Various emails received for item #53 on 6/2/20




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: Peggy Hall <peggy.hall@cox.net>

Sent; Monday, June 01, 2020 4:24 PM

To: ETeam@ochca.com; Quick, Nichole; Chau, Clayton; COB_Response; Wagner, Donald;
Steel, Michelle; tspitzer@da.ocgov.com; Bartlett, Lisa

Subject: NO GROUNDS FOR LOCAL EMERGENCY

| am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b} and
CHSC Section 101080} and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

{ESA 8558 b}

CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:
Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a local
health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:

1} There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive agent”

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.
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Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency,

The "introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28. That is not an
"introduction” of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "paositive cases” are faulty because of the
highly unreliability of the tests,

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 {unconfirmed) deaths.
In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.
Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point {5) that "there is currently no vaccine to prevent
COVID-19,

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for fiu
season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point {10):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is currently no
yaccine to i rotect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it;

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY]

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there is an "Imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or

communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction” of any disease. The introduction happened 3
months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition,

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”

This has not happened.

"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not providing reputable

evidence In favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.
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Chau and duick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective,

"Where is the science?"
Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate,
Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

1. The CDPH states: (link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 Is washing our hands
frequently, avoiding touching our eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding
being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by staying at home.

2. "Face coverings may_increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

"There is_limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the
public during a pandemic could help reduce disease transmission. "

And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."
"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."
THUS,

WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE
UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law {ESA section 8558);

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law {ESA 8558 b) and
2) Not providing "relevant information™ to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

Sincerely,

Peggy Hall

Aliso Viejo




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: Proliberty <ProLiberty@protonmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 4:32 PM

To: COB_Response

Subject: Local state of ermergency - rescind

Dear Board of Supervisors,

Thank you for your attention to the issues affecting us at this time.

Please rescind the local state of emergency. The Covid-19 numbers do not justify the state of emergency, and the money
potentially to come from state or federal governments is not worth being under the tyranny of the local health
department for. Nothing going on with regard to the coronavirus justifies the state of emergency, nor the face mask
order.

If our county were allowed to work as normal, allow people to come and go, not be afraid, nor wear fear-inducing face
masks, | am sure we would have enough money to deal with any covid issues that come up. As it is, we are ruining our

county, all in the name of money!

With regard to the face mask order, below are some links and info with regard to that, Please either rescind that order,
or fire Dr, Quick, and then get someone who will rescind the order.

Thank you,
Anja Carley

Below is a warning label on a box of masks, What part of the mask is helpful, if it's not intended to
provide protection against Covid-19? The warning label says that the mask does not reduce the risk of
contracting any disease or infection. It seems that what the face mask is meant to do is to be a placebo
for those who are afraid. In that case, make it optional. Also, as the bottom image points out, there is
the very real chance of a person experiencing hypercapnia while wearing a mask; in fact, a family
member did just that. There are those of us out here that actually are interested in reality, truth and
actual health, not political statements and fear-mongering. Please rescind the mask requirement
immediately.

Respectfully submitted,

Anja Carley
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https://www.nydailynews.com/coronavirus/ny-coronavirus-two-chinese-boys-die-face-masks-gym-class-20200507-
ruyinz7czijbgde3tprx647g3dm-story.html

https://www.fort-russ.com/2020/05/dr-blaylock-face-masks-pose-serious-risks-to-the-healthy-hypoxia-and-

hypercapnia/

https://thesmartlocal.com/thailand/jogger-lung-
collapse/?fbelid=wAR1blkDbsirSHHs4MQySUdWvtMNsurs7NJaxNZLOEQyxxClyezGGegMWKYw




https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/politics/2020/05/27 fcoronavirus-fauci-says-he-wears-mask-symbol-what-
do/5266189002/?fbelid=IwAR09zQrVflyLsHeZtyPbNsFulUIpdWUDAQuU18d-KKCEUCaX9RHD-vIrSoEa

https://medicalxpress.com/news/2015-04-masksdangerous-health.htm|?fbclid=IwAR2w6KG2R4Mpa1EScd-
n5Dc2Nun9GraSHTyXCTz96HRAFmMwylLyoOPOBc

https://www.cidrap.umn.edu/news-perspective/2020/04/commentary-masks-all-covid-19-not-based-sound-

data?fbclid=IwAR1UaC4kNvXMhfc2QVbKudOKfo2u5n29SzLToc80Wrg x1ERIg8QqQAS8q Is

https://academic.oup.com/annweh/article/56/1/102/166254 ?fbclid=IwAR2 1hOnb6H4mQrINP-
JIRCg57re0D9XpelhfxXpCIE70G DOOHhQdY3Iw3|




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: Aaron Francls <teamfranny@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 5:31 PM
To: ETeam@ochca.com; Quick, Nichole; Chau, Clayton; COB_Response; Wagner, Donald;

Steel, Michelle; tspitzer@da.ocgov.com; Bartlett, Lisa; leon.page@ocgov.com; Fourth
District; Do, Andrew
Subject: Tomorrow 6/2/2020 OPEN ORANGE COUNTY!

{am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080} and

2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080} and

HSC DIv 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5,

DETAILS:
Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a focal
health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:
1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medicai waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive agent”

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate {definition: "immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction" of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28. That is not an
"introduction" of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

It is the exact opposite, There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the
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highty unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 (unconfirmed) deaths.

In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point {5) that "there is currently no vaccine to prevent
COVID-18.

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu
season, where close to 600 OC residents dle each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.
The health orders state: under point (10):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there Is currently no vaccine to
protect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; Ne grounds for local emergency

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or
communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there Is no "introduction" of any disease. The introduction happened 3
months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
preventicn and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."
This has not happened.
"Where is the science?”

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck” and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks, None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

"Where is the science?"

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.

Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

1. The CDPH states: {link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands frequently, avoiding
touching our eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding being around sick people and physical
distancing, especially by staying at home,

2. "Face coverings may increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

“There is_limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the public during a pandemic could
help reduce disease transmission. "




And the "who feel comfortablewearing a mask should do so."

“"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and cantrol,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”

THUS,

WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE
UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law {ESA section 8558);

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases,

Thank You,

Aaron Francis

Irvine, Ca.

Sent fram my iPhone




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: aletagelband@aol.com

Sent: Monhday, June 01, 2020 5:.08 PM
To: COB_Response

Subject: Stop the Mask Mandate

}am writing In the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the May
28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, hased on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

if the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in viclating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080) and

HSG Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:
Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a local
health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:
1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There Is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biclogic agent, toxin or radicactive agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25, The new orders were dated May 28, That is not an
"introduction” of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases” are faulty because of the
highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147, of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 (unconfirmed) deaths.

In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that “there is currently no vaccine to prevent
COVID-19.




- How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu
seasan, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is
currently no vaccine to protect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; JJ

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or
communicable disease,.."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction” of any disease. The introduction happened 3
months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 106, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities "
This has not happened.
"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

"Where is the science?”

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.

Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

1. The CDPH states: (link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands
frequently, avoiding touching our eves, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding
being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by staying at home.

2. "Face coverings may_increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

"There is_limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the
public during a pandemic could help reduce disease transmission. "

And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."

"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

A local health officer must make any relevant information avaitable to governmental entities."

THUS,

WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BCARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY
THE UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and
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2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 108, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120176.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases,




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: amber andreasen <ambera30@yahoo.com>

Sent; Monday, June 01, 2020 6:02 PM

To: COB_Response

Subject: Please vote against ratification of the May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency

To Whom it may concern:

I am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to
vote against ratification of the May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not
ratified by the Board of Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in
California law (ESA 8558 b) and CHSC Section 101080) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Diy
105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide
evidence and information to the governing body regarding communicable diseases.

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:
(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080} and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section
101080, as follows:

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency
Services Act (ESA), a local health emergencymay only be proclaimed by a local health officer
when: '

1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or
medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious,
infectious, or communicable disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent,
toxin or radioactive agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in
Orange County,




© There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate’]
threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health
emergency.

The "introduction" of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated
May 28. That is not an "introduction" of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health
emergency.

It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases"
are faulty because of the highly unreliability of the tests,

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving
86 (unconfirmed) deaths,.

In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.
Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health
emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is
currently no vaccine to prevent COVID-19,

Even Fauci stated to congress that "“There's no guarantee that the vaccine is actually going to be
effective” and that "There have been at least two vaccines in the past that have produced a
“suboptimal response, and when the person gets exposed, they actually have an
enhanced pathogenesis of the disease, which is always worrisome."

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local
emergency declared for flu season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year,
compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is

currentli no vaccine to i rotect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; JJij

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local
health emergency can only be called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of
the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction” of any disease.
The introduction happened 3 months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration
of communicable disease prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental

entities."
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» This has not happened.
"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck® and are breaking California law
by not providing reputable evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to
wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face
masks. None of the links provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if
they are effective,

"Where is the science?"

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask
mandate,.

Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

1. The CDPH states:_(link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands
frequently, avoiding touching our eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding
being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by staying at home.

2. "Face coverings may_increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

"There is_limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the
public during a pandemic could heip reduce disease transmission. "

And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."

" "Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to
governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of
communicable disease prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."
THUS,

WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE
BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law
(ESA 8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1,
Chapter 3, Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to
the governing body regarding communicable diseases.

Sincerely,




Lopez, Maria {COB]

From: bananal1@roadrunner.com

Sent; Monday, June 01, 2020 834 PM

To: CCB_Response

Subject: Vote No on May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency

Orange County Board of Supervisors,

I am writing for the Board to vote against ratification of the May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.
The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board
of Supervisors, based on irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA
8558 b) and CHSC Section 101080) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 103, Part 1, Chapter
3, Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing
body regarding communicable diseases. If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating
these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)
CHSC Section 101080) and
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5,

DETAILS:
Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County. There
has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the highly unreliability of
the tests. :

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147, of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 (unconfirmed)
deaths. In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County. Therefore the covid
situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine to
prevent COVID-19. Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local
health emergency can only be called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION
of any contagious, infectious or communicable disease...". There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there
is no "introduction" of any disease. The introduction happened 3 months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY
by definition.

Further, there is no evidence for wearing face masks:

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,




i
'A lacal health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities,”
This has not happened,

Health officers Chau and Quick have are breaking California law by not providing reputable evidence in favor of healthy
or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective. There is no proven science here,

The CDPH states:

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands frequently, avoiding touching our
eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by
staying at home. "Face coverings may_increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

[urge you to vote against ratification of the May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

Nancy Bernadette Horn
Santa Ana, CA

In Christ Through The Immaculate Heart of Mary




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: Brenda Angler <brenda.angier@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 5:49 AM _
To: ETeam®@ochca.com; Quick, Nichole; Chau, Clayton; COB_Response; Wagner, Donald;

Steel, Michelle; tspitzer@da.ocgov.com; leon.page@ocgov.com; Fourth District; Do,
Andrew; Media
Subject: Local Health Emergency - VOTE NO

Dear All,

l'am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency,

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law {ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080) and

2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in viclating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency, According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a local
health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:

1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen”] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat,

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction" of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28. That is not an
"introduction” of the disease.




Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency,

It Is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases” are faulty because of the
highly unreliability of the tests,

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 (unconfirmed) deaths.

In a comparable flu season (Oct-May}, 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine to prevent
Covip-18.

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu
season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10);

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is currently no vaccine to
protect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; No grounds for local emergency

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or

communicable disease..."

There is ho imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction" of any disease. The introduction happened 3
months ago, so it no fonger an EMERGENCY by definition.,

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."
This has not happened.

"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks, None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective,

"Where is the science?"
Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.
Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

The CDPH states: {link is here)




'Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands frequently, avoiding touching our
eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding being around sick peopie and physical distancing, especially by
staying at home

"Face coverings may increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

"There is limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the public during a pandemic could help reduce
disease transmission, "

And those "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."
"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information availabie to governmental entitles.”

THUS,
WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE
UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a focal health emergency based on California Law {ESA section 8558);
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

Sincerely,
Brenda L, Angier

10262 Circulo de Juarez
Fountain Valley, CA 92708




oo

E‘pez, Maria [COB]

PR _
From: Brett & Carrie-Lynn Lewis <americanfamilylewis@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:23 PM
To: Bartlett, Lisa; ETeam®@ochca.com; Quick, Nichole; Chau, Clayton; COB_Response;

Wagner, Donald; Steel, Michelle; tspitzer@da.ocgov.com; leon.page@ocgov.com; Folrth
District; Do, Andrew; Media; Bui, Pauline; Cheung, Michele; Good, Jessica; ceo@gov.com
Subject: No Masks, No Heaith Emergency

Dear Orange County Officials,

I am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating twa California laws:
1} Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

if the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA}, a local
health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:

1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There isan "imminent and proximate threat of the introducticn of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biclogic agent, toxin or radioactive agent”

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat,

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction" of this disease was declared on February 25, The new orders were dated May 28. That is not an
“introduction” of the disease,




Therefort the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the
highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 (unconfirmed) deaths.

In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine to prevent
COViD-19,

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu
season, where close to 600 QC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point {10):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there Is currently no vaccine to
protect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; No grounds for local emergency

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or

communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there Is no "introduction” of any disease. The introduction happened 3
months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”
This has not happened.

"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links
provided by the CDC even menticn wearing masks, fet alone if they are effective.

"Where [s the sclence?"

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.
Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

The CDPH states: (link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands frequently, avoiding touching our
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eyes, nusx and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by
staying at home

"Face coverings may Increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"
"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public”

“There is limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the public during a pandemic could help reduce
disease transmission. "

And those "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."
"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."

THUS,
WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE
UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a focal health emergency based on Caiifornia Law {ESA section 8558);
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

Regards,
Brett Lewis
Dana Point
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Lopez, Maria [COB]

AR
From: Cambri Barnett <cambarnett31220@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 3:54 PM
To: ETeam@ochca.com; Quick, Nichole; Chau, Clayton; COB_Response; Wagner, Donald;

Steel, Michelle; tspitzer@da.ocgov.com; leon,page@ocgov.com; Fourth District; Do,
Andrew; Media; leon.page@ocgov.com; Fourth District; Do, Andrew
Subject: OPEN OC, NO MASK REQUIRED.

Hello,

The data is in and we all know covid is not as lethal as we thought. Keeping us on lockdown while the vast majority of
the country is wide open is edging on tyranny. People all over CA have been traveling to other counties and states for
weeks to be free taking away from our economy and if it were going to spread like wild fire it would. Our hospitals are
empty. Also END THE MASK REQUIREMENT. The World Health Organization, Surgeon General, and Dr Fauci have all
stated THEY DO NOT STOP COVID. All they are doing is causing division in our community. Make them aptional and be
done with it. You are our elected leaders who we are supposed to trust. Help get OC back on track and FREE. Health
officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law {ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080) and
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.
DETAILS:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a local
health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:

1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2} There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biclogic agent, toxin or radioactive agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction" of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28. That is not an
"introduction” of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local heaith emergency.
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It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the
highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 {uncaonfirmed) deaths.
In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm In Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine to
prevent COVID-19.

How s that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there Is no local emergency declared for flu
season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10);
The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is currently no vaccine to
protect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; No grounds for local emergency

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or
communicable disease,.."

WE ARE DONE,




LoEez, Maria [COB] _

From: Carrie L <bruinetteucla@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:15 PM
To: Bartlett, Lisa; ETeam@ochca.com; Quick, Nichole; Chau, Clayton; COB_Response;

Wagner, Donald; Steel, Michelle; tspitzer@da.ocgov.com; leon.page@ocgov.com; Fourth
District; Do, Andrew; Media; ceo@gov.com; Bul, Pauline; Good, Jessica; Cheung, Michele
Subject: NO Masks, NO Local Health Emergency

Dear Sirs and Madams,

| am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence;

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws;
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080} and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHéC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:

Heaith officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a local
health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:

1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable

disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive agent"

| Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28. That is not an
"“Iintroduction” of the disease.




Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the
highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 {unconfirmed) deaths,

In a comparable flu season {Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine to prevent
COoviD-19.

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu
season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10}):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is currently no vaccine to
protect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; No grounds for local emergency

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or

communicable disease...”

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction” of any disease. The introduction happened 3
months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the adminlistration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."
This has not happened.

"Where is the science?”

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

"Where is the science?"
Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.
Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks.

The CDPH states: (link is here)




"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 Is washing our hands frequently, avoiding touching our
- eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding being around sick pecpie and physical distancing, especiatly by
staying at home

"Face coverings may increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

"There is limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the public during a pandemic could help reduce
disease transmission. "

And those "who feel comfortable wearing @ mask should do so0."
"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”

THUS,
WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE
UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law {ESA 8558 b} and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

Sincerely,

Carrie-Lynn Lewis
Dana Point




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: Christine Cohn <christinecohn@icloud.com>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 9:29 PM

To: COB_Response

Subject; Urgent

| am writing In the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

{ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:
Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local heaith emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a focal
health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:
1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemicat agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radicactive agent"”

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28. That is not an
"introduction” of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the
highly unreliability of the tests.




Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 (unconfirmed) deaths.

In a comparabie fiu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine to prevent
CoVID-19,

How is that a local emergency? There is ho effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu
season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10): S

The orders and the strong recommendations. contained herein are based on the fact that there is
currently no vaccine to protect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; |

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or
communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction" of any disease. The introduction happened 3
months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."
This has not happened.
"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck” and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks, None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective,

"Where is the science?"
Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate,

Yet, here Is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

1. The CDPH states: (link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands
frequently, avoiding touching our eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding
being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by staying at home,

2. "Face coverings may_increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

"There is_limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the
public during a pandemic could help reduce disease transmission, "

And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."




"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and contral,

"A local health officer must make any retevant information available to governmental entities."

THUS,

WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TG NOT RATIFY THE
UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b} and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

Sincerely,

Christine Cohn

Newport Coast

Sent from my iPhone




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: Connie <stantoncg@protonmail.com>

Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 6:48 PM

To: COB_Response

Subject: This "local health emergency” is invalid and unlawful

[ am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board tc vote against ratification of
the May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California faws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b)
and CHSC Section 101080) and

2} Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3,
Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body
regarding communicable diseases.

if the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:
Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a
local health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:
1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or
communicable disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: “immediate"] threat,

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28. That is not an
"introduction” of the disease,

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

it is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases” are faulty because of
the highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147, of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 (unconfirmed) deaths.
tn a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County,

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5} that "there is currently no vaccine to
prevent COVID-19.




How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the fiu, and there is no local emergency declared
for flu season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is
currently no vaccine to protect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; i

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can
only be called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious,
infectious or communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction" of any disease. The introduction happened
3 months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease

prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”
This has not happened.
“"Where is the science?”

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck” and are breaking California law by not providing
reputable evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

"Where is the science?”

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.

Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

1. The CDPH states:_(link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands
frequently, avoiding touching our eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding
being arcund sick people and physical distancing, especially by staying at home.

2. "Face coverings may_increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public”

"There is_limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the public
during a pandemic could help reduce disease transmission. "

And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."




"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”

THUS,

WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT
RATIFY THE UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds | as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b)
and

2} Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3,

Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body
regarding communicable diseases.

Sincersly,
Connie Stanton

Sent with ProtonMail Secure Email.




Lopez, Maria [COB]

—
From: Courtney Parkyn <cajames?7@gmail.com>

Sent: . Monday, June 01, 2020 5:08 PM

Subject: In Regard to Local Emergency

Hello, and thank you for taking the time to read this.

[ am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California {aws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080) and

2} Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in viclating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a local
health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:

1} There is a refease or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radiocactive agent”

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County,

There is no imminent [definition; "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction" of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28. That is not an
"introduction" of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.




[t is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the
highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147, of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 {unconfirmed) deaths,

In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the nerm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point {5) that "there is currently no vaccine to prevent
Cov(D-19,

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is nc local emergency declared for flu
season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point {10):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is currently no vaccine to
protect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; No grounds for local emergency

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are viclating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or

communicable disease..,"

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction™ of any disease. The introduction happened 3
months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition,

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”
This has not happened.

"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

"Where is the science?"

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.

Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

The CDPH states:

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands frequently, avoiding touching our

eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by

staying at home
2




"Face coverings may increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"
"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public”

"There is limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the public during a pandemic could help reduce
disease transmission. "

And those "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do s0,"
"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."

THUS,
WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE
UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b} and

2} Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases,

Sincerely,

Courtney

Courtney James Parkyn E-RYT 500

(949) 636-7611
FB: Courtney James Parkyn Instagram: courtneyparkynyoga

CourtneyParkynYoga.com

Hari Om Tat Sat




Loeez, Maria [COB]

From: Billy Barker <billydpg@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 7:17 AM
To: ETeam@ochca.com; Quick, Nichole; Chau, Clayton; COB_Response; Wagner, Donald;

Steel, Michelle; tspitzer@da.ocgov.com; Bartlett, Lisa; leon.page@ocgov.com; Fourth
District; Do, Andrew
Subject: NO MASK

| am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding

communicable diseases.
If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:
(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080} and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:
Health officers Chau and Quick are viclating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a focal
heafth emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:
1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicabie biclogic agent, toxin or radicactive agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"”] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25, The new orders were dated May 28. That is not an
"introduction" of the disease,

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the
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highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 {unconfirmed) deaths,

In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 537 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point {5) that "there is currently no vaccine to prevent
COVID-19,

How Is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for fiu
season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point {10); _ _

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is

currentli no vaccine to_i__rotec';t against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; JJj

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or
communicable disease...”

There is ho imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction” of any disease. The introduction happened 3
months ago, so it ho longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entitjes.”
This has not happened.
"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

"Where is the science?"

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.

Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks;

1. The CDPH states: (link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands
frequently, avoiding touching our eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding
being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by staying at home.

2. "Face coverings may_increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

"There is_limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the
public during a pandemic could help reduce disease transmission. "

And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."
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"Where is the science?”
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information availabie to governmental entities."

THUS,
WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE

UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY
There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding

communicable diseases.

William Barker




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: Brian Harvell <bharvell8282@gmait.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 1:45 AM

To: COB_Response

Subject: Comments for upcoming Board meetings

Dear OC Board Members,

As an essential employee and resident of Orange county | encourage you to do the right thing in regards to the
mandatory use of face coverings. The right thing is to give freedom to people and protect our constitutional rights. You
can not force healthy people to wear a mask. San Diego already has a lawsuit filed against them. If you do not repeal the
Ms Quicks unlawful mandate, then you too will face a lawsuit for violating our civil rights, our liberties.

Do you want this current generation of children to grow up with face coverings being normal? Any idea what that does
to the psychology of a child, or a teen, Restore freedom, we just ask to be given the choice. Many will still choose to
wear them, that's their choice.

Have a blessed day,

Brain Harvell




Lopez, Maria [COB]_

L "
From: Cindee Beirne <wellnesswithcb@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 7:18 AM

Subject: PLEASE

| am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification
of the May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board
of Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA
8558 h) and CHSC Section 101080) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter
3, Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing
body regarding communicabie diseases.

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS;

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:V

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act
(ESA), a local health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:
1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste. or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or
communicable disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biclogic agent, toxin or radicactive agent”

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.
There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a focal health emergency.

The "introduction™ of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28. That is
not an "introduction" of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty
because of the highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 (unconfirmed)
deaths.

In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine
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to prevent COVID-19.

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency
declared for flu season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.
The health orders state: under point (10):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is

currentli no vaccine to irotect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; ||

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency
can only be called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious,
infectious or communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction" of any disease. The introduction
happened 3 months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable
disease prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”
This has not happened.
"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not providing
reputable evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the
links provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

"Where is the science?"

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.

Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

1. The CDPH states: (link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands
frequently, avoiding touching our eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding
being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by staying at home.

2. "Face coverings may_increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

“"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

"There is_limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the
public during a pandemic could help reduce disease transmission. "

And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."

"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental
entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable
disease prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities "
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THUS,

WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO
NOT RATIFY THE UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558):

1) Calling for a local heaith emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law (ESA
8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter
3, Section 120176.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing
body regarding communicable diseases.

Sincerely,
Cindee Beirne




Lopez, Maria [COB]

.
From: Cynthia Villasenor <beliav633@gmail.com>
Sent; Tuesday, June 02, 2020 6;14 AM
To: COB_Response
Subject: Face Masks

| am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against
ratification of the May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by
the Board of Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law
(ESA 8558 b) and CHSC Section 101080) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1,
Chapter 3, Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to
the governing body regarding communicable diseases.

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as
follows:

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services
Act (ESA), a local health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:

1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical
waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or
communicable disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive
agent”

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange

County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction" of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28.

That is not an "introduction" of the disease.
. 1




Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are
faulty because of the highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86
(unconfirmed) deaths.

In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency,

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no
vaccine to prevent COVID-18,

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local
emergency declared for flu season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to
fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is

currentii no vaccine to irotect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; -

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health
emergency can only be called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the
INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction" of any disease. The
introduction happened 3 months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of
communicable disease prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."
This has not happened.
"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not
providing reputable evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.
Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks.
None of the links provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.
"Where is the science?”

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.
Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

1. The CDPH states: (link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands
frequently, avoiding touching our eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding
being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by staying at home.

2. "Face coverings may_increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"




"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

"There is_limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the
public during a pandemic could help reduce disease transmissicn. "

And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so0."

"Where is the science?”
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to
governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of
communicable disease prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."

THUS,

WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE
BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law
(ESA 8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmentatl entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1,
Chapter 3, Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to
the governing body regarding communicable diseases.

Sincerely,
Cynthia Villasenor




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: dave@Spirit-Aerospace <dave@spirit-aerospace.com>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 5:31 PM
To: Steel, Michelle; ETeam@ochca.com; Quick, Nichole; Chau, Clayton; COB_Response;

Wagner, Donald; tspitzer@da.ocgov.com; Bartlett, Lisa; leon.page@ocgov.com; Fourth
District; Do, Andrew

Subject: Mask Mandate

Hello All

Short and sweet.,

Please end the unlawful State of Emergency and remove the mask mandate, It is doing more damage than good in OC.

Thanks

David Taylor
dave@spirit-aerospace.com




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: David Archuletta <davidarchuletta@me.com>

Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 9:04 PM

To: ' COB_Response

Subject: VOTE NO/AGAINST MAY 28,2020 health orders and local emergency

Board Members,
I am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information far the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no fegal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080} and

2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a local
heaith emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:

1) There is a refease or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable hiologic agent, toxin or radicactive agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"} threat.
1




Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction" of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28, That is not an
"introduction" of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the
highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were In nursing homes, leaving 86 (unconfirmed) deaths.
In a comparable flu season {Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County,
Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine to prevent
COVID-18.

How Is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu
season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10}:

The orders and the strong recommendations cantained herein are based on the fact that there is currently no vaccine to
protect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; No grounds for local emergency

NO GROUNDS FCR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!
Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or

communicable disease...”

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction” of any disease. The introduction happened 3
months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition,

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

“A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”
This has not happened.
"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.




Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective,

"Where is the science?"
Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.

Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

1The CDPH states: (link is here)

2

3"0ur best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is
washing our hands frequently, avoiding touching our eves, nose
and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding being around sick
people and physical distancing, especially by staying at home.

+"Face coverings may_increase risk if users reduce their use of
strong defenses,”

5

6"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must
be in public"

7

8"There is_limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face
coverings by the public during a pandemic could help reduce
disease transmission. "

9

10And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so.
"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Secticn 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."

THUS,




WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE
UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California faw (ESA 8558 b) and
2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and Information to the governing body regarding

communicable diseases.

David Archuletta




Lopez, Maria [COB]

R
From: DC Cornelius <dcornelius66@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 4:58 PM
To: Bartlett, Lisa; Quick, Nichole; Chau, Clayton; COB_Response; Wagner, Donald; Steel,

Michelle; tspitzer@da.ocgov.com; leon.page@ocgov.com; Fourth District; Do, Andrew:
Media; Do, Andrew

Ce: peggy@thehealthyamerican.org

Subject: Pemand to Nuliify the OC "State of Emergency" Status

Dear Government Officlals;

Thank you in advance for reading this important message. We demand that OC be restored to wholeness on the grounds that laws
have been viclated by city and/or county officials, based on the following:

(1) There are NO grounds for a locat health emergency in OC.

A 'local health emergency” can only be calied if there is an "imminent and proximate threat of an INTRODUCTION of a n infectious
disease..."

Uh, the "infraduction” of the disease was 3 months ago!

{2) Health officers (corrupt) Clayton Chau and Nichole Quick are breaking another law: not providing relavant information to the
governing body for that they are basing their recommendations on.

if you want to read the details, here they are: please CCPY AND PASTE what you need and send to thege ematls right away";

| am writing in the strongest terms possible with compeling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the May 28, 2020
health orders and local emergency.,

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of Supervisors, based
on this irrefutable evidence:

Heatth officers Chau and Quick are violating twe California laws:

1} Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in Galifornia law (ESA 8558 b} and CHSC Section
101080) and

2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5,
which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding communicable diseases,

if the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080 ang

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapier 3, Saction 120175.5.

DETAILS:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as foliows;

NC GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:;

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According 1o the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a local health
emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:

1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or
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2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicabie disease, chemical
agent, nencommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radicactive agent”

Based on the definitlon of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orangs County,

Thare is no imminent {definition: "about to happen'] or proximate [definition: “immediate”] threat,

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "infroduction” of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28, That is not an “introduction” of the
disease,

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Itis the exact opposite. There has been & slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the highly
unreliabifity of the tests.

Further, Current COVID-related deaths are 147, of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 (unconfirmed) deaths.
In a comparable fiu season (Oct-May), 587 deaths are the norm in Orange County,

Therefore the COVID situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.,
Chau and Quick state as a reason for their-local health emergency peint (5) that "there is currently no vaccine fo prevent COVID-19.

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu season, where
close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for COVID.

The heatth orders state; under point (10);
The orders and the strong recommendations containad hetein are based on the fact that there is currently no vaccine to protect against
COVID-18, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; No grounds for the local emergency

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating Callfornia Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be called when
there Is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or cormmunicabie disease. ”

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction” of any disease. The introduction happened 3 months ago, so
it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition,

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 1201755 states that regarding the administration of commuricable disease prevention and
control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."
This has not happened,

"Where Is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck™ and are breaking California law by not providing reputable evidence i favor of
healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links provided by the
CBC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

"Where is the science?"

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the avidence for the mask mandate.
Yet, here is what the CIOPH states regarding face masks:

The CDPH states: {link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands frequently, avoiding touching our eyes, nose and
mouth with Uunwashed hands, avoiding being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by staying at home

"Face coverings may increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,”

"“You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public”




"There is limited evidence o suggest that the use of cloth face coverings by the public during a pandemic could help reduce disease
transrission. "

And those "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."
"Where s the science?”
Thus, Chau and Quick are vialating this faw by not provide the relevant information {o governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease prevention znd
controt,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information availabie to governmental entities.”

THUS,

WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHC OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE
UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCGY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on Califernia Law (ESA section 8558);
1) Caliing for a tocal health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5,
which directs the healih officers fo provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding communicable dissases.

Sincerely,

Dana Comelius
B I . I T U T I i Y Y

949.456.5400




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: Diane Ake <dianeake@hotmail.com>

Sent: Maonday, June 01, 2020 5:28 PM

Subject: Please vote against the ratification of the May 28,2020 health orders and local
emergency

| am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against
ratification of the May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the
Board of Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA
8558 b) and CHSC Section 101080) and

2} Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1,
Chapter 3, Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the
governing body regarding communicable diseases.

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080} and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:
Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act
(ESA), a local health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:

1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste,
or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or
communicable disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County,
There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.
Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28. That is
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not an "introduction" of the disease.
Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Itis the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty
because of the highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86
{unconfirmed) deaths.

In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County,

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no
vaccine to prevent COVID-19.

How is that a local emergency? There is no 100% effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no iocal
emergency declared for flu season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer
than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10):
The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is

currehtli no vaccine to 'i-roteCt against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; JJj

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health
emergency cah only be called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of
any contagious, infectious or communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction" of any disease, The introduction
happened 3 months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of
communicable disease prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."
This has not happened.
"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not
providing reputable evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of
the links provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

“Where is the science?”

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.

Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:




1. The CDPH states: {link is here)

"Qur best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands frequently, avoiding
touching our eves, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding being around sick people and physical
distancing, especially by staying at home.

2. "Face coverings may Increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,”

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

"There is_limjted evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the
public during a pandemic could help reduce disease transmission. "

And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."

The World Health Organization also says that masks are not needed by people with no symptoms and that
it cannot protect them.

https.//www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ded AxFfloQ&feature=youtu.be&fbclid=IwAR1rEwUZayHIxQYcP83roOGdZ5p-
MkFYe-wwXSArMAISVIK{UglipWHgQ1w

“Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to
governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of
communicable disease prevention and control,

“A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”

THUS,

WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT
RATIFY THE UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law (ESA
8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1,
Chapter 3, Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the
governing body regarding communicable diseases.

Sincerely,
Diane Ake




Lopez, Maria [COB]

B
From: Diane Swanson <twelfthillinois@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 5:41 PM
To: COB_Response
Subject: Board please vote against ratification of the May 28, 2020 health orders and local
emergency.

| am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the May
28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified. and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws;
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080) and

2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:
Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a jocal
health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:
1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biclogic agent, toxin or radioactive agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28. That is not an
"introduction” of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Thank you,
Diane




LOEezr Maria [COB] ——— S ——— L

From: Elena Estrada <lennyestradal978@icloud.com>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 9:50 PM

To: COB_Response

Subject: Please stop mask mandate

| am writing In the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency,

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases,

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080} and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:
Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a local
heaith emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:
1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicabie biologic agent, toxin or radioactive agent”

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County,

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28, That is not an
"introduction" of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the
highly unreliability of the tests.




Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 (unconfirmed) deaths,

in a comparable flu season (Oct-May}, 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency paoint (5) that "there is currently no vaccine to prevent
COVID-19.

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu
season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10}):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is

currentti no vaccine to irotect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; JJjj

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or
communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction” of any disease, The introduction happened 3
months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”
This has not happened.
"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

"Where is the science?"

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.

Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

1. The CDPH states: {link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands
frequently, avoiding touching our eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding
being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by staying at home.

2. "Face coverings may_increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in publi¢c"

"There is_limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the
public during a pandemic could help reduce disease transmission. "

And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."




"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."

THUS,
WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE

UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY
There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b} and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

Sincerely,
Elena J. Estrada




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: Elyse Chused <elysechused@yahoo.com>
Sent; Monday, June 01, 2020 5:00 PM
To: ETeam@ochca.com; Quick, Nichole; Chau, Clayton; COB_Response; Wagner, Donaid;

Steel, Michelle; tspitzer@da.ocgov.com; Bartlett, Lisa; leon.page@ocgov.com; Fourth
District; Do, Andrew
Subject: Health orders and local emergency

| am writing in the strongest terms possibie with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080} and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175,5.

DETAILS:
Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a focal
health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:
1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction" of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28, That is not an
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"introduction" of the disease.
Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

it is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases” are faulty because of the
highly unreliability of the tests,

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 (unconfirmed) deaths,

In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine to prevent
COVID-19,

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu
season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is

current'li no vaccine to i rotect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; -

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or
communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction” of any disease. The introduction happened 3
manths ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."
This has not happened.
"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks, None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

"Where is the science?”

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate,

Yet, here is what the COPH states regarding face masks:

1. The CDPH states: (link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands
frequently, avoiding touching our eyes, nose and mouthwith unwashed hands, avoiding
being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by staying at home.

2. "Face coverings may_increase riskif users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"




"There is_limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the
public during a pandemic could help reduce disease transmission. "

And the "who feel comfortablewearing a mask should do so."

"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”

THUS,

WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE
UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);

1) Cailing for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section

120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

Sincerely,
Elyse Chused

Sent from my iPhone




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: Erica Villalpando <ericajmz@aol.com»>
Sent; Tuesday, June 02, 2020 12:40 AM
To: ETeam@ochca.com; Quick, Nichole; Chau, Clayton; COB_Response; Wagner, Donald;

Steel, Michelle; tspitzer@da,ocgov.com; Bartlett, Lisa; leon.page@ocgov.com; Fourth
District; Do, Andrew
Subject: Local Health Emergency Ratification

Dear Orange County Board of Supervisors and Officers,

t am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of
the May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of

Supervisors, based on this irrefutabie evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:

1} Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b}
and CHSC Section 101080) and

2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3,
Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body
regarding communicable diseases.

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080} and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:
Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a |ocal health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a
local health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:
1) There Is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28. Thatis not an
"introduction” of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation dees not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Iltis the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of
the highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 81 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 (Unconfirmed) deaths.
1




In a comparabie flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County,

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine to
prevent COVID-18.

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared
for flu season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is currently no
vaccine to protect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; No grounds for local emergency
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can
only be called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious,
infectious or communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction” of any disease. The introduction happened
3 months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."
This has not happened.
"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

"Where is the science?"

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.

Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

1. The CDPH states: (link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands frequently, avoiding
touching our eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding being around sick people and physical
distancing, especially by staying at home.

2. "Face coverings may increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public”

"There is limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the public during a pandemic could help
reduce disease transmission. " ‘

And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do 50."

"Where is the science?”
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicabie disease
prevention and control,

“A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."

THUS,
WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT
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RATIFY THE UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558):

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b)
and

2} Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3,
Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body
regarding communicable diseases.

Sincerely,
Erica Villalpando
Costa Mesa




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: Fausto If Of the House of Carrasco <fausto.carrascoestate@yahoo.coms>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 11:04 PM
To: ETeam@ochca.com; Quick, Nichole; Chau, Clayton; COB_Response; Wagner, Donald;

Steel, Micheile; tspitzer@da.ocgov.com; Bartlett, Lisa; leon.page@ocgov.com; Fourth
District: Do, Andrew

Subject: IN REFERENCE TO THE FOLLOWING VOTE FOR RATIFICATION OF THE MAY 28, 2020
HEALTH ORDERS AND LOCAL EMERGENCY IN ORANGE CCUNTY.
Attachments: LETTER FROM fausto AGAINST RATIFICATION HEALTH ORDER ON 6 2 20,pdf

Dear Orange County Board of Supervisors

June 2 2020

IN REFERENCE TO THE FOLLOWING VOTE FOR RATIFICATION OF
THE MAY 28, 2020 HEALTH ORDERS AND LOCAL EMERGENCY IN
ORANGE COUNTY.

In supporting the initiative of Peggy Hall, | completely agree with her testimony, research and
invaluable work, defending us, “We the people” , and | hereby do affirm and state the following:

I am “also” writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board,
to vote against ratification of the May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not
ratified by the Board of Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Dr. Nichole Quick and Dr. Clayton Chau, are violating the following California
laws:

1a. Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in
California law (ESA 8558 b)

[ rest of page left in blank intentionally ]

The Statutory Law reads as follows:

!

GOVERNMENT CODE - GOV

TITLE 2. GOVERNMENT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA [8000 - 22980)
( Title 2 enacted by Stats. 1943, Ch, 134, )

DIVISION 1. GENERAL [8000 - 8899,72]

( Division 1 enacted by Stats. 1943, Ch. 134. )




CHAPTER 7. California Emergency Services Act [8550 - 8669.7}
( Chapter 7 added by Stats. 1970, Ch. 1434, )
ARTICLE 2, General Definitions [83535 - 8561]

{( Article 2 added by Srats. 1970, Ch. 1454, )

8558,
Three conditions or degrees of emergency are established by this chapter:

(a) "State of war emergency ™ means the condition that exists immediately, with or without a proclamation thereof by the Governor,
whenever ihis state or nation is attacked by an enemy of the United States, or upon receipt by the state of a warning from the federal
governmen! indicating that such an enemy attack is probable or imminent,

(b) “State of emergency” means the duly proclaimed existence of conditions of disaster or of extreme peril to the safety of persons and
property within the state caused by conditions such as air pollution, fire, flood, storm, epidemic, riol, drought, cyberierrorism, sudden
and severe energy shortage, plant or animal infestation or disease, the Governor’s warning of an earthquake or volcanic prediction,
or an earthquake, or other conditions, other than conditions resulting from a labor controversy or conditions causing a “state of war
emergency,” which, by reason of their magnitude, are or are likely to be beyond the control of the services, personnel, equipment, and
Jacilities of any single county, city and county, or city and require the combined forces of a mutual aid region or regions to combal, or
with respect to regulated energy utilities, a sudden and severe energy shortage requires extraordinary measures bevond the authority
vested in the California Public Utilities Commission.

(c) “Local emergency” means the duly proclaimed existence of conditions of disaster or of extreme peril to the safety of persons and
property within the territorial limits of a county, city and county, or city, caused by conditions such as air pollution, fire, flood, storm,
epidemic, riot, drought, cyberterrorism, suddern and severe energy shortage, plant or animal infestation or disease, the Governor s
warning of an earthquake or voleanic prediction, or an earthquake, or other conditions, other than conditions resulting from a labor
controversy, which are or are likely to be beyond the control of the services, personnel, equipment, and facilities of that political
subdivision and require the combined forces of other political subdivisions to combat, or with respect to regulated energy utilities, a
sudden and severe energy shortage requires extraordinary measures beyond the authority vested in the California Public Utilities
Comumission,

(Amended by Stats. 2018, Ch. 557, Sec. I. (SB 532) Effective January 1, 2019.)

1b. Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, pursuant CHSC
Section 101080)...

The Statutory Law reads as follows:

2018 California Code

Health and Safety Code - HSC

DIVISION 101 - ADMINISTRATION OF PUBLIC HEALTH

PART 3 - LOCAL HEALTH DEPARTMENTS

CHAPTER 2 - Powers and Duties of Local Health Officers and Local Health Departments
ARTICLE 2 - Local Health Emergencies

Section 101080,

Universal Citation: CA Health & Safety Code § 101080 (201 8)
101080,
Whenever a release, spill, escape, or entry of waste occurs as described in paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of Section 101075 and the

director or the local health officer reasonably determines that the waste is a hazardous waste or medical waste, or that it may become a
2




hazardous waste or medical waste because of a combination or reaction with other substances or materials, and the director or local
health officer reasonably determines that the release or escape is an immediate threat to the public health, or whenever there is an
imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious,-or communicable disease, chemical agent,
noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin, or radioactive agent, the director may declare a health emergency and the local health officer
may declare a local health emergency in the jurisdiction or any area thereof affected by the threat to the public health. Whenever a
local health emergency is declared by a local health officer pursuant to this section, the local health emergency shall not remain in
effect for a period in excess of seven days unless it has been ratified by the board of supervisors, or city council, whichever is
applicable to the jutisdiction, The board of supervisors, or city council, if applicable, shall review, at least every 30 days until the local
heaith emergency is terminated, the need for continuing the local health emergency and shall proclaim the termination of the local
health emergency at the earliest possible date that conditions warrant the termination,

(Amended by Stats. 2018, Ch. 990, Sec. 4. (AB 2238) Effective January 1, 2019.)

[ rest of page left in blank intentionally ]

2} Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105,
Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and
information to the governing body regarding communicable diseases.

The Statutory Law reads as follows:
HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE - HSC
DIVISION 105, COMMUNICABLE DISEASE PREVENTION AND CONTROL {120100 - 122477
 Division {05 added by Stais. 1995, Ch. 415, Sec. 7. }

PART 1. ADMINISTRATION OF COMMUNICABLE DISEASE PREVENTION AND CONTROL. [120100 -
120305]

{ Part | added by Stats. 1995, Ch. 413, Sec. 7.)
CHAPTER 3. Functions and Duties of Local Health Officers |120175 - 120250|

{ Chapter 3 added by Stats. 1995, Ch. 415, Sec. 7. )

120175.

Each health officer knowing or having reason to believe that any case of the diseases made reportable by regulation of the department,
or any other contagious, infectious or communicable disease exists, or has recently existed, within the territory under his or her
Jurisdiction, shall take measures as may be necessary to prevent the spread of the disease or occurrence of additional cases.

(Added by Stats. 1995, Ch. 415, Sec. 7. Effective January 1, 1996,

120175.5.

(a) During an outbreak of a communicable disease, or upon the imminent and proximate threat of a communicable disease outbreak or
epidemic that threatens the public’s health, a tocal health officer shall do both of the following;

(1) Promptly notify and update governmental entities within the local health officer’s jurisdiction about communicable diseases listed
in Section 2500 of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations that may affect them, if, in the opinion of the local health officer,
action or inaction on the part of the governmental entity might affect outbreak response efforts.




(2) Make any relevant information available to governmental entities, including, but not limited to, the Jocations of concentrations ot
cases, the number of residents affected, and the measures that the governmental entities should take to assist with outbreak response
efforts,

{b) In addition to the actions required under subdivision (a), the local health officer may issue orders to other governmental entities
within the local health officer’s jurisdiction to take any action the local health officer deems necessary to consrol the spread of the
communicable disease,

(¢) A local health officer that provides the notification and information to a governmental entity pursuant to subdivision (a), and the
governmental entity that receives the notification and information, shall comply with all applicable state and federal privacy faws.

(Added by Stats. 2019, Ch. 798, Sec. 1. (AB 262) Effective January 1, 2020,)

If the Board of Supervisors of Orange County ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in
violating these California laws:

-(ESA 8558 b),

-CHSC Section 101080, and

-HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5

DETAILS:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Heaith and Safety Code section 101080, as
follows:

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services
Act (ESA), a focal health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:

1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical
waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or
communicable disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive
agent”

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange
County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.
Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28.
That is not an "introduction" of the disease.




Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.
It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are
faulty because of the highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86
(unconfirmed) deaths.

In @ comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the horm in Orange County.
Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently
no vaccine to prevent COVID-19.”

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the fiu, and there is no local
emergency declared for flu season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to
fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10):

“The orders and the stronq recommendations contained herein are
based on the fact that there is currently no vaccine to protect against
COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it:”

Therefore, there are no grounds for local emergency

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health
emergency can only be called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION
of any contagious, infectious or communicable disease...”

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no “introduction” of any disease. The
introduction happened 3 months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of
communicable disease prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available
to governmental entities."

This has not happened.




"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California taw by not
providing reputable evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks,
None of the links provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

"Where is the science?"
Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.

Yet, here is what the CDPH ( California Department of Public Health) , states regarding face masks;

1. The CDPH states: (link is here) https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CID/DCDC/Pages/Face-
Coverings-Guidance.aspx

*Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands
frequently, avoiding touching our eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding being
around sick people and physical distancing, especially by staying at home.

2. "Face coverings may_increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

"There is limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the public
during a pandemic couid help reduce disease transmission. "

And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so0."

"Where is the science?"

Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to
governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of
communicable disease prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available
to governmental entities."

THUS, WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE
BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY .

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558):
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1) Calling for a local heaith emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law
(ESA 8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1,
Chapter 3, Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to
the governing body regarding communicable diseases.

Sincerely, Honoring the Law , the Justice and our Constitution.

FAUSTO CARRASCO
by: fausto e carrasco, EXCT

26721 Via Zaragosa, Mission Viejo, CA 92691 .USA

(CA - USA) ++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++ Information contained in this
e-mail transmission is privileged, confidential and covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act,
18 U.5.C. Sections 2510-2521 If you are not the intended recipient, do not read, distribute, or reproduce
this transmission. If you have received this e-mail transmission in error, please notify us immediately of
the error by return e-mail and please delete the message from your system. Thank you in advance for
your cooperation.

t+++++++++++++++ AR R A




Dear Orange County Board of Supervisors

June 2", 2020

IN REFERENCE TO THE FOLLOWING VOTE FOR
RATIFICATION OF THE MAY 28, 2020 HEALTH ORDERS AND
LOCAL EMERGENCY IN ORANGE COUNTY.

In supporting the initiative of Peggy Hall, | completely agree with her testimony,
research and invaluable work, defending us, “We the people” , and | hereby do
affirm and state the following:

I am “also” writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information

for the Board, to vote against ratification of the May 28, 2020 health orders and
local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified,
and not ratified by the Board of Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:
Health officers Dr. Nichole Quick and Dr. Clayton Chau, are violating the
following California laws:

1a. Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds,
as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b)

[ rest of page left in blank intentionally ]

1{Page INREFERENCE TO THE FOLLOWING VOTE FOR RATIFICATION OF THE MAY 28, 2020 HEALTH
ORDERS AND LOCAL EMERGENCY IN ORANGE COUNTY.




The Statutory Law reads as follows;

GOVERNMENT CODE - GOV

TITLE 2. GOVERNMENT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA [8000 - 22980]
{( Title 2 enacted by Stats. 1943, Ch. 134,)

DIVISION 1. GENERAL (8000 - 8899.72/
( Diviston | enacted by Stass, 1943, Ch. 134, }

CHAPTER 7. California Emergency Services Act {8550 - 8669.7/
{ Chapter 7 added by Stats. 1970, Ch. 1454, )

ARTICLE 2. General Definitions {8555 - 8561
{ Article 2 added by Stats. 1970, Ch, 1454, )

8558,
Three conditions or degrees of emergency are established by this chapter:

(a) “State of war emergency” means the conditlon that exists immediately, with or without a proclamation theyeof
by the Governor, whenever this state or nation is attacked by an enemy of the United Stales, or upon receipt by the
siate of a warning from the federal government indicating that such an enemy attack is probable or Imminent,

(b} “State of emergency " means the duly proclaimed existence of conditions of disaster or of extreme peril (o the
safety of persons and property within the state cansed by conditions such as air pollution, fire, flocd, storm,
epidemic, riot, drought, cyberterrorism, sudden and severe energy shortage, plant or animal infestation or disease,
the Governor's warning of an earthquake or volcanic prediction, or an earthquake, or other conditions, other ihan
conditions resulting from a labor controversy or conditions causing a “state of war emergency, * which, by reason
of thelr magnitude, are or are likely to be beyond the control of the services, personnel, equipment, and facilities of
any single county, city and county, or city and require the combined forces of a mutual aid region or regions to
combal, or with respect to regulated energy utilities, a sudden and severe encrgy shortage requires exiraordinary
measures beyond the authority vested in the California Public Utilities Commission.

(¢) "Local emergency” means the duly proclaimed existence of conditions of disaster or of extreme pevif 1o the
safety of persons and property within the territorial limits of a county, city and county, or city, caused by conditions
such as air poliution, fire, flood, storm, epidemic, riot, droughi, cyberterrorism, sudden and severe energy shoriage,

plant or animal infesiation or disease, the Governor's warning of an earthquake or volcanic prediction, or an
earthquake, or other conditions, other than conditions resulting from a labor controversy, which are or ave likely to
be beyond the control of the services, personnel, equipment, and facilities of that political subdivision and require
the combined forces of other political subdivisions to combat, or with respect to regulated energy utilities, a sudden
and severe energy shoriage requires extraordinary measures beyond the authority vested in the California Public
Utilities Commission,

(Amended by Stats. 2018, Ch. 357, Sec. [. (SB 532 Effective January 1, 2019)

2|P age INREFERENCE TO THE FOLLOWING VOTE FOR RATIFICATION OF THE MAY 28, 2020 HEALTH
ORDERS AND LOCAL EMERGENCY IN ORANGE COUNTY.




1b. Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds,
pursuant CHSC Section 101080)...

The Statutory Law reads as follows:

2018 California Code

Health and Safety Code - HSC

DIVISION 101 - ADMINISTRATION OF PUBLIC HEALTH

PART 3 - LOCAL HEALTH DEPARTMENTS

CHAPTER 2 - Powers and Duties of Local Health Officers and Local Health Departments
ARTICLE 2 - Local Health Emergencies

Section 101080.

Universal Citation: CA Health & Safety Code § 101080 (2018)

101080,

Whenever a release, spill, escape, or entry of waste occuts as described in paragraph (2} of subdivision (b) of
Section 101075 and the director or the local health officer reasonably determines that the waste is a hazardous waste
or medicai waste, ot that it may become a hazardoeus waste or medical waste because of a combination or reaction
with othet substances or materials, and the director or local health officer reasonably determines that the release or
escape {s an immediate threat to the public health, or whenever there is an imminent and proximate threat of the
introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologle
agent, toxin, or radioactive agent, the director may declare a health cmergency and the local health officer may
declare a local health emergency in the jurisdiction or any area thereof affected by the threat to the public health,
Whenever a local health emergency is declared by a local health officer pursuant to this section, the local health
emergency shall not remain in effect for a peried in excess of seven days unless it has been ratified by the board of
supervisors, ot ¢ity council, whichever is applicable to the jurisdiction. The board of supervisors, or city council, if
applicable, shall review, at least every 30 days until the local health emergency is terminated, the need for
continuing the jocal health emergency and shall proclaim the termination of the local health emergency at the
earliest possible date that conditions warrant the termination,

{Amended by Stats. 2018, Ch, 990, Sec. 4. (4B 2238) Effective January 1, 2019}

[ rest of page left in blank intentionally ]
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2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers
to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

The Statutory Law reads as follows:

HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE - HSC

DIVISION 195, COMMUNICABLE DISEASE PREYVENTION AND CONTROL [126100 - 122477
{ Division 105 added by Stats. 1995, Ch, 415, Sec, 7. )

PART 1. ADMINISTRATION OF COMMUNICABLE DISEASE PREVENTION AND CONTROL
[120100 - 120305]

{ Pari | added by Stats. 1995, Ch. 415, See. 7.)

CHAPTER 3. Functions and Duties of Local Health Officers [120175 - 120250]
{ Chapter 3 added by Stats. 1993, Ch. 415, Sec. 7. )

120175,

Each health officer knowing or having reason to believe that any case of the diseases made reportable by regulation
of the department, or any other contagious, infectious or communicable disease exists, or has recently existed,
within the territory under his or her jurisdiction, shall take measures as may be necessary to prevent the spread of the
disease or occurrence of additional cases.

(Added by Staes. 1993, Ch. 415, Sec. 7. kffective January 1, 1996.)

120175.5.

{a) During an outbreak of'a communicable disease, or upon the imminent and proximate threat of a communicable
discase outbreak or epidemic that threatens the public’s health, a local health officer shall do both of the following:
{1} Promptly notify and update governmental entitles within the local health officer’s jurisdiction about
communicable discases listed in Section 2500 of Title 17 of' the Catitornia Code of Regulations that may affect
them, if, in the opinion of the local health officer, action or inaction on the part of the governmental entity might
affect outbreak response efforts,

(2) Make any relevant information available to governmental entities, including, but not limited to, the locations of
concentrations of cases, the number of residents affected, and the measures that the governmental entities should
take to assist with outbreak response efforts,

(b} In addition to the actiens required under subdivision {a), the local health officer may issuc orders to other
governmental entities within the local health officer’s jurisdiction to take any action the local health officer deems
necessary to control the spread of the communicable disease,

{¢) A tocal health officer that provides the notification and information to a governmental entity pursuant to
subdivision (a), and the governmental entity that receives the notification and information, shall comply with all
applicable state and federal privacy taws,

{Added by Stats. 2019, Ch. 798, Sec. 1. (4B 262) Effective January I, 2020.)
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if the Board of Supervisors of Orange County ratifies these illegal orders, they are
complicit in violating these California laws:

-(ESA 8558 b),

-CHSC Section 101080, and

-HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5

DETAILS:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section
101080, as follows:

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California
Emergency Services Act (ESA), a local health emergency may only be proclaimed by a
local heaith officer when:

1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be
hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an “imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious,
infectious, or communicable disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic
agent, toxin or radioactive agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in
Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen'] or proximate [definition:
"immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health
emergency.

The "introduction" of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were
dated May 28. That is not an "introduction" of the disease,

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health
emergency.

§|Page INREFERENCE TO THE FOLLOWING VOTE FOR RATIFICATION OF THE MAY 28, 2020 HEALTH
ORDERS AND LOCAL EMERGENCY IN ORANGE COUNTY.




It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive
cases" are fauity because of the highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes,
leaving 86 (unconfirmed) deaths.

In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health
emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there
is currently no vaccine to prevent COVID-19.”

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no
local emergency declared for flu season, where close to 600 OC residents die each
year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10):

“The orders and the stronqg recommendations contained
herein are based on the fact that there is currently no vaccine
to protect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic
treatment for it;”

Therefore, there are no grounds for local emergency

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a
local health emergency can only be called when there is an "imminent and proximate
threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction" of any
disease. The introduction happened 3 months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by
definition.
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FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the
administration of communicable disease prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information
available to governmental entities."

This has not happened.

"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California
law by not providing reputable evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic
residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing
face masks.

None of the links provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they
are effective.

"Where is the science?"
Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the
mask mandate.

Yet, here is what the CDPH ( California Department of Public Health) , states regarding
face masks:

1. The CDPH states: (link is here)
https.//www.cdph.ca . gov/Programs/CID/DCDC/Pages/Face-Coverings-
Guidance.aspx

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our
hands frequently, avoiding touching our eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed
hands, avoiding being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by
staying at home.
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2. "Face coverings may_increase risk if users reduce their use of strong
defenses,”

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

"There is_limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by
the public during a pandemic could help reduce disease transmission, "

And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so0."

"Where is the science?”

Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant
information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the
administration of communicable disease prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information
available to governmental entities."

THUS, WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS,
CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL
HEALTH EMERGENCY .

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA
section 8558);

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in
California law (ESA 8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105,
Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and
information to the governing body regarding communicable diseases.

Sincerely, Honoring the Law , the Justice and our Constitution,
fausto carrasco
26721 Via Zaragosa, Mission Viefo, CA 92691 .USA
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Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: Holly Conway <conway_holly@yahoo.com>
Sent; Monday, June 01, 2020 8.05 PM
To: ETearm®@ochca.com; Quick, Nichole; Chau, Clayton; COB_Response; Wagner, Donald;

Steel, Michelle; tspitzer@da.ocgov.com; Bartlett, Lisa; leon.page@ocgov.com; Fourth
District; Do, Andrew
Subject: No MASKS

I 'am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling Information for the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The locai health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section

120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
“communicable diseases.

ff the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

{ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:
Heaith officers Chau and Quick are violating Caiifornia Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NOC GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a local
heaith emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:
1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2} There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive agent"

Based an the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen™] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28. That is not an
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"Introduction" of the disease,
Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local heaith emergency.

It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the
highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 (unconfirmed) deaths.

in a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine to prevent
COVID-19.

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu
season, where close ta 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is

currentfi na vaccine to irotect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; JJ}

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or
communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction” of any disease. The introduction happened 3
months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and contrai,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”
This has not happened.
"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence In favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks,

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective,

"Where is the science?"

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.

Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

1. The CDPH states: (link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands
frequently, avoiding touching our eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding
being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by staying at home.

2. "Face coverings may_increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"




"There is_limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the
public during a pandemic could help reduce disease transmission. "

And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."

"Where is the science?”
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”

THUS,

WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE
UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law {ESA section 8558);

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section

120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

Sincerely,
Holly Conway

Huntington Beach

Sent from my iPhone




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: Imelda Gonzalez <nuimelda@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, tune 01, 20620 11:11 PM
To: ETeam@ochca.com; Quick, Nichole; Chau, Clayton; COB_Response; Wagner, Donald;

Steel, Michelle; tspitzer@da.ocgov.com; Bartlett, Lisa; leon.page@ocgov.com; Fourth
District; Do, Andrew

Subject: IN REFERENCE TO THE FOLLOWING VOTE FOR RATIFICATION OF THE MAY 28, 2020
HEALTH ORDERS AND LOCAL EMERGENCY IN ORANGE COUNTY,
Attachments: LETTER FROM fausto e imelda AGAINST RATIFICATION HEALTH ORDER ON 6 2 20, pdf

Dear Orange County Board of Supervisors

June 2", 2020

IN REFERENCE TO THE FOLLOWING VOTE FOR RATIFICATION OF
THE MAY 28, 2020 HEALTH ORDERS AND LOCAL EMERGENCY IN
ORANGE COUNTY.

in supporting the initiative of Peggy Hall, we completely agree with her testimony, research and
invaluable work, defending us, “We the people” , and we hereby do affirm and state the
following:

We are “also” writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the
Board, to vote against ratification of the May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not
ratified by the Board of Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Dr. Nichole Quick and Dr. Clayton Chau, are violating the following California
laws:

1a. Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in
California law (ESA 8558 b)
[ rest of page left in blank intentionally ]

The Statutory Law reads as follows:




GOVERNMENT CODE - GOV

TITLE 2, GOVERNMENT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA {8000 - 22980]
( Title 2 enacted by Stats. 1943, Ch. 134, )

DIVISION 1. GENERAL [8000 - 8899.72)}

( Division | enacted by Stats, 1943, Ch. 134. )

CHAPTER 7. California Emergency Services Act [8550 - 8669.7]

{ Chapter 7 added by Stats. (970, Ch. 1454, )

ARTICLE 2. General Definitions {8555 - 8561]

(drticle 2 added by Stats. 1970, Ch. 1454, )

8338,
Three conditions or degrees of emergency are established by this chapter,
(a) “State of war emergency” means the condition that exists Immediately, with or without a proclamation thereof by ihe Governor,

whenever this state or nation is attacked by an enemy of the United States, or upon receipt by the state of a warning from the federal
government indicating that such an enemy aitack is probable or imminent,

(b} “State of emergency”’ means the duly proclaimed existence of conditions of disaster ar of extreme peril (o the safety of persons and
property within the state caused by conditions such as air pollution, fire, flood, storm, epidemic, riot, drought, cyberterrorism, sudden
and severe energy shortage, plant or animal infestation or disease, the Governor's warning of an earthquake or volcanic prediciion,
or an earthquake, or other conditions, other than conditions resulting from a labor controversy or conditions causing a “staie of war
emergency,” which, by reason of their magnitude, are or are likely to be bevond the control of the services, personnel, equipment, and
Jacilities of any single county, city and county, or clty and require the combined forces of a mutual aid vegion or regions to combat, or
with respect io regulated energy utilities, a sudden and severe energy shortage requires extraordinary measures bevond the authovity
vested in the California Public Utifities Commission.

(¢) “Local emergency” means the duly proclaimed existence of conditions of disaster ar of extreme peril to the safety of persons and
property within the territorial limits of a county, city and county, or city, caused by conditions such as air pollution, fire, flood, storm,
epldemic, riot, drought, cybertervorism, sudden and severe energy shortage, plant or animal infesiation or disease, the Governor's
warning of an earthquake or voleanic prediction, or an earthquake, or other conditions, other than conditions resulting from a labor
controversy, which are or are likely to be beyond the control of the services, personnel, equipment, and facilities of that political
subdivision and require the combined forces of other political subdivisions to combalt, or with respect lo regulated energy utilities, a
sudden and severe energy shortage requires extraordinary measures bevond the autharity vested in the California Public Utilities
Commission.

{Amended by Stats. 2018, Ch. 557, Sec. 1. (§B 532) Effeciive January 1, 2019,)
1b. Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, pursuant
CHSC Section 101080)...

The Statutory Law reads as follows:

2018 California Code

Health and Safety Code - HSC

DIVISION 101 - ADMINISTRATION OF PUBLIC HEALTH

PART 3 - LOCAL HEALTH DEPARTMENTS

CHAPTER 2 - Powers and Duties of Local Health Officers and Local Health Departments
ARTICLE 2 - Local Health Emergencies

Section 101080,

Universal Citation: CA Health & Safety Code § 101080 (2018)

101080,

Whenever a release, spill, escape, or entry of waste occurs as described in paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of Section 101075 and the
director or the local health officer reasonably determines that the waste is a hazardous waste or medical waste, or that it may become a
hazardous waste or medical waste because of a combination or reaction with other substances or materials, and the director or local
health officer reasonably determines that the release or escape is an immediate threat to the public health, or whenever there is an
imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable disease, chemical agent,
noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin, or radicactive agent, the director may declare 4 health emergency and the local health officer
may declare a local health emergency in the jurisdiction or any area thereof affected by the threat to the public health, Whenever a
local health emergency is declared by a local health officer pursuant to this section, the local health emergency shall not remain in
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effect for a period in excess of seven days unless it has been ratified by the board of supervisors, or city council, whichever is
applicable to the jurisdiction. The board of supetvisors, ot ¢ity council, if applicable, shall review, at least every 30 days until the local
heaith emergency is terminated, the need for continuing the local health emergency and shall proclaim the termination of the local
health emergency at the earliest possible date that conditions warrant the termination.

(Amended by Stats. 2018, Ch, 990, Sec. 4. (4B 2238) Effective January 1, 2019.)

[ rest of page left in blank intentionally ]

2) Not providing "relevant information"” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105,
Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and
information to the governing body regarding communicable diseases.

The Statutory Law reads as follows:

HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE - HSC

DIVISION 105. COMMUNICABLE DISEASE PREVENTION AND CONTROL [120100 - 122477|

{ Division 105 added by Stats. 1995, Ch. 415, Sec. 7.)

PART L. ADMINISTRATION OF COMMUNICABLE DISEASE PREVENTION AND CONTROL 1120100 -

120305}

( Part I added by Stats. 1993, Ch. 415, Sec. 7. )

CHAPTER 3. Functions and Duties of Local Health Officers 120175 - 120250]

( Chapter 3 added by Stats. 1993, Ch. 4135, Sec. 7. ;

120175,

Each health officer knowing or having reason to believe that any case of the diseases made reportable by regulation of the department,
ot any other contagious, infectious or communicable disease exists, or has recently existed, within the territory under his or her
Jurisdiction, shall take measures as may be necessary to prevent the spread of the disease or occurrence of additionat cases.
(Added by Stats, 1995, Ch. 415, Sec. 7. Effective January 1, 1996,

120175,5,

(a) During an outbreak of a communicable discase, or upon the imminent and proximate threat of a communicable disease outbreak or
epidemic that threatens the public’s health, a Jocal health officer shall do both of the following:

(1) Promptly notify and update governmental entities within the local health officer’s jurisdiction about communicable diseases listed
in Section 2500 of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations that may affect them, if, in the opinion of the local health officer,
action or inaction on the part of the governmental entity might affect outbreak response efforts.

(2) Make any relevant information available to governmental entities, including, but not limited to, the locations of concentrations of
cases, the number of residents affected, and the measures that the governmental entities should take to assist with outbreak response
efforts.

(b) In addition to the actions required under subdivision (a), the local health officer may issue orders to other governmental entities
within the local health officer’s jurisdiction to take any action the local health officer deems necessary to control the spread of the
communicable disease,

(c) A local health officer that provides the notification and information to a governmental entity pursuant to subdivision (a), and the
governmental entity that receives the notification and information, shall comply with all applicable state and federal privacy laws.
(Added by Stats. 2019, Ch. 798, Sec. 1. (4B 262) Effective January 1, 2020.)

If the Board of Supervisors of Orange County ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in
violating these California laws:

-(ESA 8558 b),

-CHSC Section 101080, and

-HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5




DETAILS:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as
follows:

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services
Act (ESA), a local health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:

1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical
waste, or

2) There is an "Imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or
communicable disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive
agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange
County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen™] or proximate [definition; "immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28.
That is not an "introduction" of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are
faulty because of the highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86
(unconfirmed) deaths.

In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently
no vaccine to prevent COVID-19.”




How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local
emergency declared for flu season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to
fewer than 150 for covid. :

The health orders state: under point (10);

“The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are
based on the fact that there is currently no vaccine to protect against
COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it:”

Therefore, there are no grounds for local emergency

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health
emergency can only be called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION
of any contagious, infectious or communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction” of any disease. The
introduction happened 3 months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of
communicable disease prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available
to governmental entities."

This has not happened.

"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not
providing reputable evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks.

None of the links provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.




"Where is the science?"
Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.

Yet, here is what the CDPH ( California Department of Public Health) , states regarding face masks:

1. The CDPH states: {link is here)} https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CID/DCDC/Pages/Face-
Coverings-Guidance.aspx

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands
frequently, avoiding touching our eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding being
around sick people and physical distancing, especially by staying at home.

2. "Face coverings may increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

"There is limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the public
during a pandemic could help reduce disease transmission. "

And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."

"Where is the science?"

Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to
governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of
communicable disease prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available
to governmental entities."

THUS, WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE
BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY .

There are no grounds for a local heaith emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558):

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law (ESA
8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter
3, Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing
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body regarding communicable diseases.

Sincerely, Honoring the Law , the Justice and our Constitution.
fausto & imelda carrasco- gonzalez
26721 Via Zaragosa, Mission Viejo, CA 92691 .UUSA




Dear Orange County Board of Supervisors

June 2™ 2020

IN REFERENCE TO THE FOLLOWING VOTE FOR
RATIFICATION OF THE MAY 28, 2020 HEALTH ORDERS AND
LOCAL EMERGENCY IN ORANGE COUNTY.

In supporting the initiative of Peggy Hall, we completely agree with her testimony,
research and invaluable work, defending us, “We the people” , and we hereby do
affirm and state the following:

We are “also” writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information
for the Board, to vote against ratification of the May 28, 2020 health orders and
local emergency.

N

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified,
and not ratified by the Board of Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Dr. Nichole Quick and Dr. Clayton Chau, are violating the
following California laws:

1a. Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds,
as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b)

[ rest of page left in blank intentionally ]
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The Statutory Law reads as follows:

GOVERNMENT CODE - GOV

TITLE 2. GOVERNMENT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA {8000 - 22980/
{Title 2 enacted by Stats. 1943, Ch. 134.)

DIVISION 1, GENERAL (8000 - 8899,72]
( Division ! enacted by Stats. 1943, Ch. 134.)

CHAPTER 7. California Emergency Services Act {8550 - 8669.7}
( Chapter 7 added by Stats. 1970, Ch, 1454, )

ARTICLE 2. General Definitlons |8355 - 8561]
{ Article 2 added by Stais. 1970, Ch, 1454, ;

8558.
Three conditions or degrees of emergency are established by this chapter:

(a) "Stale of war emergency "’ means the conditlon that exists immediately, with or without a proclamation thereof
by the Governor, whenever this state or nation is attacked by an enemy of the United States, or upon receipt by the
state of a warning from the federal govermment indicating that such an enemy attack is probable or imminent,

tb) “State of emergency” means the duly proclaimed existence of conditions of disaster or of exireme perif to the
safety of persons and property within the state caused by conditions such as air pollution, fire, flood, storm,
epidemic, riot, drought, cyberterrorism, sudden and severe energy shortage, plant or antmal infestation or disease,
the Governor's warning of an earthquake or volcanic prediction, or an earthquake, or other conditions, thev than
conditions resulting from a labor controversy or conditions causing a "siate of war emergency, ' which, by reason
of their magnitude, are or are likely to be bevond the control of the services, personnel, equipment, and facilities of
any single county, city and county, or city and require the combined forces of a mutual aid region or regions to
combat, or with respect to regulated energy utilities, a sudden and severe energy shortage requires extracrdinary
measyres beyond the authority vested in the California Public Utilities Commission,

f¢) “Local emergency” means the duly proclaimed existence of conditions of disaster or of extreme peril to the
safety of persons and property within the tevritorial limits of a county, city and countv, or city, caused by conditions
such as aiv pollution, fire, flood, storm, epidemic, riot, drought, cyberterrorism, sudden and severe encrgy shoriage,
plant or animal infestation or disease, the Governor's warning of an earthguake or volcanic prediction, or an
earthguake, or other conditions, other than conditions resulting from a labor controversy, which are or are likely 1o
be beyond the control of the services, personnel, equipment, and facilities of that political subdivision and require
the combined forces of other political subdivisions to combat, or with respect io regulated energy uiifities, a sudden
and severe energy shortage requires extracrdinary medasures bevond the authority vesied in the California Public
Utilities Commission.

(Amended by Stats. 2018, Ch. 557, Sec. 1. (SB 532} Effective January 1, 2019,
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1b. Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds,
pursuant CHSC Section 101080)...

The Statutory Law reads as follows:

2018 California Code

Health and Safety Code - HSC

DIVISION 10T - ADMINISTRATION OF PUBLIC HEALTH

PART 3 - LOCAL HEALTH DEPARTMENTS

CHAPTER 2 - Powers and Duties of Local Health Officers and Local Health Departments
ARTICLE 2 - Local Health Emergencies

Section 101080,

Universal Citation: CA Health & Safety Code § 101080 (2018)

101080,

Whenever a release, spill, escape, or entry of waste oceurs as described in paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of
-Section 101475 and the director or the local health officer reasonably determines that the waste is a hazardous waste
or medical wastc, or that it may become a hazardous waste or medical waste because of a combination or reaction
with other substances or materials, and the director or local health officer reasonably determines that the release or
escape is an immediate threat to the public health, or whenever there is an imminent and proximate threat of the
inttoduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic
agent, toxin, or radicactive agent, the director may declare a heaith emergency and the local health officer may
declare & local health emergency in the jurisdiction or any area thereof affected by the threat to the public health.
Whenever a local health emergency is declared by a local health officer pursuant to this section, the local health
emergency shall not remain in effect for a period in excess of seven days unless it has been ratified by the board of
supervisors, or ity council, whichever is applicable to the jurisdiction. The board of supervisors, or ¢ity council, if
applicable, shall review, at least every 30 days until the local health emergency is terminated, the need for
continuing the local health emergency and shall proclaim the termination of the local health emergency at the
earliest possible date that conditions warrant the termination.

{Amended by Stats. 2018, Ch. 996, Sec. 4. (4B 2238) Effective January I, 2019,

[ rest of page left in blank intentionally ]
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2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers
to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

The Statutory Law reads as follows:

HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE - HSC

DIVISION 105. COMMUNICABLE DISEASE PREVENTION AND CONTROL [120100 - 122477|
{ Division 105 added by Stats. 1995, Ch. 415, Sec. 7. )

PART 1. ADMINISTRATION OF COMMUNICABLE DISEASE PREVENTION AND CONTROL
[120100 - 120305)

{Part | added by Stais. 1995, Ch, 415, Sgc. 7. )

CHAPTER 3. Functions and Duties of Local Health Officers [120175 - 120250)
{ Chapter 3 added by Stats, 1993, Ch, 415, Sec. 7.)

120175,

Each health officer knowing or having reason to believe that any case of the diseases made reportable by regulation
of the department, or any other contagicus, infectious or communicable disease exists, or has recently existed,
within the territory under his or her jurisdiction, shall take measures as may be necessary to prevent the spread of the
disease or occurrence of additional cases,

{Added by Stats. 1995, Ch. 4135, Sec. 7. Effective January 1, 1996.)

1201755,

{a) During an outbreak of a communicable disease, or upon the imminent and proximate threat of a communicable
disease outbreak or epidemic that threatens the public’s health, a local health officer shall do both of the following;
(1) Promptly notify and update governmental entities within the tocal health officer’s jurisdiction about
sommunicable diseases listed in Section 2500 of Title 17 of the Calitornia Code of Regulations that may affect
them, if, in the opinion of the local health officer, action or inaction on the part of the governmental entity might
affect outbreak response efforts.

{2) Make any relevant information avaiiable to governmental entities, including, but not limited to, the locations of
concentrations of cases, the number of residents affected, and the measures that the governmental entities should
take to assist with outhreak response efforts.

{b} In addition to the actions required under subdivision (a), the local health officer may issue orders to other
governmental entities within the local health officer’s jurisdiction to take any action the Jocal health officer deems
necessary 1o control the spread of the cominunicable disease.

{c) A local health officer that provides the notification and information to a governmental entity pursuant to
subdivision (a), and the governmental entity that receives the notification and information, shall comply with all
applicable state and federal privacy laws,

(Added by Stets, 2019, Ch, 798, Sec. [, (4B 262) Effective January |, 2020,
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If the Board of Supervisors of Orange County ratifies these illegal orders, they are
complicit in violating these California laws:

-(ESA 8558 b),

~-CHSC Section 101080, and

-HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5

DETAILS:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section
101080, as follows:

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California
Emergency Services Act (ESA), a local health emergency may only be proclaimed by a
local health officer when:

1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be
hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious,
infectious, or communicable disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic
agent, toxin or radioactive agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in
Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition; "about to happen"] or proximate [definition:
"immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health
emergency.

The "introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were
dated May 28. That is not an "introduction” of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a lecal health
emergency,
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it is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive
cases" are faulty because of the highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes,
leaving 86 (unconfirmed) deaths.

In a comparable flu season (Qct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County,

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health
emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there
is currently no vaccine to prevent COVID-19.”

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no
local emergency declared for flu season, where close to 600 OC residents die each
year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point {10):

“The orders and the stronqg recommendations contained
herein are based on the fact that there is currently no vaccine
to protect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic
treatment for it;”

Therefore, there are no grounds for local emergency

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a
local health emergency can only be called when there is an "imminent and proximate
threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no “introduction" of any
disease. The introduction happened 3 months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by
definition.
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FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the
administration of communicable disease prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information
available to governmental entities."

This has not happened.

"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California
law by not providing reputable evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic
residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing
face masks.

None of the links provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they
are effective.

"Where is the science?"
Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the
mask mandate.

Yet, here is what the CODPH ( California Department of Public Health) , states regarding
face masks:

1. The CDPH states: (link is here)
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CID/DCDC/Pages/Face-Coverings-
Guidance.aspx

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our
hands frequently, avoiding touching our eyes nose and mouth with unwashed
hands, avoiding being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by
staying at home.

7{P age INREFERENCE TO THE FOLLOWING VOTE FOR RATIFICATION OF THE MAY 28, 2020 HEALTH
ORDERS AND LOCAL EMERGENCY IN ORANGE COUNTY.




2. "Face coverings may_increase risk if users reduce their use of strong
defenses,”

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

"There is limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by
the public during a pandemic could help reduce disease transmission. "

And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."
"Where is the science?"

Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant
information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the
administration of communicable disease prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information
available to governmental entities.”

THUS, WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS,
CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL
HEALTH EMERGENCY .

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA
section 8558),

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in
California law (ESA 8558 b) and

2} Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105,
Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and
information to the governing body regarding communicable diseases.

Sincerely, Honoring the Law , the Justice and our Constitution.
fausto & imelda carrasco- gonzalez
26721 Via Zaragosa, Mission Viejo, CA 92691 .USA
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Lopez, Maria {COB]

From: Ingrid Nay <Imnay11@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 7:17 AM
To: ETeam@ochca.com; Quick, Nichole; Chau, Clayton; COB_Response; Wagner, Donald;

Steel, Michelle; tspitzer@da.ocgov.cam; Bartlett, Lisa; leon.page®@ocgov.com; Fourth
District; Do, Andrew
Subject: Please vote against ratification of May 28 Health arders

Dear Board Members,

| am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the

May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.
The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in Caiifornia law (ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080) and

2) Not providing "relevant information"” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:
Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows;
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a local
health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:
1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemlcal agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive agent"

Based cn the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat,

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25, The new orders were dated May 28. That Is not an
"introduction” of the disease,

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.
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it is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths, The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the
highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147, of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 (unconfirmed) deaths.

In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County,

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine to prevent
COVID-19.

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu
season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point {10): _

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is

currentl-i no vaccine to irote_ct against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it: I}

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or
communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction” of any disease. The introduction happened 3
manths ago, so it ho longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”
This has not happened.
"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

"Where is the science?"

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.

Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

1. The CDPH states: {link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands
frequently, avoiding touching our eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding
being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by staying at home.,

2. "Face coverings may_increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

"There is_limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the
public during a pandemic could help reduce disease transmission. "
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And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."

"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities,"

THUS,

WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE
UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b} and

2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases,

Sincerely,

Ingrid Nay
imnayll@gmail.com
919 Tiffin Drive
Clayton, CA. 94517




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: Jason Barnett <jasonbarnett3@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 9.56 PM
To: ETeam@ochca.com; Quick, Nichole; Chau, Clayton; COB_Response; Wagner, Donald;

Steel, Michelle; tspitzer@da.ocgov.com; leon.page@ocgov.com; Fourth District; Do,
Andrew; Media; leon.page@ocgov.com; Fourth District; Do, Andrew
Subject; OPEN Q.C. WITH MASKS NOT REQUIRED

| am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law {ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080} and

2) Not providing "refevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b}

CHSC Section 101080} and

MSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a local
health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:

1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2} There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicabte biologic agent, toxin or radioactive agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction" of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28, That is not an
"Introduction” of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.




It is the exact opposite, There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the
high unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 (unconfirmed) deaths.
In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.
Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their locat health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine to
prevent COVID-19.

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu
season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is currently no vaccine to
protect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; No grounds for local emergency

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there Is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or

communicabie disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction” of any disease. The introduction happened 3
months ago, so it's no longer an EMERGENCY by definition,

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicabie disease
prevention and control,

"Alocal health officer must make any relevant information available to governmentat entities,”
This has not happened.

"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the tinks
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

"Where is the science?"
Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate,
Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:
The CDPH states:
"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands frequently, avoiding touching our

eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by
staying at home




"Face coverings may increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,”
"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public”

"There is limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the public during a pandemic could help
reduce disease transmission, "

And those "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do s0."
"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any refevant information available to governmental entities,"

THUS,
WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE
UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

Sincerely,
Jason Barnett




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: Jeanette Cast <amberflameb64@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 523 AM

To: COB_Response

Subject: Fw: Stop Mask Mandate!!

Poees Forwarded Message -----

. From: Jeanette Cast <amberflameb4@yahoo.com>
: To: "cchau@ochca.com” <cchau@ochca.com>

. Sent: Tuesday, June 2, 2020, 05:17:50 AM PDT

. Subject: Stop Mask Mandate!!

. lam writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the
. May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

© The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of

. Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
- 1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080) and

- 2) Not providing “relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
. 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding

. communicable diseases,

. |f the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California taws:

. (ESA 8558 b)

- CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Sedtion 120175.5,

- DETAILS:
Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

. There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a local
. health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:
. 1) There is a release or spilt of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2} There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
. disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radicactive agent”

. Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

. There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.

. Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

. The "introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28, That is not an
. "introduction” of the disease.

. Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

It Is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the
_ highly unrefiability of the tests.

" Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147, of these, 81 were ih nursing homes, leaving 86 {unconfirmed) deaths.
1




In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 587 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

. Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

- Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currentty no vaccine to prevent
- COVID-19.

- How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu
. season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

: The health orders state; under point (10);

. The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is currentiy no vaccine to
- protect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; No grounds for local emergency

. NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only
be called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or
communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction” of any disease. The introduction happened 3

. months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition,

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
. HSC Div 1085, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
- prevention and control,

- "A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."
i This has not happened.
“Where is the science?”

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
. evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

. Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the finks
' provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

. "Where is the science?"

| Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.

1 Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

1. The CDPH states: (link is here)

- "Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands frequently, avoiding touching our
~ eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by
staying at home.

- 2."Face coverings may increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,”

- "You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

. "There is limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the public during a pandemic could help reduce
. disease transmission, "

And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."

"Where is the science?"
¢ Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 1085, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
- prevention and control,

- "Alocal health officer must make any relevant information avaitable to governmental entities.”

THUS,

WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY
THE UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no lega! grounds |, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and
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¢ 2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
. 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and Information to the governing body regarding

communicable diseases.

Sincerely,
Jeanette Cast




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: Jen Fisher <jennfisher3@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 6:44 PM
To: ETeam@ochca.com; Quick, Nichole; Chau, Clayton; COB_Response; Wagner, Donald;

Steel, Michelle; tspitzer@da.ocgov.com; Bartlett, Lisa; leon.page@ocgov.com; Fourth
District; Do, Andrew
Subject: Vote against ratification

i am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling infarmation for the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency,

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080) and

2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the heaith officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases,

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:
Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a focal
health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:
1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, ot

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local heaith emergency.

The "introduction" of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28, That Is not an
"introduction” of the disease.




Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the
highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 (unconfirmed) deaths,

In a compatable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine to prevent
COVID-18.

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu
season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is

currentli no vaccine to irotect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; ]

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or
communicahle disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction" of any disease, The introduction happened 3
months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”
This has not happened.
"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

"Where is the science?”

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.

Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

1. The CDPH states: (link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands
frequently, avoiding touching our eyes, nose and mouthwith unwashed hands, avoiding
being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by staying at home.

2. "Face coverings may_increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOQSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public”

“There is_limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the
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public during a pandemic could help reduce disease transmission. "

And the "who feel comfortablewearing a mask should do so."

"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."

THUS,

WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIEY THE
UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);

1} Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

Sincerely,
Jennifer Gerhard
Lake Forest

Sent from my iPhone




Lo_Pez, Maria [C(_)IB]

L _ .
From: Jennifer Ferguson <jenniferguson@gmail.com>
Sent: Menday, June D1, 2020 9:52 PM
To: Bartlett, Lisa
Cc: ETeam@ochca.com; Quick, Nichole; Chau, Clayton; COB_Response; Wagner, Donald:

Steel, Michelle; tspitzer@da.ocgov.com; leon.page@ocgov.com; Fourth Bistrict; Do,
Andrew; Media; leon.page@ocgov.com; Fourth District: Do, Andrew
Subject: Nullify all local emergency health orders in OC!

Dear Board members,

I am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling Information for the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.,

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nuliified, and not ratified by the 8oard of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutabie evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080} and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

{ESA 8558 b) '

CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a local
health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:

1} There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.
There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate™] threat.
Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a focai health emergency.




The "introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28. That is not an
"introduction” of the disease.
Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the
highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 {unconfirmed) deaths.

In a comparable flu season (Oct-May}, 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine to prevent
COV(D-19,

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu
season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is currently no vaccine to
protect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; No grounds for local emergency

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or

communicable disease..."

There Is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction" of any disease. The introduction happened 3
months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."
This has not happened.

"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck” and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective,

"Where is the science?"
Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.
Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

The CDPH states: (link is here)




"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands frequently, avoiding touching our
eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by
staying at home

"Face coverings may increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public”

"There is limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the public during a pandemic could help
reduce disease transmission, "

And those "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."
"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”

THUS,

WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TQ NOT RATIFY THE
UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 h) and

2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding

communicable diseases,

Sincerely,
Jennifer Ferguson

Sent fram my iPhone




Epez. Maria [COB]

From: Jennifer Junio <jenniferjunio@cox net>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 4:56 PM

To: COB_Response

Subject: Face Masks/Protect Health of Children

I'am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local heaith emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080) and

2} Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases,

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080} and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:
Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a local
health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:
1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable blologic agent, toxin or radicactive agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen”] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local heaith emergency.

The "introduction" of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28. That is not an
"introduction” of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the
highly unreliability of the tests.




Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, feaving 86 (unconfirmed) deaths.

In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Thetefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for thelr local health emergency point (5} that "there is currently no vaccine to prevent
CovVID-19,

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu
season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point {10):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is

cu-rrentli no vaccine to irotect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it: ]

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or
communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction” of any disease. The introduction happened 3
months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."
This has not happened.
"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

"Where is the science?"

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.

Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

1. The CDPH states: (link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands
frequently, avoiding touching our eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding
being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by staying at home.

2. "Face coverings may_increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

"There is_limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the
public during a pandemic could help reduce disease transmission, "

And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."




"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"Alocal health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."

THUS,

WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIEFY THE
UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);

1} Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section

120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

Sincerely,

Jennifer Junio
Rancho Santa Margarita, CA




Lopez, MaLia [COB]

_ . -
From: Joseph Dean <joedeans@gmall.com>
Sent; Monday, June 01, 2020 8:08 PM
To: ETeam®@ochca.com; Quick, Nichole; Chau, Clayton; COB_Response; Wagner, Donald;

Steel, Michelle; tspitzer@da.ocgov.com; Bartlett, Lisa; leon.page@ocgov.com; Fourth
District; Do, Andrew
Subject: No Masks

Fam writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local heaith emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080) and

2} Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
1201755, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:
Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NC GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a local
health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:
1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive agent”

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County,

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28, That is not an
"introduction” of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.




It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths, The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the
highly unreliability of the tests,

Further, Cutrent covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 (unconfirmed) deaths.

In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine to prevent
COVID-18.

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu
season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is currentty no vaccine to
protect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; No grounds for local emergency

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY|

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or
communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there Is no "introduction" of any disease. The introduction happened 3
manths ago, so it no lohger an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS;
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."
This has not happened.
"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck” and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

"Where is the science?"

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.

Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

The CDPH states: (link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 s washing our hands frequently, avoiding touching our
eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by
staying at home.

"Face coverings may increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

"There is limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the public during a pandemic could help reduce
disease transmission. "

And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."
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"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"Alocal health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities,"

THUS,

WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIEY THE
UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

Sincerely,
Joseph Dean
Huntington Beach




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: JTHOMAS154@roadrunner.com
Sent; Monday, June 01, 2020 7:59 PM
To: ‘ETeam@ochca.com’; Quick, Nichole; Chau, Clayton; COB_Response; Wagner, Donald;

Steel, Michelle; 'tspitzer@da,ocgov.com’; Bartlett, Lisa; 'leon.page@ocgov.com’; Fourth
District; Do, Andrew
Subject: Vote No on May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency

Orange County Board of Supervisors,

['am writing for the Board to vote against ratification of the May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.
The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratitied by the Board
of Supervisors, based on irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA
8558 b) and CHSC Section 101080) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter
3, Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing
body regarding communicable diseases, If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating
these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)
CHSC Section 101080) and
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:
Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County. There
has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the highly unreliability of
the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 (unconfirmed)
deaths. In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County. Therefore the covid
situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaceine to
prevent COVID-19. Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local
health emergency can only be catled when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION
of any contagious, infectious or communicable disease...". There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there
is no "introduction” of any disease. The introduction happened 3 months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY
by definition,

Further, there is no evidence for wearing face masks:

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,




"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”
This has not happened.

Health officers Chau and Quick have are breaking California law by not providing reputable evidence in favor of healthy
or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective. There is no proven science here,

The CDPH states:

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands frequently, avoiding touching our
eyes, hose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by
staying at home. "Face coverings may increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,”

[ urge you to vote agalinst ratification of the May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

Sincerely,
Jeannette Thomas
Newport Beach, CA

in Christ Thru Mary
Jeannette Thomas




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: Karen Kaye <imoosie@me.com>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 9:38 PM
To: Bartlett, Lisa; ETeam@ochca.com; Quick, Nichole; Chau, Clayton; COB_Response;

Wagner, Denald; Steel, Michelle; tspitzer@da.ocgov.com; leon.page@ocgov.com; Fourth
District; Do, Andrew; Media: Do, Andrew
Subject: Please nullify local health emergency orders

I am writing asking for the Board to vote against ratification of the May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence;

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080) and

2} Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases,

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)
CHSC Section 101080) and
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:
Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a local
health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:

1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition; "immediate"] threat. Therefore the covid
situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25, The new orders were dated May 28. That is not an
"introduction" of the disease. Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.




It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases” are faulty because of the
highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 {unconfirmed) deaths. In a
comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County,
Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point {5) that "there Is currently no vaccine to prevent
CoVvID-19.

How s that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for fiu
season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10):
The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is currently no vaccine to
protect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; No grounds for local emergency

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there Is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or
communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction of any disease. The introduction happened 3
months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:

H5C Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control, "A |ocal health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”
This has not happened.

Health officers Chau and Quick are breaking California law by not providing reputable evidence in favor of healthy or
asymptomatic residents to wear face masks. Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding
wearling face masks. None of the links provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.
Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands frequently, avoiding touching our
eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding being around sick people and physical distancing, especiaily by
staying at home"

"Face coverings may increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"
"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public”

"There is limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the public during a pandemic could help reduce
disease transmission, "

And those "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so.”
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Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control, "A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law {ESA section 8558);

1) Calling for a local heaith emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and

2} Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and Information to the governing body regarding
communicabie diseases.

Sincerely,

Karen Kaye
Laguna Hills, CA




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From:
Sent:
To:

Karen Rien <karen.rien@gmail.coms
Tuesday, June 02, 2020 7:10 AM
ETeam@ochca.com; Quick, Nichole; Chau, Clayton; COB_Response; Wagner, Donald:

Steel, Michelle; tspitzer@da.ocgov.com; Bartlett, Lisa; leon.page@ocgov.com; Fourth
District; Do, Andrew

| am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisars, based on this irrefutable evidence:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services
Act (ESA), a Jocal health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:

1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical
waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or
communicable disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive
agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange
County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.
Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The “introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28.
That is not an "introduction" of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are
faulty because of the highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86
(unconfirmed) deaths.

In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.
Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no
vaccine to prevent COVID-19.

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local
emergency deciared for flu season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to
fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10): -

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is

ently no vaccine to protect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; No
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NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health
emergency can oniy be called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the
INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or communicable disease...”

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction” of any disease. The
introduction happened 3 months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of
communicable disease prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."
This has not happened.
"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not
providing reputable evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.
Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks.
None of the links provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.
"Where is the science?"

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.
Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

1. The CDPH states: (link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands
frequently, avoiding touching our eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding
being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by staying at home.

2. "Face coverings may_increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"
"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in pubiic”
"There is_limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the
public during a pandemic could help reduce disease transmission. "

And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."

"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to
governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of
communicable disease prevention and control,

Additionally, The WHO states that only healthy people caring for someone with COVID-19 shouid
wear a mask as illustrated here (copied from the WHO website and linked here)




(& woidteath  \When to use a mask

‘~‘g,. & Organization

If you are healthy, you only need :
to wear a mask If you are taking : Wear a mask if you are
care of a person with suspected coughing or sneezing
2019-nCaV infection

Masks are effective only when used
In combinatlon with frequent hand-
washing with aleatiol-based hand

rub or soap and water

If you wear a mask then you
must know how to uss It and
dispose of it properly

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."
THUS, WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE
BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY
There are no grounds for a local heaith emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law
(ESA 8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1,
Chapter 3, Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and mforma’uon to
the governing body regarding communicable diseases. :

Karen Rien
Orange Resident




Loeez,_ Maria [COB] —_— . .

From: Kelly Harris <benandkelly@ymail.com>

Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:56 PM

To: COB_Response

Subject: Reguest to vote AGAINST the May 28th health orders/health emergency ratification

I am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency,

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmentat entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b}

CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a focal
heaith emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:

1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive agent”

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen™] or proximate [definition: "immediate”] threat,

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28. That is not an
"introduction" of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Itis the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the
highly unreliability of the tests.




Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were In nursing homes, leaving 86 (unconfirmed) deaths.

In a comparable flu season {Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine to prevent
CovID-19.

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu
season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is currently no vaccine to
protect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; No grounds for local emergency

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating Califorhia Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or
communicable disease.,."

There Is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction" of any disease. The introduction happened 3
menths ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."
This has not happened.
"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck” and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective,

"Where Is the science?"

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.

Yet, here Is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

The CDPH states: (link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands frequentty, avoiding touching our
eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by
staying at home.

"Face coverings may_increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"
“You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

"There is limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the public during a pandemic could help
reduce disease transmission. "

And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so.”
’ 2




"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information avaiiable to governmental entities."

THUS,

WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE
UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

Sincerely,
Kelly Harrls
Huntington Beach




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: Kristi Roberts <kristihealthcoach@gmali.com»
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 11:55 PM
To: _ Bartlett, Lisa; ETeam@ochca.com; Quick, Nichole; Chau, Clayton; COB_Response;

Wagner, Donald; Steel, Michelle; tspitzer@da.ocgov.com; feon.page@ocgov.com; Folrth
District; Do, Andrew; Media
Subject: Please terminate the illegal mask orders IMMEDIATELY 11!

To whom it may concern:

I am a single mama, and Health Coach, who was born and raised in OC, | love living here because | love the
FREEDOM and OPPORTUNITIES available to myself and my son. I'm writing to ask you to CEASE AND DESIST
with this outrageous mask order IMMEDIATELY!

(1) There are NO grounds for a local health emergency in OC.

A "local health emergency" can only be called if there is an "imminent and proximate threat of an INTRODUCTION
of an infectious disease..."

Uh, the "introduction” of the disease was almost SIX months ago!

(2) Health officers (corrupt) Clayton Chau and Nichole Quick are breaking another law: not providing relevant
information to the governing body for that they are basing their recommendations on.

| am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of
the May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b)
and CHSC Section 101080) and

2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3,
Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body
regarding communicable diseases.

If the BOS ratifles these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a
local health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:

1} There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive agent”

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28. That is not an
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"introduction” of the disease.
Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Itis the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of
the highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 (unconfirmed) deaths.
In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine to
prevent COVID-19,

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency deciared
for flu season, where close to 800 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10):
The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is currently no
vaccine to protect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; No grounds for local emergency

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can
only be called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious,
infectious or communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction” of any disease. The introduction happened
3 months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

“A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."
This has not happened.

"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck” and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

"Where is the science?”

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.
Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

The CDPH states: (link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands frequently, avoiding touching
our eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding being around sick people and physical distancing,
especially by staying at home

"Face coverings may increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"
"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public”

"There is limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the public during a pandemic could help
reduce disease transmission. "

And those "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."
"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."




THUS,
WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT
RATIFY THE UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b)
and

2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3,
Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body
regarding communicable diseases,

THANK YOUI

Kristi Roberts
Personal Wellness Coach

"The first wealth is health.” Ralph Waldo Emerson




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: Lilia Mkrtchyan <latin2dancer2@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 5:18 PM

To: COB_Response

Subject: Health Concerns

To Whom It May Concern:

I am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against
ratification of the May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The locai health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by
the Board of Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Cailing for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law
(ESA 8558 b} and CHSC Section 101080) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1,
Chapter 3, Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to
the governing body regarding communicable diseases.

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as
follows:

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services
Act (ESA), a focal health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:

1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical
waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or
communicable disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive agent"”
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Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County,
There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat,
Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction" of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28.
That is not an "introduction" of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency,

It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are
faulty because of the highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86
{unconfirmed) deaths.

In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no
vaccine to prevent COVID-19.

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local
emergency declared for flu season, where ciose to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer
than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is

current!i no vaccine to irotect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; [JJj

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health
emergency can only be called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the
INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or communicable disease...”

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction" of any disease. The
introduction happened 3 months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of
communicable disease prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”
This has not happened.
"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not
providing reputable evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None
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of the links provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.
"Where is the science?"

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.
Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

1. The CDPH states: (link Is here)

"Qur best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands
frequently, avoiding touching our eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding
being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by staying at home.

2. "Face coverings may_increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

"There is_limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the
public during a pandemic could help reduce disease transmission. "

And the "who feel comfortable weating a mask should do so."

"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to
governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of
communicable disease prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."
THUS,

WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT
RATIFY THE UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law {ESA section 8558);

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law
(ESA 8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1,
Chapter 3, Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to
the governing body regarding communicable diseases.

Best Regards,
Lilia Mkrtchyan




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: Luis A Rodriguez <luisrm®@outlook.com>
Sent; Monday, June 01, 2020 6:56 PM

To: COB_Response

Subject: Comments for upcoming Board meetings

First of ali | appreciate all the hard work you are daing to help us navigate through these turbulent times.

The reason for my email is to inquire about the potentiai reopening of HOA managed pools in Huntington Beach. | am on
the board of our HOA and over the past few weeks homeowners have been inquiring If it is safe to reopen the pool for
active swimming, followlng the county health guidelines {no lounging, no sunbathing, no parties, no gatherings, regular
cleaning of surfaces, etc.)

Many parents are concerned that children need physical activity to remain healthy and swimming seems to be a very
safe activity during the heaith emergency. In addition, considering that the JR guards program and other summer camps
were recently cancelled, our children have very limited options during the summer.

There seems to be some confusion about HOA pools, | understand that Gov. Newsom announced the beginning of Stage
3 earlier last week and that LA County already approved the reopening of HOA managed pools. | also understand that
there is no specific directive from OC to close pools, However, there is a State Order stating that public pools should
remain closed. Gov. Newsom mentioned last week that he would allow county authorities to make their own decisions
about reopening activities,

Given that Orange County has a much lower COVID19 case count when compared to other areas (e.g. LA County), can
you confirm that we can reopen our pools while adhering to the guidelines posted by the OC Health department on May
7, 20207

We will appreciate your response on this important issue affecting many residents in Huntington Beach.,

Sincerely,

Luis A. Rodriguez

St. Augustine 1l HOA

{714)951-1722




Lopez, Maria [COB]

i -
From: Lynda Crawford <llcrawford4@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 7:31 PM
To: COB_Response
Subject: Masks, Etc,

| am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisars, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law {(ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080) and

2} Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases,

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5,

DETAILS:
Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a focal
health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:
1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County,

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition; "immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction" of this disease was declared on February 25, The new orders were dated May 28. That is not an
"Iintroduction" of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency,
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It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the
highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 {unconfirmed) deaths.

In a comparable flu season {Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County,

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine to prevent
COVID-19.

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu
season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid,

The health orders state: under point (10}:

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is

currentli' no vaccine to i'rotect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; [JJj

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!
Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or

communicable disease..."
There is ho imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction” of any disease. The introduction happened 3
months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities,"
This has not happened.
"Where is the science?”

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective,

"Where is the science?"

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.

Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

1. The CDPH states: (link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 Is washing our

handsfrequently, avoiding touching our eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands,

avoiding being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by staying at home.
2. "Face coverings may_increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public”

"There is_limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the
public during a pandemic could help reduce disease transmission. "
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And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."

"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant Information available to governmental entities."

THUS,

WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE
UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b} and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section

120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

While | did not personally author the above, | feel it accurately reflects my knowledge and opinions regarding the issues
set forth.

Sincerely,

Lynda Crawford




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: Madeline Hubbard <madelinehubbard @live.com>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 7:15 PM
To: ETeam@ochca.com; Quick, Nichole; Chau, Clayton; COB_Response; Wagner, Donald;

Steel, Michelle; tspitzer@da,ocgov.com; Bartlett, Lisa; leon.page@ocgov.com; Fourth
District; Do, Andrew
Subject: Vote no on this fake health crisis emergency order,

I am a concerned citizen and urge you to cease any emergency orders. | am writing in the strongest terms
possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the May 28, 2020 health
orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the
Board of Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA
8558 b) and CHSC Section 101080) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1,
Chapter 3, Section 120175.,5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the
governing body regarding communicable diseases.

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:
Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act
(ESA), a local health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:

1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste,
or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or
communicable disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radicactive agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.
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There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.
Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction" of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28. That is
not an "introduction” of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths, The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty
because of the highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86
(unconfirmed) deaths.

In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no
vaccine to prevent COVID-19.

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency
declared for flu season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for
covid.

The health orders state: under point (10}

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is

currentli no vaccine to ir'otect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; [}

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health
emergency can only be called when there is an "tmmment and proxlmate threat of the INTRODUCTION of
any contagious, infectious of communicable disease...’

There is ho imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction" of any disease. The introduction
happened 3 months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of
communicable disease prevention and control,

"Alocal health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."
This has not happened.
"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not
providing reputable evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of
the links provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective,

“Where is the science?"




Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.
Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

1. The CDPH states: (link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands
frequently, avoiding touching our eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoliding
being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by staying at home.

2. "Face coverings may_increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

"There is_limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the
public during a pandemic could help reduce disease transmission. "

And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."

"Where is the science?”
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to
governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of
communicable disease prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."

THUS,

WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT
RATIFY THE UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law (ESA
8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1,
Chapter 3, Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the
governing body regarding communicable diseases,




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: MARCIA <minitude@yahoo.com>
Sent; Monday, June 01, 2020 8:38 PM
To: COB_Response

I am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law {(ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC section 101080) and

2} Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
1201755, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases,

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)
CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a local
health emergency may only be proclaimed by a locat health officer when:
1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There Is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen™] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat,

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction" of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28. That is not an
"introduction” of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

It Is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the
highly unreliability of the tests.




Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 (unconfirmed) deaths.

In @ comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine to prevent
COVID-19,

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu
season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid,

The health orders state: under point (10):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is currently no vaccine to
protect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it;

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or
communicable disease,,."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction” of any disease. The introduction happened 3
months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY hy definition.

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone




Lopez, Maria [COB} .

. .
From: Maria Moore <queenmarie77@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 6:11 AM
To: COB_Response
Ce Maria Moore
Subject: Local Health Emergency Orders

I 'am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board
of Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA
8558 b) and CHSC Section 101080) and

2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter
3, Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing
body regarding communicable diseases.

If the BOS ratifies these iilegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:
Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local heaith emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act
(ESA), a local health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:
1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or
communicable disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive agent”

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.
There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28. That is
not an "introduction” of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Itis the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty
because of the highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147, of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 88 (Unconfirmed)
1




deaths.

In @ comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine
to prevent COVID-19.

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency
declared for flu season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.
The health orders state: under point (10):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is

cu rrentli.no vaccine to i’rotect'-agains_t COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; JJj

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency
can only be called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious,
infectious or communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction" of any disease. The introduction
happened 3 months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable
disease prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."
This has not happened.
“"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not providing
reputable evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the
links provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

"Where is the science?"

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.

Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks;

1. The CDPH states: {link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands
frequently, avoiding touching our eyes, nose and mouthwith unwashed hands, avoiding
being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by staying at home.

2. "Face coverings may_increase riskif users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

"There is_limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the
public during a pandemic could help reduce disease transmission, "

And the "who feel comfortablewearing a mask should do so."

"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmentatl
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entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable
disease prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”

THUS,

WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO
NOT RATIFY THE UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law (ESA
8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter
3, Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing
body regarding communicable diseases.

Sincerely,
Peggy Hall
Aliso Viejo

205 Avenida del Mar
# 681
San Clemente CA 92674
USA

Get Qutlook for i0S




Lopez, Maria [COB]

R
From: Mariola Kasprzak <mariolak@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 8:53 PM
To: COB_Response
Subject: Protest

| am writing in the strongest terms paossible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisars, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law {(ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080} and

2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases,

if the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080} and
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.
Mariola Bronislawa K. Paini MFA

Artist of the Saints
www.saintsgallery.com




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: Mark Badran <markbadran@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 11:25 PM

To: COB_Response

Subject: Stop the lllegal Mask Mandate in Orange County
Hello,

I am writing with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the May 28, 2020 health
orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the
Board of Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558
b) and CHSC Section 101080) and

2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter

3, Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing
body regarding communicable diseases.

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:
(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act {ESA), a
focal health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:

1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or
communicable disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County. There is
no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat. Therefore, the
covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.




The "introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28. That is
not an "introduction" of the disease. Therefare, the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local
health emergency.

It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty
because of the highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147, of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 (unconfirmed)
deaths,

In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County. Therefore, the covid
situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine
to prevent COVID-19,

How is that a local emergency?
There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu season, where ¢lose
to 600 Orange County residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is currently no
vaccine to protect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; No grounds for local
emergency.

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency
can only be called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious,
infectious or communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction” of any disease. The introduction
happened 3 months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175,5 states that regarding the administration of communicable
disease prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."
This has not happened. "Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not providing
reputable evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the
links provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, |let alone if they are effective. "Where is the science?"

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.

Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks;
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1.The CDPH states: (link is here}

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands frequently,
avoiding touching our eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding being around sick people
and physical distancing, especially by staying at home,

2."Face coverings may increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

"There is limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the public during a pandemic
could help reduce disease transmission. "

And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."

"Where is the science?"

Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental
entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable
disease prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."

THUS,
WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY
THE UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law {ESA section 8558});

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558
b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter
3, Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing
body regarding communicable diseases.

Sincerely,

Mark Badran

Laguna Beach




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: Nicole <nicolegreynolds@gmail.com>
Sent; Tuesday, June 02, 2020 6:33 AM

To: COB_Response

Subject: There is no evidence that cloth masks work

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act
(ESA), a local health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:

1) There is a release or splll of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical
waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or
communicable disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biclogic agent, toxin or radioactive agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.
There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.
Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28.
That is not an "introduction" of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases” are faulty
because of the highty unreliability of the tests,

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86
{unconfirmed) deaths.

In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency,

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no
vaccine to prevent COVID-19,

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency
declared for flu season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for
covid.

The health orders state: under point (10):

The orders and the strong recommendatlons contained herein are based on the fact
that there is currently.no vaccine to protect against COVID-19, and no proven
therapeutic treatment for it;
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health
emergency can only be called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION
of any contagious, infectious or communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction" of any disease. The
introduction happened 3 months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.
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FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of
communicable disease prevention and control,

"Alocal health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”
This has not happened.
"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not providing
reputable evidence in favor of heaithy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of
the links provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective,

"Where is the science?"

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.

Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

1

The CDPH states: (link is here)

"Our best community and Individual defense against COVID 19 is washing
our hands frequently, avoiding touching our eyes, nose and mouth with
unwashed hands, avoiding being around sick people and physical distancing,
especially by staying at home.

"Face coverings may_increase risk if users reduce their use of strong
defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in
public"

"There is_limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings
by the public during a pandemic could help reduce disease transmission. "

And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."

"Where is the science?"

Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental

entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175,5 states that regarding the administration of
communicable disease prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."
THUS,

WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT
RATIFY THE UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law

(ESA 8558 b) and




2} Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1,
Chapter 3, Section 120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to
the governing body regarding communicable diseases.

Where are the hazmat bins for all the disposable masks if this is so contagious?

Nicole Reynolds

Sent from my IPhone

Sent from my iPhone




Lopez, Maria [COB]

I _
From; Rita Barnett <ritabarnett1@cox.nhet>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 8:45 PM
To: COB_Response
Subject: Terminate the Local State of Emergency

Dear OC Board of Supervisors:

The well-known Constitutional Lawyer, John Whitehead of the Rutherford Institute, has been
following the CV-19 crisis and has been trying to sound the alarm for months, | urge you to read
his article, “The Slippery Slope to Despotism” before you rule on whether or not to renew the
state of emergency tomorrow at your Board Meeting.

https://www.rutherford.org/publications resources/john_whiteheads commentary/the slippery
slope to despotism paved with lockdowns raids and forced vaccinations

| am sure that you must realize, on a gut level, that something is not right with this CV-19 state of
emergency, and that Governor Newsom is not acting with the best interests of the citizens of
California in mind.

In February, when this Board first declared the state of local emergency and delegated its powers
to Dr. Nicole Quick to make “public health” decisions affecting every single citizen in this county;, |
am sure that you all did so with the best of intentions. You were told that an extremely deadly and
highly contagious “novel coronavirus” had spread globally, would cause our hospitals and their
ICU's to become overrun, and that this novel virus could cause around 2 million deaths nationwide
if we did not all agree to shelter in place. With such information, it is no wonder that you agreed
to declare a local state of emergency, and to ask the People of this county to sacrifice their
livelihoods for a few weeks to help “flatten the curve,”

Since that time, however, which is now going on 13 weeks since you first declared the state of
emergency, we have all learned that the novel CV-19 virus is very much akin to a bad annual flu.
We have all learned that the original UK model used to justify a nationwide shut-down in the US
was deeply flawed and wildly exaggerated, that those at-risk for significant health impacts are
largely elderly and immuno-compromised {and in institutional settings), much like the annual fiu,
and that the majority of the population is likely to experience mild to no symptoms whatsoever.
Just last week, we learned that the CDC now estimates that the total infection fatality rate will
end up being less than a half of a percent — i.e. .26%, and that healthy people (aka
“asymptomatic carriers”) are unlikely to spread the disease. These are data points that must be
taken into account when determining whether we still actually have a “local health emergency” as
defined by Cal. Gov. Code 8558 (requiring conditions of “disaster or extreme peril.”).




In a functioning democracy, with honest lawmakers and health professionals, all of this “good
news” regarding the virulence of CV-19 should have rapidly swung the pendulum towards
reopening our state and county. Indeed, many other states have quickly used this good news to
reopen — and have not experienced any significant adverse effects for doing so. And yet, in
California, Governor Newsom appears to be hell bent on taking our entire state down, crippling
our economy and our civil liberties with continued partial lockdowns and painfully slow phased
reopenings, strict rules imposed on businesses that are likely to bankrupt them, reopening metrics
that are unreasonable and largely unachievable, and puzzlingly draconian health measures
including mandatory masks, “contact tracing” surveillance, and quarantining of healthy persons
that are wildly unjustified given the “emergency” we face. If the CDC can be believed at this point,
this “disease” has a 99.6% recovery rate. Why are we still in a state of emergency?

Clearly you must see that something is amiss, and that Gavin Newsom — and Dr. Quick — are
both using the cover of CV-19 — to change California permanently for the worse,

Newsom now intends to continue the state of emergency — but on what grounds? What
hospital/ICU resources have been overtaxed? What hospitals overrun? Who is dying from this
disease? How are any of his measures narrowly tailored to address a legitimate state interest? As
elected representatives, you must not allow this Orwellian lie to continue. Newsom’s authority to
rule California under a state of emergency must be subject to the “checks and balances” of the
other branches of government, including the legislative branch. | thus urge you to do the
following:

1. First, declare an end to the “local state of emergency” in Orange County and rescind all health
orders by Dr. Nichole Quick, specifically including her sweeping May 29, 2020 order that requires
“healthy people” to quarantine repeatedly and indefinitely. | am sure you can see the slippery
slope of this measure — and how it may quickly be used to control people beyond protecting
“health.”

2. Second, oppose Gavin Newsom'’s attempt to extend the state of emergency without getting
legislative approval, and demand that the state legislature block his attempts to extend the state
of emergency — as occurred successfully in the state of Wisconsin.

3. Third, call an emergency press conference and declare that the citizens of Orange County shall
resume all normal activities, unbound and unburdened by the overreaches of Gavin Newsom and
Dr. Quick.

| hope that you fully appreciate what is happening in this country and the sweeping, totalitarian
mandates that are being pushed through under the guise of responding to a flu-like virus. Ask
yourselves if the infection fatality numbers we have in OC — roughly 150 deaths, mainly in nursing
homes — justifies the millions now on unemployment, the lost businesses, the devastating
emotional and psychological tolls this is having on millions of your citizens, with suicide rates that
far exceed CV-19 death rates, and the complete destruction of our public schools as they now

2




become joyless prisons for those unable to flee from them. | hope you will not allow this insanity
to continue unabated, and that you will find the courage within to stand up to Newsom,

Sincerely,

Rita Barnett-Rose
San Clemente, CA




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: Sandra Manriguez <busybeee2477@att.net>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 6:32 PM

To: BBMOMOF3 Manriquez

Subject: NO FACE MASKI!

This letter is directed both to the Orange County Health Agency, and to the members of the Orange County
Board of Supervisors,

[ am writing to make my voice be heard loud and clear. I want you to know that neither me, nor any member of
my family, will be complying with any face masks ordinance. We are DONE! No more hiding in our homes. No
more hiding our faces behind silly face masks that do no good.

This local "health emergency" is invalid, and unlawful, and we will not stand for it!!!

To the Board Members, 1 am asking you to vote against this! Show the people that you are on their side, and not
on the side of our liberal Governor that wants to overreach his powers over good people, while allowing looters
and rioters to destroy our state.

To the Health officers Chau and Quick, you are violating California laws and you WILL be challenged on this.

Orange County is not a dictatorship County. The events of the last few days with all the rioters and looters have
brought to light that this whole thing is absolutely absurd. We are good people that do no riot or destroy
property, and we are doing things the right way. We are letting you know what our plans are. Even if vou
choose to pass this unrealistic ordinance that you cannot enforce, we will NOT comply.

Sincerely,

Sandra Manriquez
Yorba Linda




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: Steven Rose <rosesteven@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 9:38 PM

To: COB_Response

Subject: Request to Terminate the Local State of Emergency

Dear OC Board of Supervisors:

The well-known Constitutional Lawyer, John Whitehead of the Rutherford Institute, has been following
the CV-19 crisis and has been trying to sound the alarm for months. | urge you to read his article,
“The Slippery Slope to Despotism” before you rule on whether or not to renew the state of emergency
tomorrow at your Board Meeting.

https://www.rutherford.org/publications_resources/john_whiteheads_commentary/the_slippery_slope
_to_despotism_paved_with_lockdowns_raids_and_forced vaccinations

| am sure that you must realize, on a gut level, that something is not right with this CV-19 state of
emergency, and that Governor Newsom is not acting with the best interests of the citizens of
California in mind.

In February, when this Board first declared the state of local emergency and delegated its powers to
Dr. Nicole Quick to make “public health” decisions affecting every single citizen in this county, | am
sure that you all did so with the best of intentions. You were told that an extremely deadly and highly
contagious “novel coronavirus” had spread globally, would cause our hospitals and their ICU's to
become overrun, and that this novel virus could cause around 2 million deaths nationwide if we did
not ail agree to shelter in place. With such information, it is no wonder that you agreed to declare a
local state of emergency, and to ask the People of this county to sacrifice their livelihoods for a few
weeks to help “flatten the curve.”

Since that time, however, which is now going on 13 weeks since you first declared the state of
emergency, we have all learned that the novel CV-19 virus is very much akin to a bad annual flu. We
have all learned that the original UK model used to justify a nationwide shut-down in the US was
deeply flawed and wildly exaggerated, that those at-risk for significant health impacts are largely
elderly and immuno-compromised (and in institutional settings), much like the annual flu, and that the
majority of the population is likely to experience mild to no symptoms whatsoever. Just last week, we
learned that the CDC now estimates that the total infection fatality rate will end up being less than a
half of a percent — i.e. .26%, and that healthy people (aka “asymptomatic carriers”) are unlikely to
spread the disease. These are data points that must be taken into account when determining whether
we still actually have a “local health emergency” as defined by Cal. Gov. Code 8558 (requiring
conditions of “disaster or extreme peril.”).

In a functioning democracy, with honest lawmakers and health professionals, all of this “good news”
regarding the virulence of CV-19 should have rapidly swung the pendulum towards reopening our
state and county. Indeed, many other states have quickly used this good news to reopen — and have
not experienced any significant adverse effects for doing so. And yet, in California, Governor Newsom
appears to be hell bent on taking our entire state down, crippling our economy and our civil liberties
with continued partial lockdowns and painfully slow phased reopenings, strict rules imposed on
businesses that are likely to bankrupt them, reopening metrics that are unreasonable and largely
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unachievable, and puzzlingly draconian health measures including mandatory masks, “contact
tracing” surveillance, and quarantining of healthy persons that are wildly unjustified given the
‘emergency” we face. If the CDC can be believed at this point, this “disease” has a 99.6% recovery
rate. Why are we still in a state of emergency?

Clearly you must see that something is amiss, and that Gavin Newsom — and Dr. Quick — are both
using the cover of CV-18 — to change California permanently for the worse.

Newsom now intends to continue the state of emergency — but on what grounds? What hospital/ICU
resources have been overtaxed? What hospitals overrun? Who is dying from this disease? How are
any of his measures narrowly tailored to address a legitimate state interest? As elected
representatives, you must not allow this Orwellian lie to continue. Newsom's authority to rule
California under a state of emergency must be subject to the “checks and balances” of the other
branches of government, including the legislative branch. I thus urge you to do the following:

1. First, declare an end to the “local state of emergency” in Orange County and rescind all health
orders by Dr. Nichole Quick, specifically including her sweeping May 29, 2020 order that requires
"healthy people” to quarantine repeatedly and indefinitely. | am sure you can see the slippery slope of
this measure — and how it may quickly be used to control people beyond protecting “health.”

2. Second, oppose Gavin Newsom'’s attempt to extend the state of emergency without getting
legislative approval, and demand that the state legislature block his attempts to extend the state of
emergency — as occurred successfully in the state of Wisconsin.

3. Third, call an emergency press conference and declare that the citizens of Orange County shall
resume all normal activities, unbound and unburdened by the overreaches of Gavin Newsom and Dr.
Quick.

| hope that you fully appreciate what is happening in this country and the sweeping, totalitarian
mandates that are being pushed through under the guise of responding to a flu-like virus. Ask
yourselves if the infection fatality numbers we have in OC — roughly 150 deaths, mainly in nursing
homes — justifies the millions now on unemployment, the lost businesses, the devastating emotional
and psychological tolis this is having on millions of your citizens, with suicide rates that far exceed
CV-19 death rates, and the complete destruction of our public schools as they now become joyless
prisons for those unable to flee from them. | hope you will not allow this insanity to continue unabated,
and that you will find the courage within to stand up to Newsom.

Sincerely,

Steven Rose
San Clemente, CA




Lopez, Maria [COB]

PR .
From: Susan Liberto <art.of design@icloud.com>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 7:39 PM
Subject: "Where [s the science?"

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."

THUS,
WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE

UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on

California Law (ESA section 8558);
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law {(ESA 8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

Sihcereiy,
Susan Palmiero-Liberto




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: Susan Nilon <dailyessentialsdlife@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 7:06 PM

To: COB_Response

Subject: Urgent Request

Dear COB Response Team;

| am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, hased on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law {ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080) and

2} Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding

communicable diseases.
If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)
CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5,

DETAILS:
Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a local
health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:
1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The “introduction" of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28. That is not an
"introduction” of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.




It is the exact opposite. There has been a siowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the
highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 (unconfirmed) deaths.

In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine to prevent
COVID-19.

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu
season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid,

The health orders state: under point (10}): _

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is

currentli' no vaccine to irotect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; .

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or
communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction" of any disease. The introduction happened 3
months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and contral,

“Alocal health officer must make any retevant information available to governmental entities,”
This has not happened.
"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

"Where is the science?”

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.

Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

1. The CDPH states: (link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands
frequently, avoiding touching our eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding
being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by staying at home.

2. "Face coverings may_increase risk if users reduce their use of streng defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

"There is_limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the
public during a pandemic could help reduce disease transmission. "




And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."

“"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this faw by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."

THUS,

WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE
UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

Sincerely,
Susan & Frank Nilon (Nurse and Teacher)
Mission Viejo, CA




Lopez, Maria [COB]

e
From: Suzanne Lane <msuzlane@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 9:18 PM
To: COB_Response
Subject: June 2nd votell

| am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence;

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calting for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b} and
CHSC Section 101080) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

if the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080} and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175,5.

DETAILS:
Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a local
health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:
1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive agent”

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat,

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction” of this disease was declared pn February 25. The new orders were dated May 28. That is not an
"introduction™ of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the
highly unreliability of the tests,




Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were In nursing homes, leaving 86 (unconfirmed) death:s.

In a comparable flu season {Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm In Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine to prevent
COVID-19,

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu
season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state; under point (10):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is

-currentli no vaccine to irote‘ct against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; JJj

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or
communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction” of any disease. The introduction happened 3
maohths ago, so it ho longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmentai entities."
This has not happened.
"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective,

"Where is the science?”

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.

Yet, here is what the COPH states regarding face masks:

1. The CDPH states: (link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands
frequently, avoiding touching our eyes, nose and mouthwith unwashed hands, avoiding
being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by staying at home.

2. "Face coverings may_increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

"There is_limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the
public during a pandemic could help reduce disease transmission. "

And the "who feel comfortablewearing a mask should do so."




"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and controi,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”

THUS,
WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE

UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY
There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined In California law (ESA 8558 b) and

2} Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section

120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases, :

Sincerely,
Suzanne Lane

Sent from my iPhone




Lopez, Maria [COB]

.
From: Tamara Roe <tamararoe@gmail.cont>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 6:04 PM
Subject: There are NO grounds for a local health emergency in OC

(1) There are NO grounds for a local health emergency in OC,

A "local health emergency" can only be called if there is an "imminent and proximate threat of an INTRODUCTION of a n
infectious disease...”

Uh, the "introduction” of the disease was 3 months ago!

{2) Health officers {corrupt) Clayton Chau and Nichole Quick are breaking another law: not providing relevant
information to the governing body for that they are basing their recommendations on.

If you want to read the details, here they are: please COPY AND PASTE what you need and send to these emails right
away"™;

| am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:;
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the heaith officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NC GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a local
health emergency may only be prociaimed by a local health officer when:

1} There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28, That is not an
"introduction” of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.




It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths, The numbers of "positive cases” are fauity because of the
highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 {unconfirmed) deaths.

In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine to prevent
CoVID-19.

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu
season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10):
The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is currently no vaccine to
protect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; No grounds for local emergency

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or
communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction" of any disease. The introduction happened 3
months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition,

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A |ocal health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”
This has not happened.

"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck” and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to COC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

"Where is the science?"

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.
Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

The CDPH states: {link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands frequently, avoiding touching our
eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by
staying at home

"Face coverings may increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"
"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

"There is limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the public during a pandemic could help reduce
disease transmission, "

And those "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so0."
"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities
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HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”

THUS,
WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE

UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a focal health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

Sincerely,

Tamara Roe




Lopez, Maria [COB)

L |
From: Teresa Kennedy <tkennedy31@gmail.coms>
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 1;50 AM
To: ETeam@ochca.com; Quick, Nichole; Chau, Clayton; COB_Response; Wagner, Donald;

Steel, Michelle; tspitzer@da.ocgov.com; leon.page@ocgov.com; Fourth District; Do,
Andrew; Media; leon.page@ocgov.com; Fourth District; Do, Andrew

Subject: the Board to vote against ratification of the May 28, 2020 health orders and local
emergency.

Please vote against [atest regulations and Heath orders and local health emergency .

{1) There are NO grounds for a local health emergency in OC,

A "local health emergency” can only be called if there is an "imminent and proximate threat of an INTRODUCTION of a n
infectious disease..."

Uh, the "introduction” of the disease was 3 months ago!

{2) Healith officers (corrupt) Clayton Chau and Nichole Quick are breaking another law: not providing relevant
information to the governing body for that they are basing their recommendations on.

i am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the

May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law {ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080) and

2) Not providing “relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

{ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:




There are no grounds for a local heaith emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a local
health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:

1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2} There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biologic agent, toxin or radioactive agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County.

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction" of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28. That is not an
"introduction" of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the
highly unreliability of the tests,

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 (unconfirmed) deaths.

In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine to prevent
COVID-19.

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu
season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is currently no vaccine to
protect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; No grounds for local emergency

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY|
Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or

communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction" of any disease. The introduction happened 3
months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition,

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."”
This has not happened.

"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.
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Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

"Where is the science?"
Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.
Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

The CDPH states:

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands frequently, avoiding touching our
eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by
staying at home

"Face coverings may increase risk if users reduce thelir use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public”

"There Is limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the public during a pandemic could help
reduce disease transmission. "

And those "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."
"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."

THUS,
WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE
UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

Sincerely,
Teresa Kennedy

Huntington Beach Ca

Sent from my iPhone




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: Theophania Epiphany <pinkysmadd@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 6:25 PM

To: COB_Response

Subject: Masks

| am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling information for the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisors, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law {ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080) and

2} Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

if the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

(ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080} and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section $120175.5,

DETAILS:
Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act {ESA), a local
health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:
1) There is a release or spill of material that Is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biclogic agent, toxin or radioactive agent"

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County,

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28, That is not an
"introduction"” of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

It is the exact opposite, There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the
highly unreliability of the tests.




Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 (unconfirmed) deaths.

In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local heaith emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for thelr local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine to prevent
COVID-19,

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu
season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is

currentli né-vaccine to irotect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; [Jj

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!

Chau and Quick are vidlating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local heaith emergency can only be
called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or
communicable disease..."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction” of any disease. The introduction happened 3
months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and ¢ontrol,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”
This has not happened.
"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

"Where is the science?"

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate,

Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

1. The CDPH states: (link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands
frequently, avoiding touching our eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding
being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by staying at home.

2. "Face coverings may_increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public”

"There is_limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the
public during a pandemic could help reduce disease transmission. "

And the "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."




"Where is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."

THUS,
WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE

UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY
There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law (ESA section 8558);
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and Information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

Sincerely

Tiffeny Hall




Lopez, Maria [COB]

From: V Tag <suitingstylist@gmail.com>
Sent; Monday, June 01, 2020 8:09 PM
To: Do, Andrew; COB_Response; Wagner, Donald; ETeam@ochca.com; Steel, Michelle; Chau,

Clayton; Fourth District; leon.page@ocgov.com; Media; Quick, Nichole;
tspltzer@da.ocgov.com

Subject: Open OC

End this farce, It's an election year farce

(1) There are NO grounds for a local health emergency in OC.

A "local health emergency” can only be called if there is an "imminent and proximate threat of an INTRODUCTION of a n
infectious disease..."

Uh, the "introduction" of the disease was 3 months agol

{2) Health officers {corrupt) Clayton Chau and Nichole Quick are breaking another law: not providing reievant
information to the governing body for that they are basing their recommendations on,

If you want to read the details, here they are: please COPY AND PASTE what you need and send to these emails right
away'"

I am writing in the strongest terms possible with compelling Information for the Board to vote against ratification of the
May 28, 2020 health orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratified by the Board of
Supervisars, based on this irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California laws:

1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law {ESA 8558 b) and
CHSC Section 101080} and

2} Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

If the BOS ratifies these illegal orders, they are complicit in violating these California laws:

{ESA 8558 b)

CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5.

DETAILS:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:




There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the Caiifornia Emergency Services Act (ESA}, a local
health emergency may only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:

1) There is a release or spill of material that is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introduction of any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease, chemical agent, noncommunicable biclogic agent, toxin or radioactive agent”

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency in Orange County,

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen"] or proximate [definition: "immediate"] threat,

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction” of this disease was declared on February 25. The new orders were dated May 28. That is not an
"introduction” of the disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases” are faulty because of the
highly unreliability of the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 {unconfirmed) deaths.

In a comparable flu season {Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency point (5) that "there is currently no vaccine to prevent
COVID-18.

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergency declared for flu
season, where close to 600 OC residents die each year, compared to fewer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point (10):

The orders and the strong recommendations contained herein are based on the fact that there is currently no vaccine to
protect against COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; No grounds for local emergency

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY!|
Chau and Quick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as a local health emergency can only be
called when there is an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any contagious, infectious or

communicable disease.,."

There is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction" of any disease. The introduction happened 3
months ago, so it no longer an EMERGENCY by definition.

FURTHER, NO EVIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS:

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."
This has nat happened,

"Where is the science?"

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking California law by not providing reputable
evidence in favor of healthy or asymptomatic residents to wear face masks.
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Chau and Quick refer to CDC guidance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. None of the links
provided by the CDC even mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

"Where is the science?"

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.,

Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

The CDPH states: (link is here)

"Our best community and individual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands frequently, avoiding touching our
eyes, nose and mouth with unwashed hands, avoiding being around sick people and physical distancing, especially by
staying at home

"Face coverings may increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"

"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be in public"

"There is limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the public during a pandemic could help reduce
disease transmission. "

And those "who feel comfortable wearing a mask should do so."
"Where Is the science?"
Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this law by not provide the relevant information to governmental entities

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease
prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities."

THUS,
WE, THE ELECTORATE, WHO OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE
UNLAWFUL AND INVALID LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on California Law {ESA section 8558);
1) Calling for a local heaith emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law (ESA 8558 b) and

2) Not providing "relevant information" to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section
120175.5, which directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding
communicable diseases.

V, Suit Lady

0C, California




Lopez, MarialC_OB]

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Yesica Limon <yesicalimon99@gmail.com»
Monday, June 01, 2020 9:24 PM
COB_Response

Comments for tpcoming Board meetings

Hello | am a Santa Ana resident and | want to bring up my concern for mandatory face masks, | do wish you would
consider rescinding them. | believe it should be up to the individual to decide whether they choose to wear one or not.
It’s very difficult to breathe with one and | am concerned about the elderly who feel suffocated by wearing one. | am
also a mother of two young children and it’s almost impossible to keep theirs on for a long period of time. Thank you for

your time.

Sent fram my iPhone




Lopez, Maria [COB]

-
From: Kellie Scannell <kelliescannell@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 7:23 AM
Subject: Reapen Orange County

{1) There are NO grounds for a local health emergency In OC.

A 'local heaith emergency” can only be called if there is an "imminent and proximate threat of an INTRODUCTION of a n infectious disease. ..
Uh, the "introduction” of the disease was 3 months ago!

{2) Health officers (corrupt) Clayton Chau and Nichole Quick are breaking another law: not providing relevant information to the governing
bedy for that they are basing their recommendations on.

f you want to read the detalls, here they are: please COPY AND PASTE what you need and send to these emalls right away":

I am writing in the strongest terms possible with compalling informatien for the Board to vote against ratification of the May 28, 2020 health
orders and local emergency.

The local health emergency and ALL orders emanating from it should be nullified, and not ratifled by the Board of Supervisors, based on this
Irrefutable evidence:

Health officers Chau and Quick are violating two California faws:
1) Calling for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds, as defined in California law {ESA 8558 b) and CHSC Section 101080)
and

2) Not providing "relevant information” to governmental entltles, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5, which
directs the health officers to provide evidence and informatlon to the governing body regarding communicable diseases.

if the BOS ratifies these lllegal orders, they are complicit in violating these Catifornia faws:

(ESA 8558 b) '

CHSC Section 101080) and

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5,

DETAILS:

Health officers Chau and Qulick are violating California Health and Safety Code section 101080, as follows:
NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL EMERGENCY:

There are no grounds for a local health emergency. According to the California Emergency Services Act (ESA), a local health emergency may
only be proclaimed by a local health officer when:

1) There is a release or spill of materlal that Is subsequently determined to be hazardous or medical waste, or

2) There is an "imminent and proximate threat of the introducticn of any contagicus, infectious, or communicable disease, chemical agent,
noncommunicable biclogic agent, toxin or radloactive agent”

Based on the definition of the above, there are NO GROUNDS for a local emergency In Orange County,

There is no imminent [definition: "about to happen™] or proximate [definltion: "immediate"] threat.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

The "introduction" of this disease was declared on February 25, The new arders were datad May 28, That Is not an "introduction" of the
disease.

Therefore the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

It is the exact opposite. There has been a slowing of deaths. The numbers of "positive cases" are faulty because of the highly unreliablillty of
the tests.

Further, Current covid-related deaths are 147; of these, 61 were in nursing homes, leaving 86 (unconfirmed) deaths.

In a comparable flu season (Oct-May), 597 deaths are the norm in Orange County,

Therefora the covid situation does not meet the definition for a local health emergency.

Chau and Quick state as a reason for their local health emergency polnt (5) that "there is currently no vaccine to prevent COVID-19,

How is that a local emergency? There is no effective vaccine for the flu, and there is no local emergancy declared for flu season, where close to
600 OC residents die each year, compared to fawer than 150 for covid.

The health orders state: under point {10);




The orders and the strang recommendations contalned hereln are based on the fact that there is currently no vaceine to protect against
COVID-19, and no proven therapeutic treatment for it; No grounds for local emergency

NO GROUNDS FOR A LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY|

Chau and Qulck are violating Callfornia Health and Safety Code sectlon 101080, as a focal health emergency can only be called when there s
an "imminent and proximate threat of the INTRODUCTION of any tontaglous, infectious or communlicable disease..."

There Is no imminent and proximate threat, and there is no "introduction” of any disease. The intreduction happened 3 months ago, $¢ it ho
longer an EMERGENCY by definitlon.

FURTHER, NO £VIDENCE FOR WEARING FACE MASKS: .
HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Sectian 120175.5 states that regarding the adminlstration of communicable disease prevention and control,

"A local health officer must make any relevant information avallable to governmental entities.”
This has not happened.

"Where is the science?”

Health officers Chau and Quick have "passed the buck" and are breaking Callfornia law by not providing reputable evidence in favor of healthy
or asymptomatle residents to wear face masks.

Chau and Quick refer to CDC guldance, which has zero evidence regarding wearing face masks. Nore of the links provided by the CDC even
mention wearing masks, let alone if they are effective.

"Where is the science?"

Further, Chau and Quick reference guidance from the CDP as the evidence for the mask mandate.
Yet, here is what the CDPH states regarding face masks:

The COPH states: (link is here)

"Our best communlty and indlvidual defense against COVID 19 is washing our hands frequently, avoiding touching cur eyes, nose and mauth
with unwashed hands, avoiding being around sick peopie and physicat distancing, especially by staying at home

“Face coverings may Increase risk if users reduce their use of strong defenses,"
"You may CHOOSE to wear a cloth face covering when you must be In public”

"There is limited evidence to suggest that use of cloth face coverings by the public during a pandemic could help reduce disease transmission.

1"

And those "who feel comfartable wearing a mask should do so."

"Where Is the sclence?"

Thus, Chau and Quick are violating this faw by not provide the relevant information to governmental entlties

HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5 states that regarding the administration of communicable disease prevention and contral,
"A local health officer must make any relevant information available to governmental entities.”

THUS,
WE, THE ELECTORATE, WH( OVERSEE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CALL ON THE BOARD TO NOT RATIFY THE UNLAWFUL AND INVALID
LOCAL HEALTH EMERGENCY

There are no grounds for a local health emergency based on Callfornia Law {ESA section 8558);
1} Caliing for a local health emergency when there are no legal grounds , as defined In California faw (ESA 8558 b) and

2) Not provlding "relevant information” to governmental entities, as required by HSC Div 105, Part 1, Chapter 3, Section 120175.5, which
directs the health officers to provide evidence and information to the governing body regarding communicable diseases,

Healthy Blessings,

Kellie Scannell RN
949-230-8055




kefliescannefl@gmail.com
www. kscannell. juiceplus.com
wwwkscannell.towergarden.com
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