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Attention: Rique Robb, Aging & Disability Services Division Administrator
1550 E College Parkway, Carson City, NV 89706

Dear Ms. Robb,
This letter is in response to the letter sent to appointed SPIL Workgroup voting members dated July 6, 2026. There are several concerns of ours that arise from this letter, including the intent behind it. Let me first address each of the concerns ADSD outlined in the letter.
The first two concerns expressed relate to the intent behind our agenda item as it is worded as well as Open Meeting Law. The actual agenda is listed as such:
[bookmark: _Hlk145327993] “For Possible Vote: 
Review and Approval of Recommendations Regarding the Designated State Entity (DSE) and NV SILC in Relation to SPIL “Objective #3.3: The SILC will establish further efforts toward Council autonomy.
Indicator #3.3.3: The SILC will evaluate the effectiveness of its relationship with the DSE and make a determination by September 30, 2025, regarding maintaining the current DSE or establishing a
new DSE by September 30, 2027.”
*Discussion will be open for public comment after Workgroup members discussion to be announced by the Chair
Julie Weissman-Steinbaugh, Chair”
As the DAG has informed us, “OML actually requires that items that may have a vote taken be denoted as “For Possible Action,” even if a vote ends up not occurring.  This term allows the public body to discuss and deliberate but they are not required to take a vote on the item if, for example, the public body decides to table the matter or discuss it at a future meeting because of various reasons.  So you are correct that it allows the body to take a vote if necessary, but doesn’t require a vote, and this is not misleading because of the word “Possible.”  Conversely, if its listed as “For Information Only” it closes the door to a vote, even if the body believes there is enough information to make a motion and take a vote on during the meeting.” This simply allows us to take action, if needed. Nowhere within the agenda item does it state that our intention was to complete our assessment in full. Additionally, three voting members were appointed to the SPIL Workgroup at the suggestion of the DAG to allow for others to participate without affecting quorum. This is clearly stated in our bylaws. Since you, as Administrator, chose to designate a proxy as the representative for ADSD on our Council, Lori, your appointee, was made aware during the full SILC Meeting prior to the workgroup, and she did attend the meeting, receiving all the meeting materials as posted in advance on our website to review at the same time the public received them, if she desired to review them in advance. There were no surprises for any SILC members, 

including the DSE Representative. It is confusing that you are concerned with the intent supposedly being to complete our assessment when it is clear that we even allow for public input after the discussion. If the DSE did not have appropriate engagement in our discussion, the responsibility lies with the DSE Representative. SILC and the SPIL Workgroup did everything possible to make our intentions clear and be transparent with our process. The idea that any ill intent behind our approach to this is being posited is of concern to us. The SPIL outlines our process clearly, and we work with the State DAG to ensure compliance.
The third concern expressed in the letter is that we should consider providing advance notice of the need for the DSE to present at a meeting, and not only did SILC not require the DSE to present anything at this juncture, but all materials were made available in advance. It was also made clear to the DSE Representative that the discussion would be continued at the next SPIL Workgroup meeting in a very kind manner and that she would have another chance to be more prepared if she wanted to contribute to the conversation, since she came unprepared (in her words) to the first, despite being given ample notice. The Council makes it standard practice to be very generous in inviting all SILC members to participate as well as the public during these conversations while gathering information before sending back any recommendations to the main Council to make a final determination and fulfill our approved SPIL indicator 3.3.3. We are neither obligated nor are we inclined to allow the DSE to dictate where SILC decides to start exploring any matters of importance when it comes to our assessment of our relationship with our DSE or any other organization. In other words, our indicator does not state “the DSE will help SILC determine what is working or not working between us” but, rather, that we need to take a fresh look at where we stand. Technically, we don’t even need the DSE for this at all. It is, frankly, concerning to us that our autonomy to do so is being challenged by our DSE.
In summary, the letter of concerns we received from you is a reflection of some of the very concerns we have about our current relationship with our DSE and we will certainly take note, so that, when we are ready to bring any formal concerns to the DSE as a result of our SPIL indicator being completed, we have a starting place to discuss possible solutions. There is nothing the SILC would like more than to have a mutually respectful and functional relationship with our DSE.

Thank you,
The Nevada Statewide Independent Living Council (as approved on 10/8/2026).
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