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ATTORNEY GENERAL’S ANNUAL
REPORT OF COMPLAINTS RECEIVED
PURSUANT TO
RHODE ISLAND GENERAL LAWS SECTION 42-46-1, ET
SEQ., THE OPEN MEETINGS ACT

Rhode Island General Laws Section 42-46-11 requires the Office of Attorney General to
submit an annual report to the Legislature summarizing the complaints received pursuant to
the Open Meetings Act, including the number of complaints found to be meritorious and the
action taken by the Office of Attorney General in response to those complaints. On occasion,
complaints will be resolved by the parties without the issuance of a finding, or the Office of
Attorney General will issue one finding in response to multiple similar complaints, resulting
in a discrepancy between the number of complaints received and findings issued.
Additionally, sometimes findings are issued in a different calendar year than when a
complaint was received. In cases where this Office finds a violation and determines that
injunctive relief is necessary, oftentimes this Office is able to obtain voluntary compliance
from the public body without needing to initiate litigation.

The Office of Attorney General is pleased to submit the following information concerning the
calendar year 2022,

STATISTICS
OPEN MEETINGS ACT COMPLAINTS RECEIVED: 46
FINDINGS ISSUED BY THE ATTORNEY GENERAL: 64
VIOLATIONS FOUND: 33
WARNINGS ISSUED: 33
LITIGATION INITIATED: 0

WRITTEN ADVISORY OPINIONS:
REQUESTS RECEIVED: 3
ADVISORY OPINIONS ISSUED: 0



VIOLATIONS FOUND/WARNING ISSUED

The Office of Attorney General issued warnings in the following cases where the
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Office found violations of the Open Meetings Act:

Chiaradio v. Westerly School Committee

Stewart v. West Greenwich Planning Board

Keep Metacomet Green! v. East Providence City Council
Solas v. R.1. State Council on the Arts

Keep Metacomet Green! v. City of East Providence Planning Board

Piccirilli v. Council on Elementary and Secondary FEducation

Childs v. Bonnet Shores Fire District

Durand v, Pawtuxet River Authority

LeClair v. Woonsocket Housing Authority

Barrett v. Council on Education

Solas v. Westerly School Committee Health and Wellness
Subcommittee

Mayer v. Central Coventry Fire District:

Lapierre et. al v. Woonsocket Housing Authority

Solas v. North Kingstown School Department

Solas v. Chariho NEA ESP Negotiation Subcommittee

Langseth v. Warwick City Council

Solas v. South Kingstown School Committee

Langseth v. Buttonwoods Fire District

Lema v. Narragansett Town Council

Solas v. South Kingstown School Building Committee

Aiello v. Westerly Town Council

Fandetti v. Bonnet Shores Fire District

Pierson v. Coventry Town Council

Lapierre v. Woonsocket Housing Authority

Solas v. R.I. Commission on Prejudice & Bias

Altabef v. Lincoln Town Council

Solas v. North Kingstown School Committee




OM 22-54  Aiello v. Westerly Town Council
OM 22-57  Touchette v. Johnston Town Council
OM 22-58  Solas v. Coventry School Committee
OM 22-60  Aiello v. Westerly Town Council
OM 22-61  Figgis v. Glocester EDC

OM 22-62  Quay v. Middletown Town Council

OM 22-64 FabCity Cigar Lounge v. Pawtucket City Council, in _its capacity as
Board of License Commissioners

Summaries of all findings/written advisory opinions issued are included below.
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OPEN MEETINGS ACT FINDINGS — 2022

Chiaradio v. Westerly School Committee:
The Complainant alleged that the Westerly School Committee violated the OMA

when it did not provide proper notice of the nature of the business to be discussed
and/or acted upon at its August 11, 2021 meeting and its October 27, 2021 meeting.
Regarding the August 11, 2021 meeting, the Complainant argued that an agenda
item titled “School Committee By-Laws” did not fairly inform the public that the
Committee would specifically discuss potentially changing a particular aspect of
the By-laws. Based on the totality of the evidence before us, we determined that the
agenda item in question did not adequately notify the public as to the nature of the
business to be conducted. Regarding the October 27, 2021 meeting, the
Complainant argued that an agenda item titled “First Reading: Library Media
Department Policy 6130 Update” and other similar items did not fairly inform the
public of the nature of the business that was discussed and carried out at the meeting
under those agenda items. Based on the totality of the evidence before us, we
determined that the agenda items in question adequately notified the public as to
the nature of the business to be conducted and reflected what actually transpired at
the meeting. The Complainant also alleged that the Committee violated the OMA
at both of these meetings when the Committee did not permit members of the
Committee to substantively respond to comments made by the public during public
comment. Guided by the language of the OMA, we found that there was no
violation because the OMA permits but does not require that public body members
be able to respond to public comment. We did not find the sole violation identified
above to be willful or knowing, and we did not find injunctive relief to be necessary
as no action was taken.

VIOLATION FOUND.

Stewart v. West Greenwich Planning Board:

The Complainant alleged that the Board failed to timely post minutes for one of its
meetings. The Board acknowledged its failure and argued that the violation was not
willful or knowing. This Office found that the Board violated the OMA but did not
find the violation to be willful or knowing. This Office noted that the Board must
talke measures to ensure that it does not repeat a similar violation.

VIOLATION FOUND.

Keep Metacomet Green! v. East Providence City Council:

The Complainant alleged that the East Providence City Council failed to timely
post meeting minutes for two meetings. The City Council acknowledged its failure
to timely post meeting minutes for its June 15, 2021 and July 20, 2021 meetings.
This conduct violated the OMA. See R.I. Gen. Laws § 42-4-7(d). We determined
that injunctive relief was not appropriate here because the City Council had since
posted the meeting minutes and we declined to find the violation to be willful or
knowing, but warned the City Council that its conduct violated the OMA and
should not be repeated.

VIOLATION FOUND.
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Leasca v. South Kingstown Town Council:

The Complainant alleged that the Council violated the OMA by taking action
outside of the public purview regarding deciding not to pursue criminal charges
relating to a release of student information. Based on the totality of the
circumstances and the record before us, we did not find sufficient evidence that the
Council discussed the matter outside of a noticed meeting, and accordingly found
no violation.

Solas v. R.1. State Council on the Arts:

The Complainant alleged that the Council failed to timely post minutes for nine of
its meetings. The Council acknowledged its failure. This Office found that the
Council violated the OMA but did not find the violation to be willful or knowing.
The Council noted that it has since posted the minutes and has also taken measures
to ensure that it does not repeat a similar violation.

VIOLATION FOUND.

Da Silva and Moglia v. Fast Providence School Committee:

The Complainants alleged that the School Committee violated the OMA by not
convening a meeting until some people who were not wearing masks had left.
Based on the record presented to this Office, we found that the School Committee
did not prevent anyone from attending the meeting and that, in the particular
circumstances of this case, it was reasonable for the School Committee to delay the
start of the meeting. We accordingly found no violation.

Keep Metacomet Green! v. City of East Providence Planning Board:

The Complainant alleged that the East Providence Planning Board failed to timely
post meeting minutes for four meetings. The Board acknowledged its failure to
timely post meeting minutes on the Secretary of State’s website for its May 10,
2021, June 14, 2021, June 29, 2021, and July 12, 2021 meetings. Accordingly, this
Office found that the Board violated the OMA. However, we did not find sufficient
evidence of a willful or knowing violation, nor did we find injunctive relief
appropriate.

VIOLATION FOUND.

Solas v. Narragansett Inclusion, Diversity, Equity, and Awareness
Committee:

The Complainant alleged that the Committee failed to file minutes for three of its
meetings. The Committee noted that it has posted minutes for the majority of its
meetings in the interest of transparency but asserted that it is an advisory public
body and thus not required to post its meeting minutes pursuant to R.I. Gen. Laws
§ 42-46-7(d). Based on the record and the totality of the circumstances, this Office
found that the Committee is solely advisory in nature and therefore, pursuant to R.I.
Gen. Laws § 42-46-7(d), is not required to post its meeting minutes. Consequently,
it did not violate the OMA.







