry letter (25-18) (redacted) 
• Licensee 1 response 
• Licensee 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 
 

June 2, 2025 
 
[Licensee name], O.D. 
[Licensee street address]   
[City] NV [zipcode] 
[Licensee email address] 
via email only 
 
Re: NSBO Complaint# 25-18 
Complainant: [Complainant name] 
 
Dear Dr. [Licensee 1]-  
 
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: 
 

I visited [Location 1] today, May 30th,2025 and left so upset upon seeing Dr. 
[Licensee 1]. First off he was so rude and passive aggressive the moment I came 
inside of the examination room. He was doing an eye test and letting me read 
through the letters while he was trying on some lenses on me, though it is normal 
for doctors to do that I do not appreciate him rudely removing the glasses off my 
face and pulled some of my hair tucked behind my ear when he did not like my 
answer to his question whether the newly glasses added to the frame is better or 
not. 
 
After that he proceeded on calling me a liar for giving him the wrong readings as I 
am not being honest to him as per the doctor. He kept mentioning I do not need that 
much power and that I was lying. He then instructed me to remove my contact 
lenses again so he can re-test me which still gave him the same readings. He even 
went far as making me grab my previous record from his assistant just to prove 
something. I have had glasses my whole life and why would I lie for my eye exam 
knowing I will be wearing the prescription glasses and contact lenses? 
 
On top of that he is not respectful of personal space. 6 months ago when I visited 
the vision center I remember him putting my legs inside of his legs which I 
mentioned to my husband and brushed it off as I did not want to make a big deal 
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out of it and it could be unintentional. But upon my visit today he proceeded to 
touch my face and order me to sit down on a chair in front of him which I was 
confused at first so I just stood behind his back until he moves but he ordered me 
to sit down so I was obliged to sit down even if he was in front of it and I will be 
cornered in the same position with his legs brushing mine with little to no space. 
Again it could be unintentional but upon going back to work I mentioned to my 
manager how upset I was with my vision dr's appointment and she voiced out that 
she had a similar experience 2 months ago with the same doctor. She narrated how 
he would "accidentally" brush his elbows to her boobs during the visit which made 
me more uncomfortable knowing that it might not be an accident. 
 
I left there so upset and when I was ordering the prescription from the front desk I 
told them what happened and they asked if I have a trial pair of contact lenses which 
I wasn't given any. They said if the prescription I was prescribed today is giving me 
issues just let them know so they can re-test again. 

 
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.   
 
If presented to the Board, this matter will be presented in a double-blind manner, i.e., the identity 
of yourself, your practice, and the patient will not be disclosed so as to allow an objective review 
of the allegations and response.  Therefore in your response refer to yourself as “Licensee 1,” 
your practice as “Location 1” and the patient as “patient” or “complainant,” and do NOT 
place your response on your office letterhead. 
 
Your reply to director@nvoptometry.org is due on or by the close of business July 2, 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).  
 
Respectfully,     
 
/s/ Adam Schneider 
Adam Schneider, Esq.  
Executive Director 

mailto:director@nvoptometry.org
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Materials for Item No. 9 re 
 

• Clover start up 
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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 

June 16, 2025 
 

1.   Call to Order. Mariah Smith, O.D. opened the live meeting at 12:01p.m. 
 
2. Roll Call.   Dr. Smith read the Zoom log-in information into the record for AB 219 
compliance as Meeting ID: 840 8061 6661, Passcode: 782812, telephone 1 669 900 6833.  Board 
members Sally Balecha, Mariah Smith, O.D., Julie Alamo-Leon, O.D., Jeffrey Austin, O.D., and 
executive director Adam Schneider, Esq. were present via Zoom. Quorum established. 
 
3. Public Comment.   Dr. Smith invited public comment. No public comment received. 
 
4.1 For Board Discussion and Possible Action. Consideration and approval of May 19, 2025 
Board Meeting Minutes.  Dr. Smith confirmed all present Board members had an opportunity to 
review the draft. Dr. Smith moved to accept as written.  Dr. Austin seconded. Dr. Alamo-Leon 
abstained.  Motion passed 3-0.   
 
5.2 For Board Discussion and Possible Action. Consideration and approval of FY2025-2026 
budget; Review of 2022-25 Income and Expenditures; Consideration and decisions regarding 
proposed budget and factors for 2025-2026.  Director Schneider stated that the Board’s accountant 
Lesley Berg was present to discuss and answer any questions from the Board regarding the proposed 
budget and spreadsheets.  Director Schneider discussed that the last audit flagged the budget as 
deficient, and at his request the Board approved increased operating expenses to have bona fide 
accounting services.  Director Schneider stated the meeting material’s P&Ls are now in line with 
Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP); hence the difference in template and entries 
from years' past.  
 
    Director Schneider stated that in consultation with Ms. Berg and their review of the numbers, 
the Board has been running in deficit for years with a substantial increase in the deficit in fiscal year 
2022.  This is existential and at present rates the Board will run out of funds in approximately Q2 of 
2027, and therefore drastic measures have to be taken.  Less drastic measures could have been 
avoided but for the approximate $155,000 given back to the licensees in approximately March 2022.  
Thus the Board now needs that money back, and this analysis already factors in the approximate 
$400,000 capital injection coming in Q1 2026.  Another short-term culprit is the COLAs and raises 
in recent years, especially in 2021-2023 which caused increased expenses but with no increased 

 
1 This is listed as the first action item, but was discussed second after Item no. 5.  
2 This is listed as the second action item, but was taken out of order and discussed first.   
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revenue to offset them.  In concert with Ms. Berg, the meeting materials include a proposed balanced 
budget for perhaps the first time in 10 years where balancing the budget necessarily means: 
 
    1) increasing license renewal fees by $100/per or $150/per, i.e. license renewals of $850/per or 
$900/per; 
    2) not utilizing the AG's office or have them attend our meetings unless necessary where 
Director Schneider as a healthcare lawyer can assist with legal advice; case in point the Attorney 
General is not attending this meeting in light of the budget deficit; 
    3) the Board conducting less frequent but longer meetings, and the Board's optometry members 
taking less money for such meetings, where the Board had already rejected an increase of the $150 
daily rate in 2007 adjusted to 2025 dollars; 
    4) the Executive Director taking a 12-15% paycut, of which the Board has one spreadsheet for 
12% and separate spreadsheet for 15%;  
    5) the licensing manager taking a 10% paycut.  
 
Director Schneider invited Ms. Berg to discuss who agreed with his analysis, and stated that cutbacks 
on Attorney General fees and website are part of the reduced budget but are small in comparison of 
the two factors needed to create a balanced budget- fee increases and salary reductions.  She is able 
to calculate the numbers in real time based upon the Board’s decisions, and at present there are two 
proposed budgets of a two-year budget, one for a surplus of $71,000 and another for $53,000.  
Director Schneider commented there will be another similar meeting at this time next year to assess 
the accuracy of the projections, and while the Board would self-regulate this regulation the Board in 
2019-2020 passed R066-19(3) which requires the Board to keep operating expenses for the 
equivalent of 13 months in a separate account from its operating account. 
 
Dr. Smith inquired into board employee income reductions.  Ms. Berg responded that with a $100 
license renewal increase, the salary reductions would save $24,900/year using the 10%-12% numbers 
factoring in employment taxes and PERS, and would save $29,400/year using the 10%-15% 
numbers.  Using the 10-12 numbers, Director Schneider’s salary would be reduced $99,172 and Ms. 
Padilla’s hourly rate reduced to $28.68/hour.  Dr. Smith provided historical information of hiring Ms. 
Padilla in 2020 in the low $20s per hour, a later $2/hour in 2023 after a COLA increase and in 
concert with working less hours and is presently at 30 hours/week.  There was a time when overtime 
was approved during renewal season of time and a half, and blanket approved COLA increases 
issued by the Governor which based upon information provided to the Board at that time the Board 
was of the belief that those could be afforded.  The question is can the Board continue to afford it.  
The Board’s employees are great and provide great value to the Board, but Nevada does not have a 
large amount of licensees, the amount of licensees is not growing and because of that, there is a finite 
amount of money to spend.  In the future for an increase in expenses, the Board has to ask where is 
that money coming from.  If fees have to be increased, Nevada is already one of the more expensive 
in the country.  In the Board’s past, executive director Judy Kennedy was the sole employee at a 
$70,000 salary but who passed away suddenly and the Board realized it needs two employees to 
allow the Board to still function in the event of another sudden death or accident which would then 
require the Board members themselves to absorb that workload.  The question is how many hours per 
week for the Board’s two employees.  Personnel costs are the biggest part of the budget, and perhaps 
the Board could share Nancy with another board who is also small and thus 15-20 hours with this 
Board and 15-20 hours with another board.   
 
Dr. Alamo-Leon inquired about increases of $150/per active license and $50/per inactive license, 
with the hope of it being a one-time increase, and that she would be willing to not be paid for her 
time in attending the meetings to assist in the Board employees’ pay not being cut as drastically 
because the work they perform for the Board is too valuable for their pay to be cut as much.  
 
Dr. Austin agrees with Dr. Alamo, and likewise is willing to not be paid for his time in attending the 
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meetings.  Larger expenses such as lobbying should be looked at in future budgets to reduce 
expenses.  Ms. Padilla being shared with other boards should be explored, but increases in fees upon 
the licensees and reducing other expenses needs to occur.   
 
Director Schneider commented that in a few months he will have been in his position for two years, 
has a better understanding of the cyclical nature of the job year-to-year, and that he does not foresee a 
heavy regulatory workshop or statutory process in the next cycle requiring the hiring of legislative 
services consultants, nor foresees extensive necessary Attorney General involvement.  This is the 
Board’s last best chance to fix the budget, and its prior last best chance before that was in June 2023 
before Q1 2024 renewals and there was no true way for the Board to know based upon the 
information at hand back then.  After this budget correction, which is necessary because it is 
existential albeit not until 18 months from now, the Board can address reducing licensee fees in the 
2028 renewals.   
 
Dr. Smith inquired into the budget if no reduction of Board employee income occurred, but $150 
increase per active licensees.  Ms. Berg stated that would result in a budget surplus of $25,000 over 
two years.  Dr. Alamo stated inactive licensees should have a $50/per increase, i.e. $550/per and 
share the burden with the rest of the active membership.  Dr. Austin and Public Member Balecha 
agreed.  Public Member Balecha stated she too is willing to not be paid for her time and is here to 
serve the public.  Dr. Smith agreed.  Dr. Smith stated Ms. Padilla’s rate of $35/hour when factoring 
in her utilities stipend being reduced to $28/hour would be fair.  Colloquy on PERS contributions, 
and Ms. Padilla’s hourly rate of $31.88 not including the utilities stipend.  Director Schneider offered 
to forfeit his utility stipend and believed it was already part of the meeting material’s proposed 
budget spreadsheets.  Ms. Berg stated with these adjusted numbers, the surplus would be $31,000 
over a two-year period, which to Director Schneider is not sufficient as Q4 2027 approaches and 
volunteered to reduce his salary and benefits to the same terms he accepted two years ago at 
$100,000. Board members all agreed Ms. Padilla’s hourly rate needed to be at $30 or less.  Ms. Berg 
stated $900 per active license renewal, $550 per inactive license renewal, Director Schneider’s terms 
reduced to $100,000 and no utility stipend, and Ms. Padilla’s terms reduced to $30/hour and no 
utility stipend would result in a $74,000 surplus over a two year period. Director Schneider noted it 
would not expressly satisfy R066-19(3), but it would provide enough of a bridge in Q4 2027 to wait 
for license renewals in Q1 2028.  Director Schneider confirmed Ms. Berg’s understanding that the 
Board presently has approximately $250,000 in capital and therefore it is not until the summer of 
2027 that the funds would be depleted, and noted having the $155,000 that was given back to the 
membership in 2022 could have helped avoid the drastic adjustments needing to be taken but that is 
not the circumstances that the Board faces today.          
 
Dr. Smith moved to increase active license renewals by $150 per, increase inactive license renewals 
by $50 per, eliminate the utility stipends to each board employee, the board members not take any 
stipends for board meetings, Director Schneider reduce his salary to $100,000, Ms. Padilla reduce her 
hourly wage to $30, and no future COLA raises without a budget analysis.  Dr. Smith qualified that 
the following is not part of the motion, but in April 2026 after 2026 license renewals come to a rest to 
give Ms. Padilla and the Board time to figure things out, the Board needs to consider reducing Ms. 
Padilla to approximately 20 hours/week and potentially connecting with another board to share Ms. 
Padilla’s services to allow Nancy to still have full time work where this Board does not need a full 
time administrative employee.  Dr. Alamo seconded.  Motion passed unanimously.  Dr. Austin 
commented the lack of board member payment going forward is a symbolic gesture to the 
membership that the board members too are willing to take a cut as well.  Director Schneider 
commented and clarified to any person listening that Ms. Berg was not contracted with the Board to 
perform true accounting services until recently, and only at that time was she paid to analyze the 
Board’s books for those purposes.   
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6. For Board Discussion and Possible Action.  R066-19(8)(4) conversion from temporary 
regulation to permanent regulation.   
 
7. For Board Discussion and Possible Action.  R066-19(12) conversion from temporary 
regulation to permanent regulation.   
 
 Director Schneider discussed Items 6 and 7 together.  19(8) regards the in-person definition 
of Continuing Education courses and 19(12) regards business relationships with non-optometrist 
entities.  These were passed last summer as temporary due to occurring in an even-numbered year, 
and are set to expire by statute on November 1, 2025.  These are agendized to make the language 
permanent, presuming the Board does not have any changes. 
 
 Director Schneider summarized the NRS 233B process that LCB has to approve the 
temporary regulations before they can be made permanent, and then the Board issues a Notice of 
Intent to Act in either the July meeting or September meeting depending on how quickly LCB can 
turn it around.  Then the Board can do a Notice of Intent to Adopt, and then they can be permanent.  
Director Schneider advised he is already in contact with LCB, and he’s placed 19(8) and 19(12) in 
LCB’s queue where the Board will get the statutorily earliest possible response from LCB which is 
July 31, 2025, and by statute this cannot happen any earlier than what will occur.     
 
 Director Schneider requested separate votes to convert 19(8) to permanent, and 19(12) to 
permanent.  Dr. Smith commented each are acceptable as written.  Dr. Austin agreed.    
 
 Dr. Smith moved to convert 19(8) to permanent.  Dr. Austin seconded.  Motion passed 
unanimously.   
 
 Dr. Smith moved to convert 19(12) to permanent.  Public Member Balecha seconded.  
Motion passed unanimously.     
 
8. For Board Discussion and Possible Action.  Re-presentation of Complaint 25-09 with 
supplemental information from Complainant.  Dr. Smith commented that the second opinion records 
do not change her prior vote.  Dr. Austin commented that from the records provided there was no 
manifest refraction during the second opinion examination which means the complainant received a 
more comprehensive examination by the subject licensee than the second opinion optometrist, and 
there is no basis for a complaint. 
 
Dr. Alamo-Leon commented she reviewed the May meeting minutes for background, and agreed 
there is no basis for a complaint and that sometimes patients get confused about the roles of the 
optometrist versus the optician, and the subject licensee did the best he or she could to resolve the 
issue.  Public Member Balecha agreed, and surmised the patient was upset about having to pay extra 
money.  
 
Director Schneider prefaced he has no vote but commented the second opinion records, based upon 
his experience in medical records review, has the term "refractive error" but that it does not mean 
actual error but instead means a vision prescription. Dr. Austin agreed.  Director Schneider theorized 
that without the complainant understanding the terminology, that term may have provided the 
complainant with a reason to pursue a complaint.   
 
Dr. Smith stated the second opinion records did not change her position that no unprofessional 
conduct occurred and moved to dismiss again.  Public Member Balecha agreed.  Motion passed 
unanimously.    
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9. Executive Director report re SB 78.  Director Schneider stated this was known as the 
Superboard bill, and did not pass, and an alterative bill of SB 425 of consolidated administrative 
services did not pass, nor did B&I’s revisions to SB78.   
 
10.  Executive Director report re BDR 151/AB 183.  Director Schneider stated this passed 
unanimously in the Assembly and Senate, and thanked the Board’s legislative services consultant 
Lucas Foletta, the bill’s sponsor Dr. Koening, and President Smith for her in-person testimony in 
front of the Assembly in March and May to help explain the issues.  The new laws come into effect 
on October 1, 2025 and a Newsletter will be issued.  The sections were summarized as stated below: 
 
 Sections 1-2 define the Board’s purpose and that a license is a revokable privilege; 

Section 3 gives the Board a cease and desist process in the event the Board is aware of a bad 
actor licensee or an illicit scheme; 
 Section 5 and 9.5 clarifies the definition of pharmaceutical agent; 
 Sections 6-7 adds another optometrist as a Board member;  
 Section 8 clarifies that in order to be eligible for a Nevada license by endorsement, the 
applicant has to have passed the NBEO and not any alternative test like the Canadian testing; 
 Section 9 regards OPACs and eliminates the OMD 40-hour attestation component;     
 Section 10 regards glaucoma endorsement and eliminates the requirement that the OMD has 
to be Nevada-licensed;   
 Section 11 allows the Board to order a licensee appear at a hearing to aid in an investigation;  
 Sections 12-13 incorporates the definition of optometry to include optometric telemedicine;  
 Sections 14 and 16 provides a category of administrative fines that are not reportable to the 
National Practitioner Databank;  
 Section 15 adds permanent incapacity to the statute regarding death of a solo practitioner and 
transfer of ownership    
 
Director Schneider does not anticipate extensive regulations for these statutes unlike the extensive 
process that occurred starting in January 2024 for R101-24. 
 
11.  Executive Director report re NBEO Part 1 versus Canadian equivalent.  Director Schneider 
reminded the Board this issue is a major issue of concern with ARBO and the various executive 
directors were ask to provide their Board’s position.  The letter in the materials explains this may be 
a public health issue so the Board passed a law to eliminate loopholes.       
 
12. Executive Director report re licensing transactions since start of FY2025: 
 

5/14/2025 – 6/9/2025 FY2025 cumulative 
New licenses: 3 15 
Licenses by endorsement: 1 8 
Glaucoma: 0 6 
OPAC:  1 19 
Fictitious Name: 2 31 
Location changes: 1 62 
Additional locations: 6 49 
LOGS: 3 52 
PRR: 0 38 
Refunds: 0 7 
Mobile: 1 2 
Substitute location: 0 7 
Public complaints: 3 19 
2026-2028 CE review: 0 6 
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13. For Board Discussion and Possible Action.  Proposed items for future Board meetings.  
Director Schneider stated that his ARBO Convention trip in Minnesota will be on the next Agenda.   
 
14. Public Comment.  Dr. Smith invited public comment. No public comment received. 
 
In light of the budget discussions, Director Schneider asked if the Board wanted to continue with shorter 
but more frequent meetings or less frequent but longer meetings.  In light of the Board agreeing not to 
take their meeting stipends going forward, all Board members stated their preference for shorter but 
more frequent meetings and to keep on calendar the July 31, 2025 meeting.     

15. For Board Discussion and Possible Action.  Dr. Smith moved to adjourn.  Dr. Austin seconded.  
Adjournment occurred at 1:02p.m. 
 
8 persons attended virtually, inclusive of Board members and Executive Director.  No role call 
conducted or sign-in sheets provided.   

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

 
Monday 6/16/2025 12:00p.m. (pst) Reg. Bd. Meeting- phone or Zoom 

 
FY 2025-2026 Regular meeting schedule 

 
Thursday 7/31/2025 12:00p.m. (pst) Reg. Bd. Meeting- phone or Zoom 
Thursday 9/25/2025 12:00p.m. (pst) Reg. Bd. Meeting- phone or Zoom 

Thursday 10/30/2025 12:00p.m. (pst) Reg. Bd. Meeting- phone or Zoom 
Wednesday 12/10/2025 12:00p.m. (pst) Reg. Bd. Meeting- phone or Zoom 

* * * * * 
❖ The Board is pleased to make reasonable accommodations for any member of the public who has a 
disability and wishes to attend the meeting. If special arrangements for the meeting are necessary, 
please notify the Nevada State Board of Optometry: in writing at P.O. Box 1824, Carson City, Nevada 
89702; via email at admin@nvoptometry.org; or call 775-883-8367 as far in advance as possible.  
 
❖ To request an advance copy of the supporting materials for this meeting, contact 
admin@nvoptometry.org or call 775-883-8367.  
 
This Notice of Public Meeting and Agenda was posted in compliance with NRS 241.020, before 9:00 
a.m. on the third working day before the meeting at the following locations:  
• Nevada State Board of Optometry office, Reno, NV 89523 
• Nevada State Board of Optometry website: https://nvoptometry.org/ 
• Nevada Public Notice website: http://notice.nv.gov 

mailto:admin@nvoptometry.org
mailto:admin@nvoptometry.org
https://nvoptometry.org/
http://notice.nv.gov/
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Materials for Item No.11 re 
• IPL question + relevant law 
• 6-27-24 Meeting Minutes (signed) 

 

 

 

 



Question 
 
“Can a trained tech run the IPL under an OD’s supervision per optometry law?” 
 
Relevant law 
 
NRS 636.025  Acts constituting practice in optometry; unauthorized acts. 
      1.  The acts set forth in this section, or any of them, whether done severally, collectively or 
in combination with other acts that are not set forth in this section constitute practice in 
optometry within the purview of this chapter: 
  (d) Prescribing, directing the use of or using any optical device in connection with ocular 
exercises, orthoptics, vision rehabilitation, vision therapy or visual training. 
  (h) Prescribing, directing the use of or using a pharmaceutical agent or device to treat an 
abnormality of the eye or its appendages. 
 
NRS 636.346  Supervision of authorized activities of assistants; conduct of final eye 
examination of patient. 
      2.  In addition to the provisions of subsection 1, an assistant in any setting where optometry 
is practiced may perform any of the following activities under the direct supervision of a licensed 
optometrist: 
             (e) Use an ophthalmic device or oversee ocular exercises, visual training, visual therapy 
or visual rehabilitation as directed by a licensed optometrist. 
      3.  If an assistant conducts any activities pursuant to subsection 2, the licensed optometrist 
must conduct the final eye examination of the patient. 
      4.  As used in this section, “assistant” means a person employed by an optometrist or any 
medical provider or medical facility at which the optometrist provides or offers to provide his or 
her services as an optometrist. 
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NEVADA STATE BOARD OF OPTOMETRY 

 

MINUTES OF PUBLIC MEETING 

June 27, 2024 

 

1.   Action Item 1.  Roll Call, Call to Order, President Mariah Smith, O.D. opened the live 

meeting at 12:04 p.m.  Pursuant to AB219, public telephonic access number 669-444-9171, 

meeting ID 859 9215 3067, Passcode 199312 were read into the record.   

 

2. Welcome, Introductions. President Smith and Board members Jeffrey Austin, O.D., Julieta 

Alamo-Leon, O.D, and Drew Johnson were present via Zoom.   Executive Director Adam 

Schneider attended via Zoom.  Deputy Attorney General (DAG) Todd Weiss, Esq. attended via 

Zoom. 

 

3. Public Comment.   President Smith invited public comment.  Dr. Bolenbaker read a statement 

on behalf of approximately 40 optometrists advocating for usage of IPL or RF or LLLT per 

manufacturer guidelines and standard of care, and that NRS 636.025(1)(c) does not specify 

that treatments can only be applied locally to the tissues of the eye and appendage, and is 

written in a way to accept advances in treatment so long as they do not violate the surgical 

restrictions placed upon optometrists in NRS 636.025(2)(a).  Director Schneider expressed 

knowledge of recent misinformation about the Board and the office of the Executive Director. 

The Board’s dissemination of information about Board business occurs through two sources 

only- newsletters to the membership, and what is posted on the Board’s website.  The Board 

itself nor its Executive Director have social media accounts, nor hire or contract or ask 

individual members of the optometry community to post items on social media.  Confusion 

has occurred where optometrists have posted social media saying things to the effect that 

Adam Schneider individually wants to hear from the membership as a pseudo call to action 

against Board members or past Board votes.  Members of the optometry community 

reflexively believe the post, and the Board has a relationship with an optometrist as the 

Board’s agent or proxy, yet when any such posts are not authorized or vetted or approved by 

the Board or the Executive Director and such misrepresentations are inappropriate and need to 

stop.  The Board’s office will continue to accept membership commentary on Board-related 

issues or concerns, but they have to be done through proper channels.   

 

4. Action Item- Re-discussion of Board’s 8/29/2023 letter to Dr. Horner.    Dr. Smith  

commented about historical precedence and a strict delineation that optometrists and their 

employee have to remain separate from the retailer when there are different levels of HIPAA 

training and unauthorized access to medical records by employees of non-optometrists.  Dr. 

Smith does not see a problem with the optometrist having a platform or website where the 

patients can schedule appointments, and the historical precedence is that optometrists control 
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their own schedule without outside corporate influence of, e.g., being directed to see patients 

every ten minutes.  Dr. Alamo agreed that outside entities should not be practicing optometry 

for optometrists.           

 

Dr. Smith invited Dr. Horner to speak.  Dr. Horner discussed the difference between 

scheduling and booking, and agreed that the retail entity should not dictate to the optometrist 

how many patients are seen, or how long the appointments are, or what types of exams are 

performed.  Dr. Horner explained he pays Walmart to fill his schedule just like if he were to 

pay an outside scheduling company to do so.  Dr. Smith posed the question to the Board if 

there is a conflict of interest if the optometrist pays the retailer to fill the schedule.  Dr. Austin 

did not see a conflict when the optometrist is in control of the schedule.  Public Member 

Johnson stated as a consumer there does not appear to be any impact on the quality of the 

service and therefore saw no problem with it.  Upon Dr. Alamo asking about who does the 

scheduling and their HIPAA regulations, Dr. Horner explained that there is a health and 

wellness department at Walmart inclusive of pharmacy, audiology, and optical, and the 

scheduling is then delegated to Walmart opticians who are HIPAA-certified where the 

optometrist is located and have access to only a scheduling program and no other access to 

medical records or private information.  Dr. Smith moved to uphold the Board’s prior decision 

that Dr. Horner be allowed to pay Walmart to fill the schedule that he created and such a 

process and business relationship is compliant with the current law.  Dr. Austin amended to 

include that no other person or entity besides the licensee be allowed to change the schedule.  

Dr. Smith so amended.  Dr. Austin seconded.  Motion passed unanimously.      

 

5. Action Item- Re-discussion of NRS 636.025(2) application to IPL.  Dr. Smith summarized the 

prior meeting about the definition of eye and adnexa, that the Board members agreed in the 

last meeting that IPL should be permissible with licensees’ training and the intention of the 

statute was to make it broader to provide allowance when new treatments become available 

within an optometrist’s skillset so as to avoid re-writing the law each time. In 2019, the Board 

ruled that the True Tear intranasal tear neurostimulator was permissible.  Dr. Austin noted IPL 

is within the optometrist’s scope, but the question is what does the law allow.  Colloquy as to 

the definition of eye appendage.  Dr. Alamo discussed possible parameters such as continuing 

education or proof of training upon the advent of new technology.  Public Member Johnson 

noted the discussed technologies seemed safe, and patients can avail themselves to litigation if 

aggrieved.     

 
  DAG Weiss provided options for the Board as to statutory interpretation versus joint submission of 

temporary and permanent regulations.  Colloquy on such options.   

 

 Dr. Smith moved for IPL and RF and similar devices are acceptable for treatment with the law 

as written and no need for having defined training.  Public Member Johnson seconded. 

 

Dr. Austin inquired into DAG Weiss’s advice for the propriety of this vote versus the 

legislation process.  DAG Weiss advised the vote is permissible and within the authority of the 

Board to do so.  Motion passed unanimously.      

 

6. Action Item- Re-discussion of 2025 legislation goals  Dr. Smith spoke with Dr. Koening 

about him wanting a fifth member, and it be an optometrist, and the preference for a rural 

optometrist but understands the difficulties in that kind of mandate. Public Member Johnson 

noted an additional member should be a public member.  Director Schneider talked about 

knowledge obtained at ARBO Annual Meeting and the different ways different Boards 
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comprise their Board members including some jurisdictions that have no members in the field 

being regulated which provided pros and cons.  Dr. Smith agreed to relay Public Member 

Johnson’s concerns to Dr. Koenig.  Dr. Austin sees advantages and disadvantages of a fifth 

member, and sees no problem with an additional optometrist as the fifth member.  Public 

Member Johnson pointed out that the governor’s office appoints board members.  Dr. Smith 

commented about her efforts to think of the public and not the protection of the profession in 

her capacity as a board member.  Dr. Alamo believes that if a fifth member is created, it should 

be an optometrist.   

 

  Given her lack of background with leasing space with an optical business, Dr. Smith proposed 

a Workshop specific to R066-19(12) with persons who work in that practice modality for 

input.  Dr. Austin agreed.  Dr. Alamo agreed.  Workshop scheduled for 7/31/2024 3pm.    

 

As to the proposed list in the meeting materials, Dr. Smith moved to strike the first entry as to 

the definition of eye appendage due to the earlier vote, not adopt R066-19(12) changes due to 

a future Workshop, and to add a fifth member as an optometrist.  Dr. Alamo seconded.  Public 

Member Johnson opposed.  Motion passed.     

 

7. Action Item- Complaint 24-11 status  DAG Weiss summarized ongoing negotiations with 

licensee’s counsel for possible settlement terms to propose to the Board at the next meeting.  

Presently scheduled trial/hearing for 7/31/2024 rescheduled to 8/27/2024, if necessary.  

Regular Board Meeting moved from 7/31/2024 12pm to 3pm.        

 

8. Action Item- Complaint 24-21  Director Schneider stated the Board of Pharmacy’s 

Prescription Monitoring Program noted the licensee’s prescription for testosterone.  Upon an 

inquiry letter, the licensee’s custodian of records supplied a response and that the medical 

records showed prescriptions of topical testosterone.  The question before the Board was can a 

licensee prescribe topical testosterone based upon Nevada law as written.  Colloquy on the 

statutory definition of pharmaceutical agent, inclusive of Dr. Smith reading the statute.  Dr. 

Austin noted the intent behind the statute in working with the ophthalmologists did not include 

testosterone.  Colloquy and agreement that “topical non-analgesics” be added to the statutory 

definition for 2025 legislative goals.  Dr. Smith moved for a letter be issued to the licensee to 

cease and desist with no penalties.  DAG Weiss commented about differences between past 

and future conduct.  Dr. Smith amended the motion for a letter to cease and desist, and no 

penalties for the past prescriptions but any future violations could be subject to a complaint 

and discipline.  Dr. Austin seconded.  Motion passed unanimously.   

 

9. Action Item- Consideration and approval of Petition for Advisory Opinion to Department of 

Taxation  Director Schneider reminded the Board of the sales tax issue from the Board’s prior 

meeting, and explained the draft letter’s research, DAG Weiss’s approval, and the letter’s 

compliance with the code governing the Department of Taxation’s petition for advisory opinions.  

Dr. Smith moved to accept the draft as-is, and to submit to the Department of Taxation.  Dr. Austin 

seconded.  Motion passed unanimously.    

 

10. Action Item- Consideration and approval of FY2024-2025 budget; Review of 2021-24 Income 

and Expenditures; Consideration and decisions regarding proposed budget and factors for 

2024-2025, including COLA   Director Schneider described: 1) the process compiling the figures 

and that each entry has corroborative information; 2) his research into the differences in COLA 

depending upon the type of State employee: 3) the differences in FY2025’s budget when the Board 

no longer has certain entries such as rent and utilities, and is a legislation year whereas FY2024 

was a license renewal year.  Dr. Smith asked Public Member Johnson to comment in his role as the 
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Board’s CFO.  Public Member Johnson approved as consistent with prior years’ budgets.  

Colloquy on COLA varying from year to year and as to type of State employee.  Public Member 

Johnson moved to accept the proposed budget inclusive of the 4% COLA, while allowing the 

Board to revisit based upon new information.  Dr. Smith seconded.  Motion passed unanimously.     

 

11. Action Item- Consideration and approval of May 30, 2024 Board Meeting Minutes  Dr. Smith 

moved to accept as drafted.  Dr. Austin seconded.  Motion passed unanimously.    

 

12. Executive Director report re R066-19, R101-24, AB 432 codification statuses- Director 

Schneider stated:1) R066-19 is in LCB’s queue but had not been codified yet because it was not 

correctly submitted in 2019-2020 and when correctly submitted in 2022 it was placed at the back 

of the queue; 2) R101-24 will be discussed at the 7/31/2024 meeting where on 7/1/2024 a Notice 

of Intent to Act Upon Regulation will be posted to comply with statute; and 3) AB 432 per LCB is 

anticipated to be codified by end of month, and that R101-24 cites to new statutes stemming from 

AB 432 so the Board can be assured their chapters are being processed.       

 

13 Executive Director report re ARBO Annual Meeting   Director Schneider stated that he 

obtained a scholarship so no costs were incurred by the Board, and even if the Board had to pay, it 

was worth the expense given the Board regulates optometry and ARBO is dedicated to that.  

Director Schneider recommended a Board member or ED attend yearly.  Dr. Smith agreed.        

 

14. Public Comment.  Dr. Kopolow commented about the earlier discussion of Walmart being allowed 

to make appointments for the optometrist’s schedule, but a concern is that future iterations of the lease 

requiring Walmart to do it which could be problematic.  As to R066-19, there are disparate goals to 

be discussed at the Workshop, and it is appropriate for NAC and not NRS.  Drew Johnson announced 

his resignation as the public member of the Board and willing to serve at the July meeting if not 

replaced by then.  Because he won a primary election, he wants to step away from the Board to not 

put the Board in a position of having a public member not fully prepared and focused on preparing for 

the meetings.  His words for the incoming public member is that the public member is the only public 

member on the Board and the only one who does not make money on the practice of optometry, and 

their role is to increase competition, increase access, lower costs, and hopes that the lobbyists and 

associations in the profession do not issue personal attacks upon the public member for acting in the 

best interests of the public, and should be free to stand up for patients without fear of threats or 

retribution.  Having served on three board of commission, this is the most professional, best prepared 

Board he has been on.  Public Member Johnson thanked past and current Directors and past and current 

Board Members.  All Board Members thanked Public Member Johnson for his service.             

 

15. Action Item- Adjournment.  Dr. Smith moved to adjourn the meeting.  Public Member Johnson 

seconded.  Motion passed unanimously.  The meeting adjourned at 1:43 p.m. 

* * * * * 

FY 2024-2025 Regular meeting schedule 

Wednesday 7/31/2024 3:00p.m. (pst) Reg. Bd. Meeting- phone or Zoom 

Wednesday 8/28/2024 12:00p.m. (pst) Reg. Bd. Meeting- phone or Zoom 

Thursday 9/26/2024 12:00p.m. (pst) Reg. Bd. Meeting- phone or Zoom 

Wednesday 10/30/2024 12:00p.m. (pst) Reg. Bd. Meeting- phone or Zoom 

Wednesday 12/11/2024 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 July 31, 2024. 

 

/s/ Adam Schneider 

Adam Schneider, Executive Director 
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July 9, 2025 

 

To Members of the Board and Executive Director 

Nevada State Board of Optometry 

P.O. Box 1824 

Carson City NV 89702 

 

We are pleased to confirm our understanding of the services we are to provide the Nevada State Board of 

Optometry (“the Board”) for the year ended June 30, 2025. 

Audit Scope and Objectives 

We will audit the financial statements of the governmental type activities, general fund and the disclosures, 

which collectively comprise the basic financial statements of the Board as of and for the year ended June 30, 

2025. Accounting standards generally accepted in the United States of America (GAAP) provide for certain 

required supplementary information (RSI), such as management’s discussion and analysis (MD&A), to 

supplement the Board’s basic financial statements. Such information, although not a part of the basic financial 

statements, is required by the Governmental Accounting Standards Board who considers it to be an essential 

part of financial reporting for placing the basic financial statements in an appropriate operational, economic, 

or historical context. As part of our engagement, we will apply certain limited procedures to the Board’s RSI 

in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America (GAAS). These 

limited procedures will consist of inquiries of management regarding the methods of preparing the 

information and comparing the information for consistency with management’s responses to our inquiries, 

the basic financial statements, and other knowledge we obtained during our audit of the basic financial 

statements. We will not express an opinion or provide any assurance on the information because the limited 

procedures do not provide us with sufficient appropriate evidence to express an opinion or provide any 

assurance. The following RSI is required by GAAP and will be subjected to certain limited procedures, but 

will not be audited: 

1) Management’s Discussion and Analysis. 

2) Statement of Revenue and Expenditures – Budget and Actual 

3) Supplementary Pension Information 

4) Supplementary Other Post Employment Benefit Information 

The objectives of our audit are to obtain reasonable assurance as to whether the financial statements as a 

whole are free from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error; issue an auditor’s report that 

includes our opinion about whether your financial statements are fairly presented, in all material respects, in 

conformity with GAAP; and report on the fairness of the supplementary information referred to in the 

second paragraph when considered in relation to the financial statements as a whole. Reasonable assurance 

is a high level of assurance but is not absolute assurance and therefore is not a guarantee that an audit 

conducted in accordance with GAAS and Government Auditing Standards will always detect a material 

misstatement when it exists. Misstatements, including omissions, can arise from fraud or error and are 
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considered material if there is a substantial likelihood that, individually or in the aggregate, they would 

influence the judgment of a reasonable user made based on the financial statements. 

The objectives also include reporting on internal control over financial reporting and compliance with 

provisions of laws, regulations, contracts, and award agreements, noncompliance with which could have a 

material effect on the financial statements in accordance with Government Auditing Standards. 

Auditor’s Responsibilities for the Audit of the Financial Statements 

We will conduct our audit in accordance with GAAS and the standards for financial audits contained in 

Government Auditing Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States, and will include tests 

of your accounting records of the Board and other procedures we consider necessary to enable us to express 

such opinions. As part of an audit in accordance with GAAS and Government Auditing Standards, we exercise 

professional judgment and maintain professional skepticism throughout the audit. 

We will evaluate the appropriateness of accounting policies used and the reasonableness of significant 

accounting estimates made by management. We will also evaluate the overall presentation of the financial 

statements, including the disclosures, and determine whether the financial statements represent the 

underlying transactions and events in a manner that achieves fair presentation. We will plan and perform the 

audit to obtain reasonable assurance about whether the financial statements are free of material 

misstatement, whether from (1) errors, (2) fraudulent financial reporting, (3) misappropriation of assets, or 

(4) violations of laws or governmental regulations that are attributable to the government or to acts by 

management or employees acting on behalf of the government. Because the determination of waste and abuse 

is subjective, Government Auditing Standards do not expect auditors to perform specific procedures to detect 

waste or abuse in financial audits nor do they expect auditors to provide reasonable assurance of detecting 

waste or abuse. 

Because of the inherent limitations of an audit, combined with the inherent limitations of internal control, 

and because we will not perform a detailed examination of all transactions, there is an unavoidable risk that 

some material misstatements may not be detected by us, even though the audit is properly planned and 

performed in accordance with GAAS and Government Auditing Standards. In addition, an audit is not designed 

to detect immaterial misstatements or violations of laws or governmental regulations that do not have a 

direct and material effect on the financial statements. However, we will inform the appropriate level of 

management of any material errors, fraudulent financial reporting, or misappropriation of assets that comes 

to our attention. We will also inform the appropriate level of management of any violations of laws or 

governmental regulations that come to our attention, unless clearly inconsequential. Our responsibility as 

auditors is limited to the period covered by our audit and does not extend to any later periods for which we 

are not engaged as auditors. 

We will also conclude, based on the audit evidence obtained, whether there are conditions or events, 

considered in the aggregate, that raise substantial doubt about the government’s ability to continue as a going 

concern for a reasonable period of time. 

Our procedures will include tests of documentary evidence supporting the transactions recorded in the 

accounts, tests of the physical existence of inventories, and direct confirmation of receivables and certain 

assets and liabilities by correspondence with selected customers, creditors, and financial institutions. We will 

also request written representations from your attorneys as part of the engagement. 

We may, from time to time and depending on the circumstances, use third-party service providers in serving 

your account. We may share confidential information about you with these service providers but remain 

committed to maintaining the confidentiality and security of your information. Accordingly, we maintain 

internal policies, procedures, and safeguards to protect the confidentiality of your personal information. In 

addition, we will secure confidentiality agreements with all service providers to maintain the confidentiality 

of your information and we will take reasonable precautions to determine that they have appropriate 

procedures in place to prevent the unauthorized release of your confidential information to others. In the 

event that we are unable to secure an appropriate confidentiality agreement, you will be asked to provide 
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your consent prior to the sharing of your confidential information with the third-party service provider. 

Furthermore, we will remain responsible for the work provided by any such third-party service providers. 

Our audit of financial statements does not relieve you of your responsibilities. 

Audit Procedures—Internal Control 

We will obtain an understanding of the government and its environment, including internal control relevant 

to the audit, sufficient to identify and assess the risks of material misstatement of the financial statements, 

whether due to error or fraud, and to design and perform audit procedures responsive to those risks and 

obtain evidence that is sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis for our opinion. Tests of controls may 

be performed to test the effectiveness of certain controls that we consider relevant to preventing and 

detecting errors and fraud that are material to the financial statements and to preventing and detecting 

misstatements resulting from illegal acts and other noncompliance matters that have a direct and material 

effect on the financial statements. Our tests, if performed, will be less in scope than would be necessary to 

render an opinion on internal control and, accordingly, no opinion will be expressed in our report on internal 

control issued pursuant to Government Auditing Standards. The risk of not detecting a material misstatement 

resulting from fraud is higher than for one resulting from error, as fraud may involve collusion, forgery, 

intentional omissions, misrepresentation, or the override of internal control. An audit is not designed to 

provide assurance on internal control or to identify significant deficiencies or material weaknesses. 

Accordingly, we will express no such opinion. However, during the audit, we will communicate to 

management and those charged with governance internal control related matters that are required to be 

communicated under AICPA professional standards and Government Auditing Standards. 

Audit Procedures—Compliance 

As part of obtaining reasonable assurance about whether the financial statements are free of material 

misstatement, we will perform tests of the Board’s compliance with the provisions of applicable laws, 

regulations, contracts, agreements, and grants. However, the objective of our audit will not be to provide an 

opinion on overall compliance and we will not express such an opinion in our report on compliance issued 

pursuant to Government Auditing Standards. 

Responsibilities of Management for the Financial Statements 

Our audit will be conducted on the basis that you acknowledge and understand your responsibility for 

designing, implementing, establishing, and maintaining effective internal controls relevant to the preparation 

and fair presentation of financial statements that are free from material misstatement, whether due to fraud 

or error, and for evaluating and monitoring ongoing activities to help ensure that appropriate goals and 

objectives are met; following laws and regulations; and ensuring that management and financial information is 

reliable and properly reported. Management is also responsible for implementing systems designed to achieve 

compliance with applicable laws, regulations, contracts, and grant agreements. You are also responsible for 

the selection and application of accounting principles, for the preparation and fair presentation of the financial 

statements and all accompanying information in conformity with accounting principles generally accepted in 

the United States of America, and for compliance with applicable laws and regulations and the provisions of 

contracts and grant agreements. 

Management is responsible for making drafts of financial statements, all financial records, and related 

information available to us and for the accuracy and completeness of that information (including information 

from outside of the general and subsidiary ledgers). You are also responsible for providing us with (1) access 

to all information of which you are aware that is relevant to the preparation and fair presentation of the 

financial statements, such as records, documentation, identification of all related parties and all related-party 

relationships and transactions, and other matters; (2) additional information that we may request for the 

purpose of the audit; and (3) unrestricted access to persons within the government from whom we determine 

it necessary to obtain audit evidence. At the conclusion of our audit, we will require certain written 

representations from you about your responsibilities for the financial statements; compliance with laws, 
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regulations, contracts, and grant agreements; and other responsibilities required by GAAS and Government 

Auditing Standards. 

Your responsibilities include adjusting the financial statements to correct material misstatements and for 

confirming to us in the written representation letter that the effects of any uncorrected misstatements 

aggregated by us during the current engagement and pertaining to the latest period presented are immaterial, 

both individually and in the aggregate, to the financial statements of each opinion unit taken as a whole. 

You are responsible for the design and implementation of programs and controls to prevent and detect fraud, 

and for informing us about all known or suspected fraud affecting the government involving (1) management, 

(2) employees who have significant roles in internal control, and (3) others where the fraud could have a 

material effect on the financial statements. Your responsibilities include informing us of your knowledge of 

any allegations of fraud or suspected fraud affecting the government received in communications from 

employees, former employees, grantors, regulators, or others. In addition, you are responsible for identifying 

and ensuring that the government complies with applicable laws, regulations, contracts, agreements, and 

grants and for taking timely and appropriate steps to remedy fraud and noncompliance with provisions of 

laws, regulations, or contracts or grant agreements that we report. 

You are responsible for the preparation of the supplementary information, which we have been engaged to 

report on, in conformity with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America 

(GAAP). You agree to include our report on the supplementary information in any document that contains, 

and indicates that we have reported on, the supplementary information. You also agree to [include the audited 

financial statements with any presentation of the supplementary information that includes our report thereon 

OR make the audited financial statements readily available to users of the supplementary information no later 

than the date the supplementary information is issued with our report thereon]. Your responsibilities include 

acknowledging to us in the written representation letter that (1) you are responsible for presentation of the 

supplementary information in accordance with GAAP; (2) you believe the supplementary information, 

including its form and content, is fairly presented in accordance with GAAP; (3) the methods of measurement 

or presentation have not changed from those used in the prior period (or, if they have changed, the reasons 

for such changes); and (4) you have disclosed to us any significant assumptions or interpretations underlying 

the measurement or presentation of the supplementary information. 

Management is responsible for establishing and maintaining a process for tracking the status of audit findings 

and recommendations. Management is also responsible for identifying and providing report copies of previous 

financial audits, attestation engagements, performance audits or other studies related to the objectives 

discussed in the Audit Scope and Objectives section of this letter. This responsibility includes relaying to us 

corrective actions taken to address significant findings and recommendations resulting from those audits, 

attestation engagements, performance audits, or other studies. You are also responsible for providing 

management’s views on our current findings, conclusions, and recommendations, as well as your planned 

corrective actions, for the report, and for the timing and format for providing that information. 

Other Services 

We will also assist in preparing the financial statements and related notes of the Board in conformity with 

accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America based on information provided by 

you. These nonaudit services do not constitute an audit under Government Auditing Standards and such services 

will not be conducted in accordance with Government Auditing Standards. We will perform the services in 

accordance with applicable professional standards. The other services are limited to the financial statement 

services previously defined. We, in our sole professional judgment, reserve the right to refuse to perform 

any procedure or take any action that could be construed as assuming management responsibilities. 

You agree to assume all management responsibilities relating to the financial statements and related notes 

and any other nonaudit services we provide. You will be required to acknowledge in the management 

representation letter our assistance with preparation of the financial statements and related notes and that 

you have reviewed and approved the financial statements and related notes prior to their issuance and have 
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accepted responsibility for them. Further, you agree to oversee the nonaudit services by designating an 

individual, preferably from senior management, with suitable skill, knowledge, or experience; evaluate the 

adequacy and results of those services; and accept responsibility for them. 

Engagement Administration, Fees, and Other 

We understand that your employees will prepare all cash, accounts receivable, or other confirmations we 

request and will locate any documents selected by us for testing. 

We will provide copies of our reports to the Board; however, management is responsible for distribution of 

the reports and the financial statements. Unless restricted by law or regulation, or containing privileged and 

confidential information, copies of our reports are to be made available for public inspection. 

The audit documentation for this engagement is the property of Casey Neilon, Inc. and constitutes 

confidential information. However, subject to applicable laws and regulations, audit documentation and 

appropriate individuals will be made available upon request and in a timely manner to the State of Nevada or 

its designee, a federal agency providing direct or indirect funding, or the U.S. Government Accountability 

Office for the purposes of a quality review of the audit, to resolve audit findings, or to carry out oversight 

responsibilities. We will notify you of any such request. If requested, access to such audit documentation will 

be provided under the supervision of Casey Neilon, Inc. personnel. Furthermore, upon request, we may 

provide copies of selected audit documentation to the aforementioned parties. These parties may intend or 

decide to distribute the copies or information contained therein to others, including other governmental 

agencies. 

The audit documentation for this engagement will be retained for a minimum of five years after the report 

release date or for any additional period requested by the State of Nevada. If we are aware that a federal 

awarding agency or auditee is contesting an audit finding, we will contact the party(ies) contesting the audit 

finding for guidance prior to destroying the audit documentation. 

Suzanne Olsen is the engagement partner and is responsible for supervising the engagement and signing the 

reports or authorizing another individual to sign them. We expect to begin our audit in July 2025 and to 

issue our reports no later than November 30, 2025. 

Our fee for services will be at our standard hourly rates plus out-of-pocket costs (such as report 

reproduction, word processing, postage, travel, copies, telephone, etc.) except that we agree that our gross 

fee, including expenses, will not exceed $16,500. Our standard hourly rates vary according to the degree of 

responsibility involved and the experience level of the personnel assigned to your audit. Our invoices for 

these fees will be rendered each month as work progresses and are payable on presentation. In accordance 

with our firm policies, work may be suspended if your account becomes 30 days or more overdue and may 

not be resumed until your account is paid in full. If we elect to terminate our services for nonpayment, our 

engagement will be deemed to have been completed upon written notification of termination, even if we have 

not completed our report. You will be obligated to compensate us for all time expended and to reimburse 

us for all out-of-pocket costs through the date of termination. The above fee is based on anticipated 

cooperation from your personnel and the assumption that unexpected circumstances will not be encountered 

during the audit. If significant additional time is necessary, we will discuss it with you and arrive at a new fee 

estimate before we incur the additional costs. 

Reporting 

We will issue a written report upon completion of our audit of the Board’s financial statements. Our report 

will be addressed to the Board. Circumstances may arise in which our report may differ from its expected 

form and content based on the results of our audit. Depending on the nature of these circumstances, it may 

be necessary for us to modify our opinions, add a separate section, or add an emphasis-of-matter or other- 

matter paragraph to our auditor’s report, or if necessary, withdraw from this engagement. If our opinions 

are other than unmodified, we will discuss the reasons with you in advance. If, for any reason, we are unable 
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to complete the audit or are unable to form or have not formed opinions, we may decline to express opinions 

or issue reports, or we may withdraw from this engagement. 

We will also provide a report (that does not include an opinion) on internal control related to the financial 

statements and compliance with the provisions of laws, regulations, contracts, and grant agreements, 

noncompliance with which could have a material effect on the financial statements as required by Government 

Auditing Standards. The report on internal control and on compliance and other matters will state (1) that the 

purpose of the report is solely to describe the scope of testing of internal control and compliance, and the 

results of that testing, and not to provide an opinion on the effectiveness of the entity’s internal control on 

compliance, and (2) that the report is an integral part of an audit performed in accordance with Government 

Auditing Standards in considering the entity’s internal control and compliance. The report will also state that 

the report is not suitable for any other purpose. If during our audit we become aware that the Board is 

subject to an audit requirement that is not encompassed in the terms of this engagement, we will 

communicate to management and those charged with governance that an audit in accordance with U.S. 

generally accepted auditing standards and the standards for financial audits contained in Government Auditing 

Standards may not satisfy the relevant legal, regulatory, or contractual requirements. 

International Alliance Membership 

 

Casey Neilon, Inc. is an independent member firm of Alliott Global Alliance, which is an international alliance 

of independent accounting, law and specialist firms. Alliott Global Alliance and its member firms are legally 

distinct and separate entities. These entities are not and shall not be construed to be in the relationship of a 

parent firm, subsidiary, partner, joint venture, agent or a network. No Alliott Global Alliance member firm 

has any authority (actual, apparent, implied or otherwise) to obligate or bind Alliott Global Alliance or any 

other Alliott Global Alliance member firm in any manner whatsoever. Equally, neither Alliott Global Alliance 

nor any other member firm has any authority to obligate or bind the Firm or any other member firm. All 

Alliott Global Alliance members are independent firms, and as such, they each render their services entirely 

on their own account (including benefit and risk). In connection with the engagement contemplated by this 

letter or any other services from time to time provided by the Firm, the Firm may seek advice from or may 

recommend the retention of an Alliott Global Alliance member firm. Alliott Global Alliance and its other 

member firms shall have no liability for advice rendered by the Firm or such consulted or retained Alliott 

Global Alliance member firm. Nor shall the Firm have liability for advice rendered by any of the other Alliott 

Global Alliance member firms, even if consulted or recommended to you by the Firm. 

We appreciate the opportunity to be of service to the Board and believe this letter accurately summarizes 

the significant terms of our engagement. If you have any questions, please let us know. If you agree with the 

terms of our engagement as described in this letter, please sign the attached copy and return it to us. 

Very truly yours, 

 

Casey Neilon, Inc. 

RESPONSE: 

This letter correctly sets forth the understanding of the Board. 

Management signature: /s/ Adam Schneider  

Title: executive director  

Date: 7/9/2025 
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Governance signature:  

T itle: President  

Date: 7/9/2025 
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