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FIFTIES FEVER

By Heather Gula
The Humboldt Sun

WINNEMUCCA — Five sep-
arate actions were recently filed
against Humboldt General Hos-
pital (HGH) board members with
the Nevada Commission on
Ethics. 

The commission was asked to
issue opinions concerning the
conduct of board members Shel-
lie Cooney, Mary Orr, Moe Han-
zlik, John Russum and Soon
Kim. Three findings resulted in
dismissal, one culminated in a
stipulated settlement and one
required a hearing, which has
been set for October of this year. 

Portions of each case are
summarized below. Complete
documentation of the allega-
tions can be found at:
http://ethics.nv.gov/Ncoe%20W
ebsite/PANEL%20DETERMI-
NATIONS/2009/Panel%20Dete
rminations%202009.html.

Shellie Cooney
In a request for a Nevada

Commission on Ethics Opinion
(No. 09-26C), HGH employee
Debbie Aitken asked the com-
mission to investigate the actions
of hospital board member Shel-
ley Cooney. Following a review

conducted by a Nevada Board of
Ethics Commission Panel, a con-
clusion was formulated that just
and sufficient cause did not exist
to require a hearing on the allega-
tions.

In her complaint Aitken
alleged that Cooney, a fellow
hospital employee, violated
Nevada Revised Statute
281A.420 when she failed to
“fully disclose her commitment
in a private capacity to her supe-
rior, Dr. Soon Kim,” and that dur-
ing the Jan. 27 board meeting she
violated the law once again when
she failed to abstain from voting
on the purchase of a colonoscopy
device used by the surgical
department. 

A response issued by

Cooney’s legal counsel, Bob
Dolan, asserts that she did not fail
to disclose information since
Kim is not her supervisor. Fur-
ther, it stated that as an employee
of the hospital Cooney’s salary is
not directly affected by medical
devices owned by the hospital,
inferring that there was no need
for her to abstain from a vote on
purchasing equipment. In addi-
tion, the response states that she
relied on the advice of HGH
board legal counsel Kent Maher
to determine whether she should
abstain from the vote or not.

According to the findings of
Nevada Commission on Ethics
investigator Mike Vavra, Maher
advised Cooney that disclosure
should be made regarding the

potential advantages the new
equipment could have for the
department in which she worked.
However the report also indicates
that Maher stated he, “did not see
a problem with Cooney’s partici-
pation in the discussion.” There-
fore, Cooney disclosed that she
did work in a department that
would utilize the equipment,
however her salary was not
dependent on the device. Cooney
did vote on the matter.

Cooney’s response also
claimed that the hospital’s Busi-
ness Office Manager, Penny
Begay, is her supervisor, not
Kim. Maher issued statements
indicating that Kim is the super-
visor of the surgical department
and Cooney works directly under
her supervision. In addition,
Maher stated that Cooney’s
employment activities are deter-
mined by Kim and that Cooney
answers only to her. Maher
asserted that although Kim is not
responsible for signing Cooney’s
paycheck, Kim’s opinion in
determining Cooney’s salary is
given substantial consideration.
Further, Maher’s statement cited
hospital administrators as advis-
ing him that if Kim indicated
Cooney’s employment should be
terminated it would most likely
be terminated and that the admin-
istrator would not consider termi-
nation without Kim’s input.

Based on the information pro-
vided, Vavra found that Cooney
and Kim do not share a relation-

ship enumerated by state law. He
also found that no sufficient evi-
dence surfaced that Kim benefit-
ed from Cooney’s participation in
the vote. Vavra did find that
Maher presented evidence indi-
cating that Kim is Cooney’s
supervisor and that Cooney did
rely on the legal advice of Maher,
who voiced no objection to her
participation in the vote.

John Russum
On April 3 an Ethics Com-

plaint (No. 09-23C) was filed
against HGH board member John
Russum with the Nevada Com-
mission on Ethics by Allen Vio-
lette, claiming that Russum had
voted to approve payment to
himself.

Following an investigation,
former Nevada Commission on
Ethics Executive Director Patri-
cia Cafferata made the recom-
mendation that the panel find no
just and sufficient cause existed
to hold a hearing regarding the
allegations. The panel upheld that
recommendation and dismissed
the request for an opinion. 

According to Nevada Commis-
sion on Ethics investigator Mike
Vavra’s report, two issues existed
— first, whether Russum violated
the law when he failed to disclose
pecuniary interest existed that
included payment to himself, and
second, whether he violated the
law by failing to abstain from vot-
ing on a payment to himself.

— See HGH, Page Two —

By Heather Gula 
The Humboldt Sun

WINNEMUCCA — Area citi-
zens in opposition to the pro-
posed landfill project have begun
to organize and formulate a com-
munity action group working
toward the revocation of a Condi-
tional Use Permit that would
allow the proposed Jungo Dis-
posal Site project to go forward.

Roughly 60 people attended
the group’s first meeting held at
the Martin Hotel on July 23.
Tami Vetter, Swan Parsons and
Massey Mayo led the meeting to
protest the development in as
many ways as possible. 

In 2007 the Humboldt County
Regional Planning Commission
(RPC) issued a Conditional Use
Permit (CUP) to Jungo Land and
Investment, Inc. (JLII) for devel-
opment of a class 1 landfill 25
miles west of Winnemucca in an
area identified as Desert Valley.

The project, known as Jungo
Disposal Site, will serve as a
regional landfill for portions of
northern California that include
the nine counties which make up
the San Francisco Bay Area.
Refuse will be delivered to the
site primarily by the railroad at
an estimated average annual rate
of up to 4,000 tons per day.

“All of you meeting in this
room today certainly are talking
this from the angle of ‘how can
we be proactive’ and are being
proactive about letting our com-
mission and council members
know how the community feels
towards the landfill,” Mayo said.
“I would highly encourage you to
organize amongst yourselves and
to create some movement in that

direction and really be a public
voice in front of the commis-
sion.”

Along with encouraging the
community to become organized
and vocal, Mayo spoke about the
steps that could be taken through
legal means to, if not stop, at
least postpone the development
of the 634-acre landfill. 

As part of that process Mayo
gathered signatures to accompa-
ny a petition of the RPC, asking
them to revoke the CUP they
issued in 2007. 

“Jungo Land Investments has
lied,” Mayo asserted. “Their
application contains what we

believe are lies propagated by
Jungo Land Investment.”

She went on to explain that in
legal terms, these “lies” are
referred to as materially mislead-
ing facts or a material omissions
of facts, both of which she
believes are included in the appli-
cation they submitted to the RPC.

The premise of her argument
is that in the RPC application
Jungo Land Investments stated
that they would have 200 million
cubic yards of garbage. The
application they submitted to the
Nevada Department of Environ-
mental Protection (NDEP) states
106 million cubic yards of

garbage.
“So that’s good in my opinion,

and I think in most people’s opin-
ion,” Mayo said, “but, the
amount of garbage equates to the
amount of money the county is
going to be making.”

She then pointed out that if the
commissioners had been prom-
ised a dollar amount based on the
figure given in their CUP appli-
cation it would be considered
materially misleading consider-
ing the information provided to
the NDEP.

Additionally, the RPC appli-
cation stated that the site would
be used for solid waste, while the

NDEP application stated munici-
pal solid waste, C and D debris
— which Mayo assumes is refer-
ring to construction and demoli-
tion debris — tires, sludge and
asbestos-related products. 

“None of that, in our opinion,
was submitted to the Regional
Planning Commission for proper
discussion,” Mayo said.

The fact that the RPC was not
made aware of the additional
materials in the CUP application
constitutes material omission of
fact, according to Mayo. Further,
this omission of fact leads to
what she believes is a limited line
of questioning by the RPC.

She said that the minutes from
that meeting clearly showed that
the discussion with the RPC was
not as in depth as it should have
been.

Additionally, Mayo said that
the host agreement JLII will pre-
sumably enter into with Hum-
boldt County will be negligible to
the cost of restoring the county’s
reputation if they allow out-of-
state dumping to occur.

“New Jersey, for years, was
the dumping ground of New
York,” she said. “They were
known as the Garden State until
they started saying ‘yes we will
take your garbage if we will
make money.’ They have spent
millions and millions of dollars
on a (public relations) campaign
trying to get back to being known
as the Garden State rather than
the garbage state. Whatever
money they’ve made they have
spent trying to eradicate their bad
reputation.”

Parsons also expressed her
opposition to the proposed proj-
ect as a citizen of Humboldt
County. She explained that her
background in the political arena
in California has given her the
tools to help facilitate organized
opposition to the project.

“I’ve learned what you can do
— See LANDFILL, Page 10 — 

State ethics commission issues opinions on HGH board 

Opposition organizes against proposed landfill project

Various allegations
brought against
five trustees

Another meeting
to be held this
Wednesday night

Sun Staff Report
WINNEMUCCA — The Humboldt General Hospital Board of

Trustees will be holding their next meeting tonight at 5:30 p.m. in
the Silver State Room of the Winnemucca Convention Center’s
East Hall. 

Following a call to order and public commentary, the board will
discuss and possibly approve giving the administrator authoriza-
tion to sign an employment agreement with Sharon McIntyre,
M.D. 

The board will then receive training from the Nevada Commis-
sion on Ethics. Since it is a training session, members of the Win-
nemucca City Council and other boards in the community will also
be attending. 

Trustee comments and staff reports follow. 

Boards to participate in ethics 
training during tonight’s meeting

MICHAEL MICHAELSEN • Special to the Sun
Left to right, Swan Parsons, Tami Vetter and Massey Mayo led a community meeting July
23 at the Martin Hotel to organize individuals in opposition of the proposed Jungo Disposal
Site. The group of concerned citizens is forming committees to take action against the land-
fill proposal. They will be meeting again this Wednesday at 6 p.m. in the conference room
at The Martin Hotel.

PETS ON PARADE
Sammi Jo is one of the pet’s
featured on this month’s
page. 
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GOLD SILVER 
Wednesday $951.10 $13.70
Thursday $948.00 $13.70
Friday $951.60 $13.87
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(Cont. from Page One)
In a response to the allega-

tions filed by Russum’s legal
counsel, Kent Maher, stated that
members of the board are entitled
to compensation and that they are
the only individuals who can
approve their own monthly pay-
ments, therefore, Russum was not
required to disclose his pecuniary
interest nor to abstain from vot-
ing.

Vavra’s findings indicated that
Russum was entitled to compen-
sation of $80 for each board
meeting in accordance with state
law and that the members of the
board are the only individuals
who can approve their own com-
pensation. As a result, Russum
did vote on his own compensa-
tion and did not disclose that he
had a pecuniary interest in the
vote, nor did he abstain from vot-
ing on the matter. However, Rus-
sum did not receive any greater
benefit than any other member of
the hospital board.

Moe Hanzlik
On April 3 a Nevada Commis-

sion on Ethics Complaint (No.
09-23C) was filed against HGH
board member Moe Hanzlik by
Allen Violette, asserting that
Hanzlik had failed to disclose
pecuniary interest and had failed
to abstain from voting on a pay-
ment to himself.

Hanzlik’s legal counsel, Kent
Maher, filed a response to the
complaint asserting that Hanzlik
was not required to disclose nor
abstain from voting since the
members of the board are entitled
to compensation and are the only
individuals who can approve their
own monthly payment. There-
fore, he was not required to dis-
close his pecuniary interest nor to
abstain from voting.

Following an investigation,
former Nevada Commission on
Ethics Executive Director Patri-
cia Cafferata made the recom-
mendation that the panel find no
just and sufficient cause existed
to hold a hearing regarding the
allegations. The panel upheld that
recommendation and dismissed
the request for an opinion on May
29. 

According to Nevada Com-
mission on Ethics investigator
Mike Vavra’s report, two issues
existed — first, whether Hanzlik
violated the law when he failed to
disclose pecuniary interest exist-
ed that included payment to him-
self, and second, whether he vio-
lated the law by failing to abstain
from voting on a payment to him-
self.

Vavra’s findings indicated that
Hanzlik was entitled to compen-
sation of $80 for each board
meeting in accordance with state
law and that the members of the
board are the only individuals
who can approve their own com-
pensation. As a result, Hanzlik
did vote on his own compensa-
tion and did not disclose that he
had a pecuniary interest in the
vote, nor did he abstain from vot-
ing on the matter. However, Han-
zlik did not receive any greater
benefit than any other member of
the hospital board.

Mary Orr
On April 3 a Nevada Commis-

sion on Ethics Complaint (No.
09-22C) was filed against HGH
board Chairman Mary Orr by
Allen Violette alleging that Orr
had violated state law. The com-
plaint stated that the law was vio-

lated when Orr failed to disclose
her pecuniary interest as an
employee of Humboldt Hospice,
failed to abstain from voting on a
payment to her employer, failed
to disclose her pecuniary interest
and failed to abstain from voting
on payment to herself. 

The allegations concern three
alleged votes. One occurred on
Jan. 27 when a payment to Hum-
boldt Hospice in the amount of
$3,200 was voted on during a
“check run.” The second occurred
on Feb. 24 and concerned a pay-
ment of Orr’s salary as a member
of the Humboldt General Hospi-
tal board. The third occurred on
March 27 and was regarding a
payment to Humboldt Hospice in
the amount of $200.

Following an investigation,
former Nevada Commission on
Ethics Executive Director Patri-
cia Cafferata made the recom-
mendation that the panel find no
just and sufficient cause existed
to hold a hearing regarding the
second allegation of failure to dis-
close or abstain from a vote on
her salary. On the first allegation
recommendation was made that
the panel find just and sufficient
cause did not exist for the com-
mission to render an opinion on
the allegation that Orr failed to
disclose or abstain from the vote
on Jan. 27. On the third allegation
recommendation was made that
the panel find just and sufficient
cause existed for the commission
to render an opinion on the March
27 vote. 

The recommendation stated
that per state law disclosure and
abstention are required in matters
related to a public official’s pri-
vate employer. Further, Orr was
not present for the Jan. 27 meet-
ing and did not vote, nor did she
execute any documents on that
payment. However, Orr was pres-
ent at the meeting held March 27
and did not abide by those
requirements, according to the
findings.

The panel upheld that recom-
mendation and issued a Notice of
Hearing and Panel Determination
regarding the third allegation.
That same determination stated
that just and sufficient cause did
not exist in either of the first two
allegations to warrant a hearing. 

According to Nevada Com-
mission on Ethics counselor Adri-
ana Fralick, a Stipulated Settle-
ment Agreement was approved
during the commission’s July
meeting and is awaiting the chair-
man’s signature. The stipulations
of that settlement were that Orr
agreed that her conduct constitut-
ed one violation of Nevada
Revised Statutes (NRS
281A.420) and agreed to pay a
civil penalty of $100.

In a response to the allegations
presented by Orr’s legal counsel,
Kent Maher stated that she does
have a commitment in a private
capacity to Humboldt Hospice
and added that her disclosure of
such a relationship should be
made by her when a matter
involving Humboldt Hospice is
considered by the hospital board.

In addition, the response stated
that she was not required to dis-
close nor abstain from voting in
regards to her own salary as a
board member since the members
of the board are entitled to com-
pensation and are the only indi-
viduals who can approve their
own monthly payment. There-
fore, she was not required to dis-

close her pecuniary interest nor to
abstain from voting.

According to Nevada Com-
mission on Ethics investigator
Mike Vavra’s findings, Orr is
entitled to compensation of $80
for each board meeting in accor-
dance with state law and the
members of the board are the only
individuals who can approve their
own compensation. As a result,
Orr did vote on her own compen-
sation and did not disclose that
she had a pecuniary interest in the
vote, nor did she abstain from
voting on the matter. However,
Orr did not receive any greater
benefit than any other member of
the hospital board.

Vavra’s findings on the first
allegation against Orr state that
the $3,200 payment was not
approved by Orr because she was
not present during the approval of
that payment.

Vavra’s findings on the $200
payment to Humboldt Hospice on
March 27 state that evidence was
presented which indicated Orr
had received an information
packet including the payment to
her employer and had the oppor-
tunity to familiarize herself with
its content.

Although the approval of a
“check run” is routine procedure
made during the monthly meet-
ings, this particular run included a
payment of $200 payable to
Humboldt Hospice. When Orr
voted to approve the run she did
not disclose her private commit-
ment to her employer, nor did she
abstain from voting.

Dr. Soon Kim
In a request for a Nevada

Commission on Ethics Opinion
(No. 09-11C) HGH employee
Debbie Aitken asked the commis-
sion to investigate the actions of
hospital board member Soon
Kim. Following a review con-
ducted by a Nevada Board of
Ethics Commissioners Panel, a
conclusion was formulated that
just and sufficient cause does
exist to require a hearing. 

The hearing will take place on
Oct. 8 at 9 a.m. in Room 3143 of
the Nevada Legislative Building,
401 S. Carson St., in Carson City.

In her complaint Aitken
alleged that Kim violated Nevada
Revised Statute 281A.420 when
she used her position for personal
gain, failed to disclose her pecu-
niary interest and failed to abstain
from voting on a payment to her-
self.

In a response issued by Kim’s
legal counsel, Bob Dolan, he stat-
ed that Kim did not violate state
law. The response asserts that at
the time of a Feb. 24 check run
which has been brought into
question Kim was not aware that
the run was part of the packet dis-
tributed to the board members.
Further the response asserted that
Kim relied on the advice of the
hospital’s legal counsel, Kent
Maher, who did not raise any
objection before her vote.

Findings of the investigation
conducted by Nevada Commis-
sion on Ethics investigator Mike
Vavra indicated that during Kim’s
first meeting as a member of the
board Maher and HGH Adminis-
trator Jim Parish engaged in a dis-
cussion on the possible conflict of
interest for Kim and offered guid-
ance to her and fellow board
member Shellie Cooney on a vote
related to the purchase of equip-
ment. At that time Kim was

advised to abstain from the vote
and did so.

According to Dolan, this creat-
ed a protocol that possible con-
flicts of interest would be brought
to Kim’s attention prior to a vote.
Since there was no objection by
legal counsel to the vote that took
place Feb. 24, Kim did not feel a
conflict existed.

Further, the documentation
provided to the commission
shows the payment in question as
a line item. However, the docu-
mentation packet Kim received
did not include that document.
Therefore, Kim did not know the
check issued to her in the amount
of $7,078.47 was a part of the
check run she was voting to
approve.

During his subsequent investi-
gation, Vavra discovered that the
board packet being referred to
was divided into two parts, with
the first being delivered by e-mail
and the second supplied as a hard
copy.

The first portion of the packet
did not include the check payable
to Kim in the amount of
$7,078.47 as a line item and
included only the total disbursed
amount. The second packet,
which did include the details of
the check run, was available to
board members at the hospital
administrator’s office. However,
Vavra found that the second pack-
et was also delivered to Kim’s
office four days prior to the vote. 

Kim claims that she had no
knowledge of any document
delivered to her office nor does
she recall seeing the version of
the packet which included the line
item. Further, she states that the
$7,078.47 check was paid to her
on Jan. 16, therefore she did not
anticipate a conflict of interest
with the check run. 

Despite those claims, Vavra
found that it was Kim’s responsi-
bility to familiarize herself with
the content of the check run and
that she had an opportunity to do
so. However, he did indicate that
Kim was entitled to the payment
and thus the allegation that Kim
received unwarranted privilege
appeared to have no merit.

Vavra also referred to a confi-
dential Ethics Commission Opin-
ion (No. 09-2C) regarding Kim
wherein she was prohibited from
voting on the budget when her
salary appeared as a line item
stating that, “to fully understand
this case and establish the need
for Kim’s disclosure and absten-
tion, one should evaluate the con-
fidential Commission’s Opinion.”

In his conclusion, Vavra stated
that evidence does support the
claim that Kim violated state law
by failing to disclose pecuniary
interest and failing to abstain
from voting and that just and suf-
ficient cause did exist to render an
opinion on those allegations but
that the evidence does not support
the claim that Kim used her posi-
tion to secure unwarranted privi-
leges because she was entitled to
the reimbursement and just and
sufficient cause did not exist to
render an opinion on that allega-
tion. 

The Panel Determination
upheld those findings, setting a
hearing on the allegation that Kim
had failed to disclose pecuniary
interest and to abstain from voting
on payment to herself. They dis-
missed the allegation that Kim
had used her position to receive an
unwarranted privilege.

HGH
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